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1NC – Spending Disadvantage
A.  Growth is slow but sustainable – double-dip unlikely
RJ & Makay 8/9 -- leading human capital recruiting and consulting firm exclusively servicing the financial activities sector (2011, "Monthly Outlook Reports Double-dip Unlikely," http://www.rjandmakay.com/rj-and-makay-blog/968-monthly-outlook-reports-double-dip-unlikely, RG)
                                                           
Worries that GDP growth would slow even further and possibly slip into negative territory have subsided now that much of theJuly and early August data show modest economic gains. While it is currently weak—at 1.6% in the second quarter—business fixed investments rose during this time period and consumer spending and savings rates are on the rise. Wells Fargo also expects the 1.6% GDP growth rate to remain firm for the remainder of the year, but increase in 2011 as long as interest rates do not rise. While an economic double-dip is unlikely in the U.S., Wells Fargo is prompting the government for more support. Its Monthly Outlook report noted that “increased risks of a double-dip should prompt additional monetary and fiscal stimulus, not because the economy is backsliding but rather because the consequences of a second economic slump would be so costly to counteract.”The global economy, however, is slowing but still expanding. The report states an overseas double-dip recession is probable, particularly in Japan, but will not happen if Asia remains “buoyant.” Unlike Europe and the U.S., Asia didn’t spend the past decade miring itself in debt, so its banking systems remain healthy and credit is still flowing. Meanwhile, the European labor market is currently stable, which should positively impact consumer spending, and the region appears to have narrowly sidestepped another downturn. Latin American economies remain the healthiest, as they weren’t overly leveraged before the crash, are enjoying strong economic growth, and risk of recession in the region is low, the report states.
B.  LINK – any space program will be expensive and destroy the budget
HSU & COX  09  Ph.D., Senior Fellow – Aerospace Technology Working Group & Ph.D., Founder & Director – Aerospace Technology Working Group
(Feng Hsu and Ken Cox, “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development - A Unified Strategic Vision”, 2-20, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=30702) 
There are limited financial resources from the U.S. government, which is now struggling with unprecedented high budget deficit and is confronted with extremely costly ongoing wars. So it is nearly irresponsible to impose on the nation and its people an Apollo-like, huge spending lunar-based space exploration program. There is neither significant (or short-term) science value nor space exploration and operation value in revisiting an earth-orbit destination that was explored by mankind four decades ago. Given today's decimated American economic condition, we must adapt a concurrent and comprehensive space exploration and space development strategy that is not only affordable but can be mutually supported. 
Failure to stop spending will result in economic collapse
ROE  5 – 18 – 11  member of the Education and Workforce Committee.  Representative from Tennessee
[Phil Roe Cut, cap and balance: A fight toward fiscal responsibility http://voices.washingtonpost.com/federal-eye/2010/05/navy_plebes_scale_herndon_monu.html]
On Monday, the United States reached the legal limit of its borrowing authority – further evidence that out-of-control spending is a matter of national security. Serious reforms and government spending cuts need to be made to avoid severe economic disruptions – both in the short and long-term. 
The national debt and deficits are rising at an unconscionable rate. The national debt now exceeds $14 trillion, and the government is still piling up debt at the rate of $200 million an hour, $30 billion a week, $120 billion a month and $1.6 trillion a year. It’s clear we don’t have a revenue problem – we have a spending problem. 
Raising the debt ceiling without these serious reforms will only burden our future generations with outrageous debt.  Worse, the president and Senate Democrats are saying they want a “clean” debt ceiling increase, which means that they want to continue spending and borrowing more money with no strings attached. My view is we must not raise the debt ceiling by $1 without simultaneously making deep cuts in spending and taking real steps towards a balanced budget. 
It is imperative to the future of the country that we fight for an immediate shift toward fiscal responsibility. That is why I, along with my colleagues in the Republican Study Committee (RSC), wrote a letter to House Speaker John Boehner asking him to “Cut, Cap and Balance.” Specifically, we advocated for discretionary and mandatory spending reductions that would cut the deficit in half next year; enacting statutory, enforceable total-spending caps to reduce federal spending to 18 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP); and a Balanced Budget Constitutional Amendment (BBA) with strong protections against federal tax increases and including a Spending Limitation Amendment (SLA). This proposal will put us on a path to prosperity, and I will work to see provisions like this are included in any final agreement.
I believe it is prudent to limit the extension of borrowing authority as much as possible, in order to demand accountability from Senate Democrats and the Obama Administration. Every day, we see more and more evidence of the need to confront the problem now. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) report released in April adds urgency to the need for meaningful actions — both short and long-term — to confront the nation's debt head-on. Additionally, Moody's Analytics released a report several weeks ago forecasting a downgrade in our country’s bond rating. It’s clear that if we fail to stop the spending spree, our nation will face economic collapse in the long-term.  
C.  Economic Collapse risk global nuclear wars
Harris and Burrows 09 PhD European History @ Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) & member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit
Mathew, and Jennifer “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf
Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
Uniqueness Extensions - Economy Improving
No double dip – manufacturing
Dufrene 8/5 -- Sanders Chair in Business @ Indiana University Southeast (Uric, 2011, "ECONOMIC ANALYSIS: Perhaps not a double dip, but growth will remain sluggish at best," http://www.lanereport.com/articles/fastlane_article.cfm?id=526, RG)
 
In previous writings, I commented on the possibility of a double dip. It was my assessment that we would not see a double dip due to lean inventories, and the manufacturing production necessary to continue restocking the shelves. Today’s manufacturing number helped confirm that expectation. Even with today’s positive manufacturing number however, manufacturing has slowed compared to last year.

