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***AFF ANSWERS***

Perm Solvency 
Complete privatization will fail – only a public-private approach ensures financial stability and growth

Zervos & Seigel, 2008 
[Vasilis, Professor of economics and space policy at the International Space University with a BA in Economics from the American College of Greece, an M.Sc. from the University of Birmingham, UK, and a Ph.D from the University of York, UK, and David, Dean and Professor School of Business, University at Albany, “Technology, Security, and policy implications of future transatlantic partnerships in space: lessons from Galileo”, Research Policy Volume 37, Issue 9, October 2008, Pages 1630-1642]
US efforts to privatize space capabilities have focused on key markets, such as space telecommunications, space transportation and earth observation. However, full privatization of assets such as the Space Shuttle is controversial, given the investment entailed and security concerns (Macauley, 2003). In Europe, the focus on more civil-oriented programs facilitates public–private partnerships and the formation of European multinationals in similar key markets. A breakdown of the consolidated turnover of the European space manufacturing industry in 2002 is illustrative, with Telecommunications, Launching and Earth Observations activities accounting for over €3.5 billion out of a total €4.7 billion, which includes Navigation (€80 million) and scientific activities (Eurospace, 2004). The navigation market was expected to grow rapidly by 2010, based on novel technological uses of navigation and positioning services by automobiles, mobile communication users and commercial airliners (EC, 2002), and other commercial applications. Despite encouraging market projections for navigation markets for example, such industries are subject to numerous market failures. The most prominent market failures are related to early-stage technology and risks associated with future market size, as well as uncertainties in the development of competing and existing publicly developed and owned systems and future security restrictions. Thus, it is unlikely that such a project can be undertaken by industry alone despite the existence of optimistic market projections and returns (see Section 3). For example, in the presence of conflict, such as war between two nations or civil war, where adversaries utilize the signals for military purposes, the stakeholders exercising political pressure for or against regionally jamming the signal could range from the UN and the authorities in the country in question, to financial institutions owning shares in the enterprise. Although ultimately the commercial entity is responsible for obeying the laws and regulations of the licensing country, numerous issues relating to politics and international law are likely to turn potential investors with no public involvement away into ‘safer’ and less strategically significant investments. Multi-public–private partnerships (MP3) spread the financial risk associated with high-technology requirements, while easing investor concerns over politically sensitive security issues and decisions. Moreover, the presence of multiple countries in space projects results in more resilient public commitments, reassuring the private firms. 

Perm solves and shields the politics link. 

Foust ’06- editor and publisher of The Space Review (11/13/06, Jeff, The Space Review, “A progressive view of space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/743/1)

Lobel writes that the early Space Age “inspired wonder” and “encouraged people to envision new possibilities.” “Those intangibles,” Lobel concludes, “unlikely to fit into a business plan, are at risk if exploration is put at the mercy of pure profit.” Lin also argues that some degree of what some might call “central planning” is desirable. “We don't want individuals or corporations or governments to make up a plan as they go along, whether it’s to camp on or erect billboards on or lay claim to other planets, untethered by orderly processes and safeguards,” he says, adding that if a similar degree of planning had been applied to the development of the Internet, we would not have the present-day scourges of spam, viruses, and domain-name squatting. True, although without the largely unfettered environment under which the Internet developed and people innovated, we probably wouldn’t have anything like today’s Web or email, systems we take for granted. Both essays, though, have a flawed premise at their cores: that the rise of private spaceflight means the demise of government spaceflight. Lin speaks of “private space exploration”, which is something of a misnomer: many companies’ plans for space can no more be classified as “exploration” than can a trip to a ski resort (eco-friendly or otherwise). Lobel writes that the early Space Age, while a superpower struggle between the US and USSR, “inspired wonder” and “encouraged people to envision new possibilities.” “Those intangibles,” Lobel concludes, “unlikely to fit into a business plan, are at risk if exploration is put at the mercy of pure profit.” The problem here is that few people in the space community are seriously talking about abandoning government-funded and -run space programs in favor of entirely private exploration ventures. The magazine presents a false choice: we can either have public space exploration or private space exploration, but not both, nor some combination of the two. And while Lobel is dismissive of the Vision for Space Exploration (saying that President Bush’s announcement of it nearly three years ago “rang hollow”), it is NASA policy, having received strong bipartisan support in Congress to date, and it’s providing opportunities for the private sector to cooperate with—not replace—the space agency.

Public-private partnerships solve any risk of commercial space failure. 
Zervos & Seigel, 2008 

[Vasilis, Professor of economics and space policy at the International Space University with a BA in Economics from the American College of Greece, an M.Sc. from the University of Birmingham, UK, and a Ph.D from the University of York, UK, and David, Dean and Professor School of Business, University at Albany, “Technology, Security, and policy implications of future transatlantic partnerships in space: lessons from Galileo”, Research Policy Volume 37, Issue 9, October 2008, Pages 1630-1642]

The process of commercialization of space projects aims to develop space markets and industries that utilize public investment. This can be achieved through successful implementation of spin-offs and global characteristics of space assets, which contribute to wealth creation and economic development. However, the strategic significance of space is also significant in its national security dimension. Hence, the objectives of commercialization and security-based strategic considerations are often in conflict. Multi-public partnerships in space have historically been used as tools for enhancing closer political links between participating parties, rather than enhancing economic and industrial returns to the respective nations. The formation of transatlantic multi-public–private partnerships, where partners such as NASA, ESA and industrial firms develop and commercialize space programs such as re-usable launch vehicles for commercial applications (space travel), or radio-navigation services, could provide blueprints for addressing economic and security concerns of using space for commercial purposes. This would require space agencies evolving from acting as ‘black boxes’ of government space programs into more flexible partnerships that would be able to contribute to the commercialization of space programs and systems. Export restrictions and technological-related security issues could then be addressed by the participation of the relevant national agents in the partnerships. Traditionally, national security enhancement has been addressed by government control over the relevant industries (nationalized utilities). Increasingly however, regulation is used to address the security dimension of security sensitive industries and technologies, allowing companies to participate in international partnerships, for example in the aerospace and the oil industry. 

Privatization Fails – General 

The CP fails -- overburdens NASA in the short-term, cedes international space leadership to challengers, doesn’t revitalize the aerospace sector and links to politics. 

Sterner, 2010 

[Eric, national security and aerospace consultant, has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee and as Professional Staff Member and Staff Director for the House Science Committee’s Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy and Planning at NASA, served as Vice President for Federal Services at TerreStar Networks Inc., and as a national security analyst at JAYCOR and National Security Research Inc., Marshall Institute, April, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf]