 
No double-dip
Poor 8/7 – Daily Caller (Jeff, 2011, "Greenspan forecasts ‘no double-dip,’ but slowdown," http://dailycaller.com/2011/08/07/greenspan-forecast-no-double-dip-but-slowdown/, RG)
 

Former Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan said Sunday that he doesn’t think a double-dip recession is on the horizon for the U.S. economy. “There’s going to be a solution to this,” Greenspan said on NBC’s “Meet the Press,” referring to America’s debt problem. “The great irony and sadness about this whole process is that basically the Bowles-Simpson Commission’s recommendation, which will be the core of the final result. But there’s another issue here. With all this bickering going on, the economy is slowing down. You can see it in all of the data. I don’t see a double-dip, but I do see it slowing down. This deficit problem that sits out there is much larger than we even calculated because the actual numbers employed by those who are calculating the deficits are based on a level of economic activity which we are not achieving.” (RELATED: Ron Paul: Debt limit agreement ‘super committee’ unconstitutional) And while many warn that cutting government spending now will harm America’s fragile economy, Greenspan said hiking taxes would be worse for the economy than the spending cuts. “First of all, there’s a general view out there that we are somehow going to solve the problem without pain,” Greenspan said. “There’s no conceivable scenario in which that is true. Cutting back on government spending will cause some contraction in economic activity, but according to the IMF, who has done a considerable number of evaluations of related issues, they’ve concluded that increases in taxes do curtail economic activity. So do expenditure cuts, but significantly less.”
Decline is temporary
MarketWatch 6/1/11 [Rex Nutting, MarketWatch, “Will the Economic Slump Last?” Wall Street Journal. June 1, 2011. http://www.marketwatch.com/story/will-the-economic-slump-last-2011-06-01?link=MW_latest_news. ]

Isn’t there anything good to say about the economy? Sure. Many of the factors depressing the economy are temporary: Gasoline prices have been falling for the past month, and businesses are figuring out how to work around the supply disruptions from the tsunami. Household finances are slowly improving, setting the stage for faster domestic growth. Even the optimists are nervous about the next few months. It’s possible that some of the gloomy data reflect excessive caution ahead of several key events: The end of the Federal Reserve’s asset purchases, the resolution of the U.S. debt-ceiling soap opera, the resolution of Europe’s fiscal disaster, and the ability of the developing world to achieve its soft landing. If all of those go well or even just OK, the future might look a little brighter at the end of the summer. And if they don’t? We may look back on this spring with fond memories.
Economy is going up – growth rates increasing, jobs, gas prices
Bloomberg 6/1/11 [Joshua Zumbrun, “Fed’s  Pianalto Says U.S. Economy Likely to Grow at 3 Percent Annual Pace,” Bloomberg. June 1, 2011. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-01/fed-s-pianalto-says-gradual-economic-recovery-to-continue.html]

Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland President Sandra Pianalto said she expects the U.S. economic expansion to advance further and that the central bank’s current monetary stimulus is appropriate. “I expect the economy to continue on a gradual recovery pace over the next few years, with annual growth just above 3 percent a year,” Pianalto said today in a speech in Columbus, Ohio. “I believe inflation will be temporarily elevated this year due to developments in oil and food prices, but I expect inflation to fall back below 2 percent in the next couple of years.“Given this outlook, I think that the current accommodative stance of monetary policy, with short-term interest rates close to zero, is appropriate and supports the FOMC’s dual mandate of stable prices and maximum employment,” Pianalto said at the Columbus Metropolitan Club. Chairman Ben S. Bernanke and the Federal Open Market Committee plan this month to complete a $600 billion bond purchase program. At their last meeting in April they said they’ll hold interest rates “exceptionally low” for an “extended period.” They’re considering a policy plan that would follow the end of record monetary stimulus. Pianalto said in response to audience questions that she doesn’t anticipate that the economy will fall into “stagflation,” with simultaneous high unemployment and high inflation because “there has not been a growth in the money supply.” Kept Reserves The Fed has funded its asset purchases by creating bank reserves, and “banks have kept those reserves. They have not put them back into the economy,” she said. The softness in recent economic data is different from the slowdown last year, when Europe’s fiscal crisis damaged business confidence in the U.S., Pianalto said. “This time around even though we are again seeing some softness, we’re not seeing the same reaction on the part of businesses,” she said. Businesses are hiring and “not pulling back,” indicating the “economy is on firmer footing.” The Labor Department will report on June 3 that the economy added 175,000 jobs in May, according to the median of a Bloomberg Survey. The unemployment rate will fall to 8.9 percent from 9 percent in April, according to the survey. More Churning Pianalto cited research from the Cleveland Fed showing that “research reveals that historically, the more dynamism or churn in the job market, the faster the unemployment rate returns to its “trend” rate or “natural” rate, which we believe is between 5.5 and 6 percent.” 