Strategic Failure. Every few years the American civil space program faces a crisis of confidence. In 1990, Norm Augustine, in a role April 2010 to which he has surely become accustomed, led a committee that studied the future of the U.S. space program. It identified a range of general concerns. Most notable at this time, it concluded: “[A]ny program that involves goals demanding 5, 10, or even 30 years for their achievement must enjoy a solid underpinning of broad, enduring support. The alternative is to suffer through a prolonged sequence of projects that are started, stopped, and restarted, only to be modified again and again.” 34 After Columbia, and the Accident Investigation Board’s recommendation to refocus NASA programs, the Bush administration proposed a Vision for Space Exploration to return people to the moon, this time to stay, before going on to Mars. For seven years, a bipartisan consensus supported that program, but failed to adequately fund it. Rather than fixing the funding problem, the Obama administration proposes to destroy that consensus. More than anything, the administration’s budget request represents a change of strategic direction, away from a focused program of exploration in which the government opens frontiers and enables the private sector to follow, towards an unstructured program intended to help tomorrow’s leaders make decisions about the future of the space program. In many ways, it marks a return to the NASA that existed before 2003, when the space shuttle Columbia was lost, minus, of course, the space shuttle and with the addition of an as yet unfocused technology program. As such, it is vulnerable to the very structural flaws in the civil program that contributed to the loss of Columbia. The administration risks recreating the competition for resources in service of diverse constituencies and missions that the Columbia Accident Investigation Board flagged as an inherent problem for the agency. Not surprisingly, the CAIB’s finding was not new, but has plagued the agency since the Apollo program ended. The 1990 Augustine Committee noted then, “NASA is oversubscribed in terms of the projects it is pursuing, given its financial and personnel resources and the time allotted to pursue them….the consequence is clear: too many projects are initiated, resource shortages appear, and margins, if ever any were present in the first place, are inexorably eroded until little or no management latitude remains.” 35 Arguably, this problem continued to afflict the agency after the VSE was announced. Nevertheless, it is one that the Obama administration’s plans will exacerbate. Therein lies the fundamental problem with the administration’s proposed changes to the exploration program. As desirable as the administration’s technology initiative and commitment to space commercialization are in isolation, they are not substitutes for focus and direction when considered in the context of vague destinations or an industry still in its infancy. Such a situation will blunt NASA as a tool of national policy. While it will continue to contribute to a range of national interests, from astronomy, astrophysics, and earth science to aeronautics, and life sciences, it will not inspire future generations of students to study science, technology, engineering or math any more than NASA did in its pre-Columbia incarnation, when it conducted a range of similar programs. Similarly, other countries will continue to partner with NASA on the International Space Station, in the robotic exploration of space, and in earth science. But, NASA will not set a global agenda. Others well might. China plans to launch its second lunar probe later this year, a rover by 2013, a sample return mission thereafter, and is studying a Saturn-class heavy lifter ideally suited for lunar exploration just as the United States cancels its comparable Ares V. 36 India will launch its second lunar probe in 2013 and has announced plans to begin training its own astronauts and building the infrastructure for human spaceflight. 37 They may be announcing more modest ambitions, but these countries will demonstrate a constancy and reliability as a partner that the administration’s change of course will take away from the United States. None of these 12 facts indicate a “space race,” but they do suggest international interest in a mission area from which the United States is stepping back. The United States can only continue to set a global agenda in space by challenging countries to work together in pursuit of a unifying purpose. It took decades after the Apollo program and the stunning loss of seven astronauts aboard the space shuttle Columbia for U.S. policymakers to establish a bipartisan, bicameral consensus on the future of the human exploration program. The fiscal year 2011 budget proposal has already undone that consensus, dividing proponents of a forward-leaning civil space program from advocates of space commercialization, human spaceflight from robotic exploration, and one state from another. In retreating from an exploration program focused on establishing a permanent presence on the moon and reaching Mars within a specific timeframe, the United States will create uncertainty about its plans, leaving others to take the initiative, lay moral claims to a leadership role, and increase their influence in establishing the formal and informal norms that will govern human space exploration for decades. Leadership requires the reverse. 

Private sector won’t invest without government involvement – need financial security

Foust, 2010 (Jeff, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, “Recasting the debate about commercial crew”, Space Review, July 26, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1671/1)
One solution to the debate would be for commercial providers to develop their systems entirely privately, and not seek NASA funding at all. That was the general advice of Alan Stern in a separate talk at NewSpace 2010. What can look like an obviously good program to industry, he noted, can look very different to a member of Congress who is up for reelection every two years and is worried about jobs in his or her district. “I would urge all of us to try to think more about how we do NewSpace without thinking about the government writing us checks.” However, the magnitude of the funding needed to develop commercial orbital crewed spacecraft—hundreds of millions to perhaps billions of dollars—suggests that the government may be the only source of funding to support near-term development of such systems. Mcalister, who last year supported the Augustine Committee, noted that at the time a number of companies pitched commercial crew systems to the committee. “Consistently, everyone said that without any government support, there was really no viable way for them to get a return on their investment,” he said.

Space privatization fails – kills leadership and exploration efforts. 

AOL, 2010
[“Debate: Obama's Space Privatization Plan Is a Costly Mistake”,  4-15, http://www.aolnews.com/2010/04/15/debate-obamas-space-privatization-plan-is-a-costly-mistake/, Hemanth]

(April 15) -- President Barack Obama is in Florida today to argue his case for privatizing the human spaceflight program. It will be a tough sell. The president's vision for privatizing American space exploration may sound appealing initially, but it rests on flawed assumptions and could result in the United States surrendering our lead in space exploration to our international competitors, including China and Russia.  The president has proposed a radical restructuring of U.S. space policy, which includes the termination of the next phase of the human spaceflight program, known as the Constellation program. The Constellation program is the architecture developed to deliver American astronauts to the International Space Station -- and later to the moon and other destinations in our solar system -- following the retirement of the space shuttle program, which is on pace to fly its last mission late this year or early next year.   In place of Constellation, the Obama administration supports the development of commercial capabilities for delivering Americans to the space station and beyond. This may sound good rhetorically, but it fails to meet the standards of sound space policy.  The president's plan to privatize space exploration rests on ill-defined objectives and unsubstantiated assumptions. For instance, the administration has not adequately explained where the space program's shifted trajectory will lead our nation and cannot explain how its plan affects our nation's previously established goals of returning humans to the moon by 2020 and some day sending astronauts to Mars and beyond.   Without clearly defined goals, including specific destinations and timelines for reaching them, how can we ensure that taxpayers are receiving an adequate return on their investments in space exploration? It is simply unwise to carry out such a dramatic shift in how our nation conducts space exploration without a clear objective in mind.  More concerning is the administration's inability to explain what assumptions were used in developing its proposed commercial crew-delivery strategy.   In testimony before the House Science and Technology Committee on Feb. 25, NASA administrator Charles Bolden admitted that his agency had not conducted a single market survey on the potential costs of privatizing space exploration. Instead, the administration relied solely on information provided by the aerospace industry when formulating its plans for privatizing the human spaceflight program. While these estimates may indeed be accurate, we cannot know for sure what the potential costs associated with this dramatic move will be without independent, unbiased estimates.   Simply put, the president's vision lacks clearly defined objectives and metrics for measuring success. The administration cannot adequately explain where the space program's shifted focus will lead. And the president's justification for privatizing human space exploration relies on the proverbial fox guarding the hen house. The American people deserve better.  The Constellation program is not perfect. But putting all of our eggs in a private-sector basket is simply too risky a gamble. If the president's plan is implemented, we would be jeopardizing our nation's lead in space exploration, and we would be jeopardizing our children's future.  The space program encourages us to reach for the stars in both our dreams and our actions. It helps drive innovation, and it challenges us to find creative solutions to technological challenges. Moreover, it inspires America's next generation of scientists and engineers to pursue their passions -- something we must have if our nation is to compete in the 21st century global economy.   The president's plan to privatize our spaceflight program will hinder our nation's ability to remain at the forefront of human achievement for generations to come. We must reconsider. 

Privatization fails

PERMANENT 2 (P rojects to E mploy R esources of the M oon and A steroids N ear E arth in the N ear T erm “ Government History and Issues” http://www.permanent.com/ep-govt.htm kdej) 
Much technological progress has come as a result of government investing in areas which the private sector did not develop much. The reason the private sector may not perform well is: High cost to a company Long payback times Risk Competing demands of lower cost and quicker payback It is an issue of debate whether the private sector will industrialize space on a large scale, or bring us space colonization, without initial government assistance in one form or another.