Uniqueness Extensions No New Spending

Additional spending will not happen both parties will not allow it
Fox News 5/16/11 (Chad Pergram, 5/16/11, "An Unenviable Choice: Disaster Relief Versus Spending Cuts", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/17/unenviable-choice-disaster-relief-versus-spending-cuts)
Finally, even the Obama Administration and Democrats are wary of formulating an additional spending bill. If history is any guide, such packages have the potential to become "Christmas Trees." These are bills decorated with an array of spending baubles and ornaments devoted to causes besides the targets of the base legislation. And in order to garner support from lawmakers who don't represent constituents in the tornado or flood zones, a possible bill could require significant garnishment just to conjure up the votes.
Which brings us to the endgame for House Republicans.
If the GOP wants to cut spending, it can't do supplemental spending bills on top of the regular spending bills. That's part of the reason why the national debt exploded. After all, supplemental spending bills to bankroll the war on terror and operations in Iraq helped explode the debt over the past decade. In addition, loading up bills with extras to coax lawmakers to vote for additional spending is a thing of the past in Washington. And it's definitely not what the voters want.
Less spending now:  Politicians too scared to increase spending
WASHINGTON POST,  5–24–10 New spending plans belie Congress's deficit worries, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/24/AR2010052403585.html
Not every item has been "scored" by the Congressional Budget Office, but senior Democratic aides have told The Post that they expect the measure to cost almost $200 billion over the next decade. This is on top of a separate $60 billion measure to fund the war in Afghanistan, now before the Senate, to which the White House is trying to attach $23 billion in additional deficit spending to avoid layoffs of public school teachers.
With deficit anxiety rising in the electorate, there are signs that both the White House and the leadership in Congress are beginning to worry about the political costs of more red ink. House leaders are discussing a one-year budget plan that might cut more than Obama's proposed freeze on non-national security discretionary spending. But first, more dollars out the door. 
Republican House will not allow new spending
Atlantic 5/10/11 (Derek Thompson, 5/10/11, "Boehner Is Beating Democrats in the Debt Ceiling Game", http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2011/05/boehner-is-beating-democrats-in-the-debt-ceiling-game/238669/) 
Like any well-crafted political message, House Speaker John Boehner's speech to the New York Economic Club on Republicans' debt ceiling strategy could be reduced a dozen words: No new debt without a deal, no new spending, no new taxes, no default.
Simplicity is a virtue in messaging, but in the real world, Boehner's debt ceiling game gets complicated. Raising the debt limit requires a deal. A deal requires Democratic votes. Democratic votes require tax increases. No tax increases means no Democrats, which means no deal, which means no debt limit increase and the possibility of a bond market freakout.
Uniqueness Extensions – Spending Cuts Coming
Massive cuts coming
Fox News 5/16 (Chad Pergram, 5/16/11, "An Unenviable Choice: Disaster Relief Versus Spending Cuts", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/17/unenviable-choice-disaster-relief-versus-spending-cuts)
But the work on the FY ‘12 appropriations bills marks the first time a Republican-led House, dominated by conservatives and tea party loyalists, will have a complete stab at slicing federal spending. This is where Republicans truly have a chance to make good on their campaign promises to ax the debt.
Late last week, Rogers and the Appropriations Committee released a set of numbers that would glaze over the eyes of any accountant worth his pocket protector. The numbers were something called 302(b) allocations.
Last month, the House adopted the so-called "Ryan Budget," a non-binding spending blueprint drawn up by House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan (R-WI). And last week, Rogers took Ryan's framework and concocted the 302(b) allocations. In short, Ryan baked the pie. Rogers then sliced up the pie into 12 pieces. Each wedge of pie represented an individual Appropriations subcommittee that governs a set of federal government fiefdoms.
But what's important is how big Rogers rationed each pie slab.
To comply with the Ryan budget, Rogers needed to reduce spending by about $30 billion from what President Obama proposed. So Rogers offered up a series of spending chunks that trimmed non-defense federal spending by 11 percent.
"These are big-time cuts. They would take us back to the (FY) ‘06 levels for the cuts," boasted Rogers.
He noted that the agriculture spending bill is on target to absorb a 13 percent reduction. Rogers says transportation and housing programs could lose around 18 percent. Spending for the measure that funds the Departments of Labor and Health & Human Services reverts to FY ‘04 levels.
This is where the rubber hits the road. And Rogers is bracing for the fights.
"Members of Congress argue with each other?" the Kentucky Republican asked rhetorically. "Of course, there will be some disagreements. But I think when the dust settles, we'll be able to pass those bills and make responsible cuts."
Cuts coming – compromise on the debt ceiling debate
Los Angeles Times 5/29/11 (Peter Nicholas, 5/29/11, "Republicans still firmly against raising debt ceiling without big cuts", http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-gop-debt-ceiling-20110530,0,980818.story)
President Obama has said he expects Congress to increase the ceiling. In an interview last month with the Associated Press, the president said: "We will raise the debt limit. We always have. We will do it again."
The alternative, Obama said, is to "plunge the world economy back into a recession."
Posturing is always a part of congressional negotiations, but Republicans are under enormous pressure from "tea party" conservatives to curtail spending. The debt ceiling debate presents some congressional Republicans with an unhappy choice: A vote to raise the ceiling might expose them to primary challenges in the 2012 election, while a vote against it risks a default on U.S. debt obligations that could jeopardize the fragile economic recovery.
Pawlenty, in an interview with ABC's "This Week," said the consequences of failing to raise the cap might not be as stark as the White House contends.
Asked whether the result would prove calamitous for the U.S. economy, Pawlenty said: "Well, there are some serious voices challenging that very premise. And the answer is nobody really knows, because we've not been at this point before."
If opponents hold their ground and keep the ceiling intact, the U.S. could still manage by prioritizing payments, using the remaining cash to pay outside creditors first, Pawlenty said.
The Obama administration has dismissed that approach as "unworkable." In a blog post this year, Deputy Treasury Secretary Neal Wolin wrote that giving certain creditors privileged status was "default by another name."
"Such a policy would also be unacceptable to American servicemen and women, retirees and all other Americans who would rightly reject the notion that their payment has been deemed a lower priority by their government," Wolin wrote.
But a compromise might be in the offing. McConnell, in his appearance on "Meet the Press," left open the possibility of a deal.
Obama has said he is amenable to additional spending cuts as a condition of lifting the debt ceiling.
Uniqueness Extensions - NASA Faces More Cuts
NASA Budget is low now and likely to be cut more
RHIAN  1 – 17 – 11  Universe Today Staff Writer [Jason Rhian,  NASA Says it Cannot Produce Heavy-Lift Rocket on Time, Budget, http://www.universetoday.com/82535/nasa-says-it-cannot-produce-heavy-lift-rocket-on-time-budget/]
 NASA has sent Congress a report stating that it cannot meet the requirements that it produce a heavy-lift rocket by the current 2016 deadline – or under the current allocated budget. In the NASA Authorization Act of 2010, NASA was directed to develop a heavy-lift rocket in preparation to flights to an asteroid and possibly Mars. NASA said it cannot produce this new rocket despite the fact that the agency would be using so-called “legacy” hardware – components that have been employed in the shuttle program for the past 30 years. NASA would also utilize modern versions of engines used on the massive Saturn V rocket.
Now, approximately three months after the act was signed into law, NASA is telling Congress that they can’t build the vehicles that will succeed the shuttle. At least, NASA said, not in the time allotted or for the amount allocated to them. The agency expressed these inadequacies in a 22-page report that was submitted to Congress.
In the report, NASA said it “recognizes it has a responsibility to be clear with the Congress and the American taxpayers about our true estimated costs and schedules for developing the SLS and MPCV, and we intend to do so.”
“Currently, our SLS (Space Launch System) studies have shown that while cost is not a major discriminator among the design options studied, none of the design options studied thus far appeared to be affordable in our present fiscal condition.”
Senators Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) who helped to draft and pass the NASA Authorization Act said that none of the rationale posted within the report provided justification for NASA not to meet its requirements.
Congress has been hoping to shore up any potential failings of the emerging commercial space market by having NASA design, in parallel, a heavy-lift rocket. That way, if these firms don’t produce, the nation has a ‘backup’ in place. NASA has essentially admitted that it cannot accomplish the task set in front of it. Congress might decide to take funds from other areas of the space agency’s budget to fill in the projected shortfall. There have been some suggestions that these funds may come from those intended for Kennedy Space Center (KSC).
KSC has already been sent reeling from massive layoffs which are set to continue until the end of the shuttle program. There is no established program set to follow the space shuttle program. Many have tried to compare the gap between shuttle and whatever is to follow to the gap between Apollo and shuttle. But this is a false analogy. At the end of Apollo the next program was established (the space shuttle was approved during the Apollo 16 mission). As the twilight of the shuttle era nears – there no longer is any established program. Under the Vision for Space Exploration, the succeeding program was called Constellation and consisted of a Apollo-like capsule, man-rated rocket the Ares-I (based off a single shuttle solid rocket booster) and a unmanned heavy-lift booster – the Ares-V.
While Congress may have signed the directive to produce the new heavy-lift booster into law – they haven’t done as much to pay for it. NASA was supposed to receive $11 billion over the course of the next three years to build both the rocket as well as the Orion spacecraft. Congress is now working to find ways to cut federal spending and NASA could find itself receiving far less than promised. 
Link Extensions- Space is expensive
Space costs too much
KAKU 09  professor of theoretical physics at the City University of New York [Michio Kaku, “The Cost of Space Exploration,” July 16, 2009, http://www.forbes.com/2009/07/16/apollo-moon-landing-anniversary-opinions-contributors-cost-money.html]