Privatization Fails – Laundry List

Space privatization leads to space pollution and weaponized wars -- and the CP links to the coercion net benefit.  
Gagnon, 2003 (Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space and Senior Fellow at The Nuclear Policy Research Institute, “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict?”, 6-21, http://www.space4peace.org/articles/road_to_conflict.htm)
The news brings us the story of "space pioneers" launching privately funded craft into the heavens. A special prize is offered to the first private aerospace corporation who can successfully take a pilot and a "space tourist" into orbit. Is this "privatization" of space a good thing? Is there any reason to be concerned about the trend? Are there any serious questions that should be raised at this historic moment? Three major issues come immediately to mind concerning space privatization. Space as an environment, space law, and profit in space. We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m.p.h. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close. Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. The time as certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. When the United Nations concluded the 1979 Moon Treaty the U.S. refused, and still does, to sign it. One key reason is that the treaty outlaws military bases on it but also outlaws any nation, corporation, or individual from making land "claims" on the planetary body. The 1967 U.N. Outer Space Treaty takes similar position in regard to all of the planetary bodies. The U.N., realizing we needed to preempt potential conflict over "ownership" of the planetary bodies, made claim that the heavens were the province of all humankind. As the privateers move into space, in addition to building space hotels and the like, they also want to claim ownership of the planets because they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars. It was recently reported that the Haliburton Corporation is now working with NASA to develop new drilling capabilities to mine Mars. One organization that seeks to rewrite space law is called United Societies in Space (USIS). They state, "USIS provides legal and policy support for those who intend to go to space. USIS encourages private property rights and investment. Space is the Free Market Frontier." Check their web site at http://www.space-law.org/ The taxpayers, especially in the U.S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception, have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development (R & D). As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing privatization of space what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and lets private industry begin to make profit and control space. Thus the idea that space is a "free market frontier." Of course this means that after the taxpayer paid all the R & D, private industry now intends to gorge itself in profits. One Republican Congressman from Southern California, an ally of the aerospace industry, has introduced legislation in Congress to make all space profits "tax free." In this vision the taxpayers won't see any return on our "collective investment." So let's just imagine for a moment that this private sector vision for space comes true. Profitable mining on the moon and Mars. Who would keep competitors from sneaking in and creating conflict over the new 21st century gold rush? Who will be the space police? In the Congressional study published in 1989 called Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years we get some inkling of the answer. The forward of the book was signed by many politicians like former Sen. John Glenn (D-OH) and Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL). The author reported to Congress on the importance of military bases on the moon and suggested that with bases there the U.S. could control the pathway, or the "gravity well," between the Earth and the moon. The author reported to Congress that "Armed forces might lie in wait at that location to hijack rival shipments on return." Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone" where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction. And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth. After Columbus returned to Spain with the news that he had discovered the "new world," Queen Isabella began the 100 year process to create the Spanish Armada to protect the new "interests and investments" around the world. This helped create the global war system. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more. Privatization really means that profits will be privatized. Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created. 
Privatization Fails – I-Law

CP fails and kills international law.  

ABA Journal ’09 – American Bar Association- (7/20/09, American Bar Association, “Revising the Outer Space Treaty”, Revising the Outer Space Treaty) 
It's not at all clear that the Outer Space Treaty as currently fashioned is adequate to deal with private exploitation of space. The ABA Journal explains that: In viewing space as the province of mankind, the Outer Space Treaty borrows principles from customary maritime law, which guarantees peaceful passage through navigable waters by ships of all nations. But in application, the Outer Space Treaty is more similar to the Antarctic Treaty System, a series of international agreements that call for cooperative management of Antarctica as a nonmilitarized environment and put off claims of sovereignty for an indefinite period. But as the prospects for commercial ventures in space increase, it will be necessary to address the issue of who will be allowed to profit from the fruits of those ventures, say lawyers in the field. “The current system works if nations accept a détente in space and all the resources are only used for the benefit of all mankind,” Keefe says. “If that’s the case, then there will never be commercialization of space and there will be little benefit for mankind. I know that’s a cynical capitalist viewpoint, but I think if everyone is afraid to launch a venture because they might not be allowed to profit from it, then nothing will happen.”

** we don’t endorse gendered language 
Privatization Fails – War 
CP violates international law and guarantees conflict. 
Gagnon ’04- coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space (7/23/04, Bruce, “Space privatization: Road to conflict?”, http://www.peoplesworld.org/space-privatization-road-to-conflict/) Recent news brings us the story of “space pioneers” launching privately funded craft into the heavens. A special prize is offered to the first private aerospace corporation who can successfully take a pilot and a “space tourist” into orbit. Is this “privatization” of space a good thing? Is there any reason to be concerned about the trend? Three major issues come immediately to mind: Space as an environment, space law, and profit in space. We’ve all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m.p.h. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. When the United Nations concluded the 1979 Moon Treaty the U.S. refused, and still does, to sign it. One key reason is that the treaty outlaws military bases on it, but it also outlaws any nation, corporation, or individual from making land “claims” on the planetary body. The 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty takes a similar position in regard to all of the planetary bodies, arguing that the heavens are the province of all humankind. As the privateers move into space, in addition to building space hotels and the like, they also want to claim ownership of the planets because they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars. It was recently reported that the Halliburton Company is now working with NASA to develop new drilling capabilities to mine Mars. One organization that seeks to rewrite space law is called United Societies in Space (USIS). They state, “USIS provides legal and policy support for those who intend to go to space. USIS encourages private property rights and investment. Space is the Free Market Frontier.” The taxpayers, especially in the U.S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception, have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development (R&D). As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing privatization of space what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and let private industry begin to make profits and control space. Thus, after the taxpayers have paid all the R&D, private industry now intends to gorge itself on profits. Taxpayers won’t see any return on our “collective investment.” So let’s just imagine for a moment that this private sector vision for space comes true. Profitable mining on the moon and Mars – who would keep competitors from sneaking in and creating conflict over the new 21st century gold rush? Who will be the space police? In the congressional study published in 1989 called “Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years,” we get some inkling of the answer. The forward to the book was signed by the former Sen. John Glenn (D-Ohio) and Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), among others. The book stresses the importance of military bases on the moon and suggests that with bases there the U.S. could control the pathway, or the “gravity well,” between Earth and the moon. It notes, “Armed forces might lie in wait at that location to hijack rival shipments on return.” Plans are now underway to make space the next “conflict zone” where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private “space pioneers” are the first step in this new direction. Ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the “shipping lanes” on and off the planet Earth. After Columbus returned to Spain with the news that he had discovered the “new world,” Queen Isabella began the 100-year process to create the Spanish Armada to protect the new “interests and investments” around the world. This helped create the global war system. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won’t be paying any more. Privatization really means that profits will be privatized. Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new “frontier” of conflict is created.
AT Loan Guarantees CP

Loan guarantees fail. 

Hopkins, 1 - Mark Hopkins led the legislative efforts of the L5 Society and, later, NSS and its affiliated organizations. He has been an officer of L5 /NSS for 20 of the previous 24 years and was instrumental in the merger, which created the National Space Society in 1987. Hopkins, a California Institute of Technology and Harvard educated economist, has written numerous articles concerning space economics (January/February 2001, Mark, “ Economic Barriers to Space Settlement,” http://www.nss.org/settlement/roadmap/economic.html) JV

One suggestion is loan guarantees. In this proposal, the government would guarantee to an aerospace company the loans needed to build an operational RLV. This would cost the government nothing, unless the company failed to repay the loans. In this case the government would repay and thus lose the amount of the loans. This approach can suffer in varying degrees from the fact that it requires the government to make decisions about which technology, design, and business plan would be best for the task at hand. Helping one company finance its plans for an RLV, for example, makes it more difficult for all other companies to compete. It is possible that help for one idea will prevent the development of a better idea and hence be counterproductive.
AT Property Rights CP