But after 1969, the Soviets dropped out of the race to the moon and, like a cancer, the land war in Asia began to devour the budget. The wind gradually came out of the sails of the space program; the Nielsen ratings for each moon landing began to fall. The last manned mission to the moon was Apollo 17, in 1972.

As Isaac Asimov once commented, we scored a touchdown, then took our football and went home.

After all is said and done about what went wrong, the bottom line is simple: money. It's about $10,000 to put a pound of anything into a near-earth orbit. (Imagine John Glenn, the first American to orbit the earth, made of solid gold, and you can appreciate the enormous cost of space travel.) It costs $500 to $700 million every time the shuttle flies. Billionaire space tourists have flown to the space station at a reputed price of $20 million per head. 

And to put a pound of anything on the moon costs about 10 times as much. (To reach Mars, imagine your body made of diamonds.) We are 50 years into the space age, and yet space travel is just as expensive as it always was.

We can debate endlessly over what went wrong; there is probably no one correct answer. But a few observations can be made.

The space shuttle, the workhorse of the space program, proved to be somewhat of a disappointment, with large cost overruns and long delays. It was bloated and probably did not need to have seven astronauts on board. (The Soviet copy of the space shuttle, a near-clone called the Buran, actually flew into outer space fully automated, without any astronauts whatsoever.) 

An alternative to the space shuttle was the original space plane of the Eisenhower era. It was to be small and compact, but provide easy access to space on a moment's notice, instead of the long months to prepare each shuttle launch. It was to take off and land like a plane, but soar into outer space like a rocket. President Ronald Reagan called one version of it the "Orient Express." (Ironically, now there will be a hiatus as the space shuttle is mothballed next year. Instead of fast and cheap access to space, for five years we will have no access to space at all. We'll have to beg the Europeans and Russians to piggy-back off their rockets.)

One of the primary missions of NASA should have been to drive down the cost of space travel. Instead of spending half a billion dollars on each shuttle mission, it should have diverted some of the funds to make research and development a primary focus. New materials, new fuels and innovative concepts, which would make space exploration less expensive, should have been prioritized. (Today, some of that entrepreneurial spirit still lives in the commercial sector, as it tries to nourish a fledgling space tourism industry.)
The space station costs upward of $100 billion, yet its critics call it a "station to nowhere." It has no clearly defined scientific purpose. Once, President George H.W. Bush's science adviser was asked about the benefits of doing experiments in weightlessness and microgravity. His response was, "Microgravity is of microimportance." Its supporters have justified the space station as a terminal for the space shuttle. But the space shuttle has been justified as a vehicle to reach the space station, which is a completely circular and illogical argument. 

And, cross-apply the Laubscher evidence from solvency.  He says that the cost is high and understated.

Link Extensions New Spending Causes More Spending
The plan is new spending which Congress approves as a supplemental spending bill
Fox News 5/24 (Chad Pergram, 5/24/11, "Natural Disasters Could Challenge Campaign Spending Promises", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/25/natural-disasters-could-challenge-campaign-spending-promises)
It often starts like this.
There's a series of natural disasters. Or 9-11. Or war. And Congress decides it needs to approve an additional spending bill to fund a critical area of the federal government in mid-year.
Lawmakers fillet the federal budget into 12 sections, each one receiving an annual spending measure.
But over the past 11 years, Congress has approved 16 extra spending bills, known as "supplementals," totaling nearly $1 trillion.
Supplemental spending bills always have more spending added to the bill.  This is sure to happen with the plan.
Fox News 5/24 (Chad Pergram, 5/24/11, "Natural Disasters Could Challenge Campaign Spending Promises", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/25/natural-disasters-could-challenge-campaign-spending-promises)
When it's a challenge to cobble together votes for a supplemental spending bill, lawmakers often turn to a time-honored tradition on Capitol Hill. They begin to decorate the supplemental with all sorts of baubles and ornaments to attract the support of reluctant lawmakers. But times have changed in Washington. And most conservatives are unwilling to go that route.
"These bills become Christmas trees," said Rep. Steve Scalise (R-LA). "You end up having a bunch of items that having nothing to do with the bill."
Link Extensions- New Spending Destroys Budget Restraints
New Spending destroys fiscal discipline

Hurt 2-14-11 [Robert Hurt, Virginia Congressman, “Charting A New Course Of Fiscal Discipline And Restraint,” February 14, 2011, http://virginiafifthwatchdog.com/2011/02/charting-a-new-course-of-fiscal-discipline-and-restraint/]

Unfortunately, the Administration’s initial suggestions to freeze spending at current levels, combined with its continued commitment to more failed stimulus-style spending, eludes the real kind of change that needs to take place in Washington.