CP fails -- kills international law and gets rolled back.
Gangale, 2008 
[Thomas, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, former Air Force officer and aerospace engineer, “Castles in the Air: Debunking the Space Settlement Prize, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,” January, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf]
What Wasser proposes is not “a minor revision of property law;” it is a major foreign policy initiative that reverses 40 years of unwavering American commitment to the Outer Space Treaty. Since that treaty is the bedrock of international space law, the cost of unilateral national legislation aimed at diluting the treaty would be incalculable in terms of destabilizing the entire framework of international space law. It can be assumed that many states would be hostile to such a unilateral act, and rather than “adopt similar laws,” states would be far more disposed to enact national legislation repudiating all private property claims in outer space. Forcing an issue usually polarizes the situation. Far from promoting commercial space development by removing a supposed barrier, very real barriers would be thrown up. If anything, commercial space activity would be likely to contract in this atmosphere of political hostility and legal uncertainty. Positions on this issue would harden, and it might take decades for them to soften to the point where meaningful negotiations could take place. Rather than a space Renaissance, Wasser’s proposal would plunge space development into a Dark Age

The CP violates the Outer Space Treaty. 
Gangale, 2008 
[Thomas, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, former Air Force officer and aerospace engineer, “Castles in the Air: Debunking the Space Settlement Prize, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,” January, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf]
What Wasser apparently does not understand is that the pedis possessio principle applies to res nullius; one may take possession of that which belongs to no one by setting foot upon it. However, the body of international law has clearly established that outer space and celestial bodies are res communis; as such, they are owned by the human community, and no one may take exclusive possession. Article I of the Outer Space Treaty provides that “there shall be free access to all areas of celestial bodies.” How is “free access” compatible with Alaska-size and even US-size land grants? Any meaningful property rights include the exclusive use of the owned land, negating “free access.” Wayne N. White (1998) observes: [One] reason for prohibiting territorial sovereignty was to ensure free access to outer space. If nations begin claiming large areas of outer space or on celestial bodies, it will prevent entities from other nations from having free access to both claimed and unclaimed areas of outer space. Obviously, private appropriation on the scale of national territory would prevent free access as effectively as direct national appropriation. Another problem with Wasser’s concept surrounds the concept of “recognizing land claims:” Under a land claim recognition protocol, Congress could pass legislation providing that for any private, non-government corporation or consortium that financed and built a space transportation system and permanent Moon base, a limited (but still very large) claim to lunar land around the base would be legally “recognized” by the U.S. government. Recognition means the government would acquiesce to, or decide not to contest, the claim, but not assume any sovereignty over it. Once the space transportation system and lunar base were certified, the private consortium would be free to immediately mortgage or sell, back here at home, some of their lunar land deeds to recoup their investment and make a profit (Wasser 2004a). What would be the credibility of this so-called “recognition?” Would such a law obligate to US to take action against those who did not “recognize” or otherwise violated a supposed property right? If so, such action would be an act of sovereignty. Before getting into the enforcement issue, let’s tackle a more basic one. The fact that only states are parties to international agreements cannot be construed to mean that they have no bearing on nongovernmental entities. States bear international responsibility for the activities of nongovernmental entities under their jurisdiction. A state cannot license nongovernmental activities that are prohibited to the state. For example, the US cannot get around the 1963 Test Ban Treaty by licensing a contractor such as Halliburton to detonate a nuclear device above ground. If states were to recognize a real property claim by a nongovernmental entity under its jurisdiction, this would constitute national appropriation by “other means,” in violation of Article II of the Outer Space Treaty 