With our national debt soaring past $14 trillion and our deficit reaching nearly $1.5 trillion, freezing spending at an artificially high and accelerated level is not enough.

And with unemployment continuing to remain at an unacceptable rate, the last thing we need is more government spending, more taxing, and more borrowing.
To truly turn our economy around, we need a renewed commitment to the kinds of policies that will inject a level of certainty into our economy that will give our job creators the confidence necessary to hire and expand once again.

Reining in government spending and returning to pre-stimulus, pre-bailout levels, reducing unnecessary regulations, and forcing our government to live within its means by passing a balanced budget amendment are all steps in the right direction.

The actions next week in the House will seek to continue to move our economy forward as we chart a new course of fiscal discipline and restraint.

For the first time in years, the House will debate cutting government spending rather than increasing it as we initiate the consideration of a budget proposal for the remaining seven months of this fiscal year.

This historic bill stands in direct contrast to last year’s Congress, which failed to propose or even pass a budget, allowing government spending to go unchecked and putting us on an unsustainable path that threatens the economic outlook of our country.
Link Extensions – New Spending is the Key Sustaining the Economy
Lack of discipline against new spending could destroy confidence in the US economy scaring investors 
LAURENTI  3 – 31 – 11, Recovery Risks, http://www.mesirowfinancial.com/blog/economics/2011/03/31/alaurenti/recovery-risks/
Alan Blinder, a former vice chairman of the Federal Reserve and an economics professor at Princeton University, is a highly regarded economist, so it is always worth paying close attention to his ideas. In today’s op-ed in the Wall Street Journal, he suggests that, as far as the U.S. recovery is concerned, we have little to fear from the aftermath of the catastrophe in Japan, the European sovereign debt crisis or the run-up in oil prices. On the other hand, he warns about our budget situation, which carries a variety of risks including  1),  cutting too deeply into spending, too soon, or  2),  allowing global investors to lose confidence in U.S. debt because of the lack of fiscal discipline.
Continued spending insures economic collapse
ATR  5 – 16 – 11 Americans for Tax Reform http://atr.org/seven-actions-obama-administration-instead-raising-a6149
End the spending spree. If spending continues on its current trajectory, debt is expected to consume the entire economy in the next two decades. Congress must use the debt limit debate to refocus on the government’s overspending problem, and make meaningful institutional reforms to establish fiscal restraint in federal budgeting. These reforms should look at constitutional spending limits, reforming budget rules and federal bookkeeping and statutory spending caps.
Controlling spending is important right now
MAULDIN  5 – 3 – 11 Millennium Wave Investments 
John Mauldin, Restoring Fiscal Sanity in the United States: A Way Forward, http://www.fxstreet.com/fundamental/analysis-reports/outside-the-box2/2011/05/03/
In summary, the truth is that the government has grown too big, promised too much and waited too long to restructure. Our fiscal clock is ticking and time is not working in our favor. The Moment of Truth is rapidly approaching. As it does, let us hope that our elected officials must keep the words of Theodore Roosevelt in mind: “In any moment of decision the best thing you can do is the right thing, the next best thing is the wrong thing, and the worst thing you can do is nothing.” And "We the People" must do our part by insisting on action and by making the price of doing nothing greater than the price of doing something We must insist that our legislators offer specific solutions to defuse our ticking debt bomb in a manner that is economically sensible, socially equitable, culturally acceptable, and politically feasible We need to recognize that improving our fiscal health, just like our physical health, will require some short-term pain for greater long-term gain. The same is true for state and local governments.
We'll soon know whether Washington policymakers are up to the challenge and whether they will start focusing more of doing their job than keeping their job. They need to focus first on their country rather than their party. And yes, the President and Congressional leaders from both political parties need to be at the table and everything must be on the table in order to achieve sustainable success. Let's hope they make the right choice this time!
Internal Link Extension - US Economy is the Key to the Global Economy
A U.S. economic collapse will destroy the global economy 

Mead  04 , Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, Foreign Policy, 

April 1, pg. Lexis) 

Similarly, in the last 60 years, as foreigners have acquired a greater value in the United States--government and private bonds, direct and portfolio private investments--more and more of them have acquired an interest in maintaining the strength of the U.S.-led system. A collapse of the U.S. economy and the ruin of the dollar would do more than dent the prosperity of the United States. Without their best customer, countries including China and Japan would fall into depressions. The financial strength of every country would be severely shaken should the United States collapse. Under those circumstances, debt becomes a strength, not a weakness, and other countries fear to break with the United States because they need its market and own its securities. Of course, pressed too far, a large national debt can turn from a source of strength to a crippling liability, and the United States must continue to justify other countries' faith by maintaining its long-term record of meeting its financial obligations. But, like Samson in the temple of the Philistines, a collapsing U.S. economy would inflict enormous, unacceptable damage on the rest of the world. That is sticky power with a vengeance. THE SUM OF ALL POWERS? The United States' global economic might is therefore not simply, to use Nye's formulations, hard power that compels others or soft power that attracts the rest of the world. Certainly, the U.S. economic system provides the United States with the prosperity needed to underwrite its security strategy, but it also encourages other countries to accept U.S. leadership. U.S. economic might is sticky power.

Economic Decline risks global wars

MEAD  09   Senior Fellow in US Foreign Policy Studies @ Council on Foreign Relations

Walter Russell, Only Makes You Stronger, The New Republic, 2-4-09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1
As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.

Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
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1.  Non-Unique – US economy is dying – recovery has stopped

Silver 8-4-11
Nate, award-winning political analyst and statistician, “Double Dip or Not, Economy Is Falling Further Behind,” FiveThirtyEight, http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/08/04/double-dip-or-not-economy-is-falling-farther-behind/
While Washington was busy debating whether or not to sabotage the recovery by failing to raise the federal debt ceiling, the economy seemed to be doing everything in its power to demonstrate that it’s in feeble health to begin with. Leading indicators, like an index of manufacturing activity, have printed poorly, about at the levels that suggest the economy is on the brink of another recession. Although bearish economists have been warning about recession risk for some time now — and looking the wiser for it — concerns about a double-dip have crossed into the mainstream. The Harvard economist Martin Feldstein thinks there is a 50-50 chance of another recession. We may even be in a recession right now. In some sense, however, this is beside the point. The American economy lost a ton of ground during the global financial crisis. Slipping back into a recession — meaning negative growth — obviously wouldn’t help matters at all. But neither, really, would slow growth of the sort we’ve experienced during the first half of the year. In the chart below, I’ve plotted the United States’s gross domestic product, adjusted for inflation, dating back to 1877. The data incorporates the recent substantial downward revisions to G.D.P., which suggested both that the economic crash was even worse than economists had previously believed — at one point, G.D.P. was declining at an annualized rate of nearly 9 percent — and that the recovery has been even more timid. G.D.P. is plotted on a logarithmic scale in the chart, which reflects the fact that, over the long-run, the American economy has been growing exponentially. The rate of growth has in fact been quite steady over the long run: since 1877, the annual rate of G.D.P. growth has averaged about 3.5 percent after inflation. There has also been strong a tendency for these numbers to revert to the mean: periods of above-average growth have generally been followed by periods of below-average (or negative) growth, and vice versa. So far, however, there hasn’t been much of a rebound from the Great Recession. In the next chart, I’ve plotted how far ahead or below of the long-term trend that theeconomy is at any given time. Basically, instead of thinking about the economy in terms of the rate of growth, we’re instead thinking about how strong or weak it is in an absolute sense. An economy may technically be out of recession — meaning, that it is no longer shrinking — while still being well below its productive capacity. Here, you can really see the effects of the Great Depression. In early 1933, G.D.P. was about 40 percent below what it “should” have been based on long-term growth rates. But the economy recovered at a rapid clip over the course of the next decade. In fact, G.D.P. temporarily overshot, exceeding the long-term trend during World War II as America employed all the industry and labor that it could get its hands on to help with the war effort. By this measure, most post-World War II recessions are barely detectable. They look more like reversions to the mean after years of above-average growth. The Great Recession, however, is highly visible. G.D.P. had already been a couple of percentage points below the long-term trend before it began, as the recovery from the 2001-2 recession was not particularly robust. But things got much worse in a hurry. Looked at this way, in fact, not only is the worst not yet over — the situation is still deteriorating. Every quarter that theeconomy grows at a rate below 3.5 percent, it loses ground relative to the long-term trend. Although the economy grew at a 3.8 annual percent rate from fall 2009 through summer 2010, over the past year growth has averaged just 1.6 percent, putting us farther behind. Right now, gross domestic product is about $13.3 trillion dollars, adjusted for inflation — when it “should” be $15.7 trillion based on the long-term trend. That puts us more than 15 percent below what we might think of as full output, by far the worst number since the Great Depression. If theeconomy were to enter another recession and shrink by 1 percent over the course of the next year, we would wind up 19 percent behind the long-term trend. Buteven if it were to grow at 2 percent, we would still be 17 percent behind. What we need, instead, is above-average growth — in fact, quite a lot of it. Even if the economy were to begin growing at a 5 percent annual rate, it would take until 2018 for it to catch up to the long-term trend. 
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2.  NO LINK – The plan only costs 5 billion dollars initially.

Extend the Griffin evidence from the 1AC.  The head of NASA says we could have a lunar base within a decade.  Then, the plan pays for itself.

Mars colonization is an example.
The Space Review (The Space Review is an online publication whose focus is on publishing in-depth articles, essays, editorials, and reviews on a wide range of space-related topics.)’04  “Colonize the Moon before Mars” September 7th, 2004 - http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1
Robert Zubrin constantly beats the drum for exploring Mars first. It is disingenuous to say that the goal of space exploration is the colonization of Mars. Even colonization advocates would be happy with colonization of the Moon, the asteroids, and many other destinations. The discovery of life on Mars would not matter much one way or the other. Suppose there is Earth-like life on Mars. That might point to a common origin or a similar bootstrap method. What is that worth commercially? If you knew the answer, how much could you sell it for? Ten billion? What follow on activities would that news generate? None. Life may be an exciting discovery perhaps the most exciting in all history, but it does not amount to a large inducement to go to Mars. Mars is an excellent colonization spot and should be colonized because it is a great place to live. If we are going places as a species, we have to start somewhere. Right now, the level of space commitment by all actors on Earth is about $50 billion a year. This level of commitment would pay for about twenty Mars Direct-style missions every two years. This is a feasible budget for the colonization of Mars. Many technologies can be optimized if the focus of Earth space efforts was colonization. Cyclers could be placed in permanent Earth-Mars transfer orbit. In situ resource utilization could eliminate the need for hydrogen shipment from Earth. Better crew selection could eliminate the need for humans to take a return trip. If the goal of human presence on Mars is to colonize it, $50 billion a year can do it well.

It will probably take decades of subsidy before a Mars colony could sustain itself. A twenty-year program of $50-billion-a-year subsidies would hit a trillion dollars. This is an affordable sum for a rich planet. It would be an excellent idea to get started if this were the only space colonization option. There is a much better option, however, teasing us as it hangs in the sky.
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3.  Non-unique – congress won’t stop spending now
SATTERFIELD  4 – 28 – 11 
Terry Satterfield,  Politicians can't cut spending, http://www.marionstar.com/article/BF/20110428/OPINION02/104280348/Politicians-can-t-cut-spending?odyssey=nav|head
When politicians discover that they can buy votes through uncontrolled spending, economic collapse is assured.

Recently, we were told that Congress and the president had agreed to "the largest spending cut in American history." The reality, however, is that the agreement did very little. As reported by several financial news sources, a large portion of what is being called "cuts" was merely creative budget manipulation. (For example, unspent money from the 2010 census was included as a "cut" even though, given that the 2010 census is now complete, that money would not have been spent anyway.)
David Wyss, chief economist at Standard & Poor's in New York, stated that the "cuts" amount to "no more than a rounding error in this year's deficit." David Stockham, Director of the Office of Management and Budget during the Reagan administration, after observing this latest round of political shenanigans, referred to Congressional committees responsible for budget appropriations as "cesspools of deceit."
Yet, as we head toward 2012, we will be inundated with political ads proclaiming a new era of fiscal responsibility. Republicans will tell us that they engineered this "largest spending cut," and democrats, of course, will claim to have a master plan that will both cut spending and increase government's ability to meet our every need. In short, we will be lied to by both sides.
The reality is far too frightening for any career politician to acknowledge. Our nation borrows $6 billion per day. In 2010, government spending on entitlement programs alone exceeded total tax revenue. Today, one in six Americans receives money directly from the treasury. Every conceivable want and need of the masses is assumed to be government's responsibility. And, in the pursuit of votes, politicians have been only too willing to take it all on.

Of course, we can't place the blame entirely on Congress. Polls consistently show that while Americans are for "spending cuts" generally, they are unwilling to target specific programs. So even while we recognize that our government is out of control, we are unwilling to curtail our own access to its treasury.
The president, of course, espouses increased taxes as the answer to our problems. Unfortunately, Congress has proven over and over that it cannot control itself when presented with increased tax revenue. A widely publicized study completed by economists at Ohio University showed that, since the 1940s, for every dollar Washington received due to a tax increase, it increased spending by $1.24. Make no mistake; this Congress -- Democrats and Republicans alike -- will do exactly the same with any new tax revenue.
Career politicians cannot and will not curtail spending. Funding government programs is the means by which they buy votes in order to remain in power. Next year, as political ads showing everything from hungry children to needy seniors flow across our TV screens, it won't take a PR genius to recognize that proposing specific, meaningful cuts is simply not an option. 
4.  Economic Wars don’t escalate

BENNETT & NORDSTROM  02    Department of Political Science Professors at Penn State [D. Scott and Timothy, “Foreign Policy Substitutability and Internal Economic Problems in Enduring Rivalries,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, February.  P. 33-61]
When engaging in diversionary actions in response to economic problems, leaders will be most interested in a cheap, quick victory that gives them the benefit of a rally effect without suffering the long-term costs (in both economic and popularity terms) of an extended confrontation or war. This makes weak states particularly inviting targets for diversionary action since they may be less likely to respond than strong states and because any response they make will be less costly to the initiator. Following Blainey (1973),a state facing poor economic conditions may in fact be the target of an attack rather than the initiator. This may be even more likely in the context of a rivalry because rival states are likely to be looking for any advantage over their rivais. Leaders may hope to catch an economically challenged rival looking inward in response to a slowing economy. Following the strategic application of diversionary conflict theory and states' desire to engage in only cheap conflicts for diversionary purposes, states should avoid conflict initiation against target states experiencing economic problems.
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5.  There won’t be a budget deal now – meaning spending amounts aren’t set

CITIZEN TIMES  4 – 30 – 11  
 Editorial: Tie Congress down on spending, http://www.citizen-times.com/article/A4/20110501/OPINION/105010396/Editorial-Tie-Congress-down-spending?odyssey=nav|head
 The politicians in Washington need a game-changer when it comes to the bloated federal budget.
The current budget deficit is $1.4 trillion, adding to the cumulative federal debt so rapidly that interest payments could soon chew up so much of the budget that little would be left over for investments in education, science and infrastructure, or for the care of millions of baby boomers starting to enter the already beleaguered Medicare system.
Bitter partisanship seems to prevent the kinds of deals that Congress and the president used to be able to work out when numbers were the issue, and splitting the difference the natural way out.

There is no shortage of ideas for reducing spending and increasing revenues. Four detailed plans have been floated in the past five months, two by bipartisan commissions, one by House Republicans led by Rep. Paul Ryan, and one from President Obama in response to Ryan. Another set of proposals from the bipartisan "Gang of Six" senators is expected soon.
But Democrats' reluctance to meddle with the big entitlement programs, and Republican aversion to anything that looks like a tax increase, among other differences, make a deal unlikely.

Extension 1 – Economy isn’t recovering

Recovery is hopeless – jobs, global growth down, manufacturing momentum 

MarketWatch 6/1/2011 [Rex Nutting, MarketWatch, “Will the Economic Slump Last?” Wall Street Journal. June 1, 2011. http://www.marketwatch.com/story/will-the-economic-slump-last-2011-06-01?link=MW_latest_news. ]

Most of the economic data released in the past month have been disappointing, to say the least.

The latest reading on the labor market from payroll provider ADP shows job growth weakening as the summer approaches, with just 38,000 private-sector jobs created in May. If you recall that government employment is declining by almost that much every month, the ADP report implies only a very small increase in total employment. Read our full story on the 38,000 increase in the ADP employment report. This is no way to get the unemployment rate down from 9%. The economy has been buffeted by both natural and man-made forces. Extremely bad weather earlier in the year depressed activity, as did the surge in commodity prices, especially for energy and food. Then the Japanese earthquake and tsunami knocked out vital supply chains. Global economic growth, which had given a big boost to U.S. exporters, is slowing. Europe is dead in the water, so is Japan. The fast-growing developing nations such as China, India and Brazil are downshifting to avoid overheating. The strongest sector of the U.S. economy — manufacturing — is still growing, but the momentum is fading. 
Economy is declining – unemployment, dollar down, stock losses, housing 

Reuters 6/1/2011 [“Economic Reports for May Show an Entrenched Slowdown,” New York Times. June 1, 2011. http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/02/business/economy/02econ.html?_r=1]

The nation’s private companies hired far fewer workers than expected in May and output in the manufacturing sector slowed to its lowest level since 2009, according to new reports, raising concerns that the recovery was running out of steam. Economists cut their forecasts for Friday’s closely watched United States payrolls report after private-sector job growth tumbled to just 38,000, its lowest level in eight months. Losses in stocks and the value of the dollar accelerated after the Institute for Supply Management said its index of national factory activity fell to 53.5 in May from 60.4 the month before. The reading missed economists’ expectations for 57.7. New orders, a barometer of demand ahead, fell to 51.0 from 61.7 in April, the lowest since June 2009. “One has to wonder whether the U.S. recovery is starting to stumble,” said Greg Salvaggio, vice president for trading at Tempus Consulting in Washington. “It draws a big bull’s-eye on Friday’s payrolls report.” The ADP Employment Services report on private sector hiring and the Institute for Supply Management’s data were the latest signals that economic growth remained sluggish in the second quarter after hitting a soft patch in the first months of the year. Data last month showed the economy grew at a 1.8 percent annual rate in the first quarter, softer than analysts had anticipated. “This only adds fuel to the argument that the slowdown story is here in the U.S.,” said Tom Porcelli, chief United States economist at RBC Capital Markets in New York. “This is exactly what we do not want when other significant data shows things are slowing down as well.” The ADP report showed private employers added 38,000 jobs last month, falling from a downwardly revised 177,000 in April and well short of expectations for 175,000. It was the lowest level since September 2010. Credit Suisse lowered its estimate for Friday’s employment number to 120,000 from its previous forecast of 185,000 and its private payroll estimate to 135,000 from 200,000. ADP’s number has been weaker than the government’s private payrolls figure for 12 of the last 14 months, making Friday’s government numbers likely to come in above ADP’s report, Credit Suisse said. The Labor Department report is expected to show a rise in overall nonfarm payrolls of 180,000 in May, slowing down from a gain of 244,000 the month before, according a Reuters poll. Private payrolls are expected to come in at 205,000. The ADP report is jointly developed with Macroeconomic Advisers, whose chairman said he expected Friday’s figure to disappoint. Stocks extended losses after the I.S.M. survey with the Dow Jones industrial average down nearly 1 percent. The dollar hit a new low against the Swiss franc. The yield on benchmark 10-year Treasury debt slipped to its lowest level since early December. A separate report showed the number of planned layoffs at American firms rose modestly in May with the government and nonprofit sectors making up a large portion of the cuts. Employers announced 37,135 planned job cuts last month, up 1.8 percent from 36,490 in April, according to a report from the consultants Challenger, Gray & Christmas. The housing market, meanwhile, continued to struggle as a report from an industry group showed applications for home mortgages fell last week, pulled lower by a decline in refinancing demand. The Mortgage Bankers Association said its seasonally adjusted index of mortgage application activity, which includes both refinancing and home purchase demand, fell 4 percent in the week ended May 27.

Extension 2 – Plan is cheap

Total space spending is miniscule

LEVINGER  4 – 9 – 10   STAFF COLUMNIST for Tech, the MIT magazine

Josh Levinger, Opinion: Should we cut NASA funding?, Counterpoint: Funding a new mission for NASA is funding our future, Volume 130 >> Issue 18 : Friday, April 9, 2010
Before taking the rockets versus food trade-off too seriously, let’s look at some numbers objectively. The NASA budget is projected to be $18 billion in 2010, half of one percent of the federal budget. To be sure, this is not pocket change. A billion here, a billion there, and soon enough you’re talking about real money. But it is not outsized in comparison to other truly wasteful uses of your tax dollars. Here are but a few egregious examples: $8 billion for missile defense, $16 billion for nuclear weapons, $5 billion for foreign militaries, $12 billion for spy satellites, and $9 billion to reconstruct Iraq that has literally gone missing. You don’t have to look hard to find many more examples. These are the parts of the military-industrial complex that President Eisenhower was referring to when he made the famous quote that Mr. Yost repurposed for his stirring conclusion. Even if you consider the space program to be a waste, it’s so far from our federal budget’s biggest line item that a little cost-benefit analysis quickly leads you to more fertile ground.

Extension 3 – New Spending Coming

Congress continues to hide earmarks in other bills.
CNN  5 – 28 – 11 CNN Senior Congressional Correspondent Dana Bash contributed to this report. 
http://www.cnn.com/2011/POLITICS/05/28/mysterious.fund/index.html
 The defense bill that just passed the House of Representatives includes a back-door fund that lets individual members of Congress funnel millions of dollars into projects of their choosing.

This is happening despite a congressional ban on earmarks -- special, discretionary spending that has funded Congress' pet projects back home in years past, but now has fallen out of favor among budget-conscious deficit hawks.
Under the cloak of a mysteriously-named "Mission Force Enhancement Transfer Fund," Congress has been squirreling away money -- like $9 million for "future undersea capabilities development," $19 million for "Navy ship preliminary design and feasibility studies," and more than $30 million for a "corrosion prevention program."
So in a year dominated by demands for spending cuts, where did all the money come from?

Politics: Loophole for earmarks?
Roughly $1 billion was quietly transferred from projects listed in the president's defense budget and placed into the "transfer fund." This fund, which wasn't in previous year's defense budgets (when earmarks were permitted), served as a piggy bank from which committee members were able to take money to cover the cost of programs introduced by their amendments.
Extension 4 – Economic Decline doesn’t cause wars

Economic decline doesn’t cause conflict

Ferguson 2006 [Niall, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford.  The next war of the world, Foreign Affairs.  V 85. No 5.]

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed.  What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the great depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II.  But the simple story leaves too much out.  Nazi Germany started the war In Europe only after its economy had recovered.  Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression.  In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole.  Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the cause rather than the consequences of  economic catastrophe, and some sever economic crises were not followed by war.  

Extension 5 – No Budget Deal

No compromise on debt reduction
POLITICO  5 – 16 – 11 
Death, taxes ... and deficit, http://www.seattlepi.com/default/article/Death-taxes-and-deficit-1380993.php
 Extreme partisanship has made it doubtful whether Congress will have the courage to forge a comprehensive, multiyear debt reduction plan. Postponing it, however, would be bad news for the country. Both parties should move toward achieving fundamental fiscal reform this year.
Here are some lessons we learned from our recent experience chairing the president's fiscal commission, which achieved supermajority support, and the Bipartisan Policy Center's Debt Reduction Task Force, which achieved consensus.
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