More ev. 
Gangale, 2008 
[Thomas, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, former Air Force officer and aerospace engineer, “Castles in the Air: Debunking the Space Settlement Prize, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,” January, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf]
 In fact, there is currently “international law on private land ownership in space.” It is flat out prohibited. Article II of the Outer Space Treaty states: Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means. A property right cannot exist in the absence of a controlling legal regime. There is no legal system outside of sovereignty except that which is established between sovereigns, i.e. international law. In the absence of a legal system, obviously there can be no legal title to anything. The Outer Space Treaty does recognize some forms of ownership. Article VIII provides: Ownership of objects launched into outer space, including objects landed or constructed on a celestial body, and of their component parts, is not affected by their presence in outer space or on a celestial body or by their return to the Earth. How is such ownership possible if there is no sovereignty in outer space? In fact, there is sovereignty in outer space, not over territory, but over “space objects.” Article VIII also provides: A State Party to the Treaty on whose registry an object launched into outer space is carried shall retain jurisdiction and control over such object, and over any personnel thereof, while in outer space or on a celestial body. On the other hand, the Outer Space Treaty does not provide for the ownership of land. If it did so, it would first need to recognize the establishment of sovereignty over territory that would be required to create the legal regime that would recognize the property right. But “national appropriation by claim of sovereignty” is expressly prohibited in Article II, so the property right over territory cannot exist. Section 2, paragraph 9 of the SSPA states: More importantly, the framers of the Moon Treaty found it necessary to attempt to write a rule forbidding private ownership of land on the Moon, clearly confirming that such an objective had not already been accomplished by “The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies”, 1967, (hereafter known as the “Outer Space Treaty”), nor by U.N. resolution GA/res/1962. This statement is untrue on several points. First of all, as is made clear in the following statement before the Senate Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space by Art Morrissey, senior policy analyst for the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy: The Moon Treaty is based to a considerable extent on the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. Indeed, the discussion in Outer Space Committee confirmed the understanding that the Moon Treaty in no way limits the provisions of 1967 Outer Space Treaty (USS 1980, 29). Secondly, Wasser selects a single fact to support his erroneous conclusion and ignores the rest of the evidence. He fails to take note of the repetition and elaboration of principles not only from the Outer Space Treaty to the Moon Agreement, but from earlier from the International Cooperation Resolution, to The Declaration of Legal Principles, to the Outer Space Treaty. He asserts that a provision in a later document confirms that “such an objective had not already been accomplished” in an earlier document. It does no such thing. It is merely a restatement. Wasser misconstrues the purpose of repeating general provisions from one document to another, which is to provide continuity as well as to preclude fragmentation of the legal regime in cases where a state is party to one treaty and not another: To some extent, the trend toward fragmentation is limited by the fact that new space treaties generally repeat the general provisions which have already been endorsed by earlier treaties dealing with outer space. Although this legislative technique may raise difficult questions about the relationship between the obligations created by different instruments, it enables law-makers to establish a legal system in which some basic rules are adopted by states which may not be bound by similar provisions in earlier treaties. As a result, the rules of space law acquire broader community support (Danilenko 1989). Section 2, paragraph 10 of the SSPA states: The ratification failure of the Moon Treaty means there is no legal prohibition in force against private ownership of land on the Moon, Mars, etc., as long as the ownership is not derived from a claim of national appropriation or sovereignty (which is prohibited by the Outer Space Treaty). The failure of the Moon Agreement to be ratified by more than a handful of states, non-launching states at that, leaves the Outer Space Treaty as the source of the “legal prohibition in force against private ownership of land on the Moon, Mars, etc.” This paragraph implies that a legal title of ownership could arise outside of sovereignty, but does not explain how. Section 2, paragraph 11 of the SSPA states: Presumably it is only a matter of time until new treaties are negotiated, establishing a functional private property regime and granting suitable land ownership incentives for privately funded space settlements. The U.S. will, of course, abide by such new international law when it has ratified such a new treaty. But, given the urgent need for privately funded human expansion into space, as soon as possible, something must be done immediately, on a provisional basis, to correct the present inefficiencies in the international standard on property rights in space and to promote privately funded space exploration and settlement. In fact, functional property rights do exist under international law. The key word here is “functional.” For a property right to exist, something or someone must be performing some value-extractive function on the land. The idea of granting continent-sized land titles to corporations has no relevance to this principle whatsoever. Since no entity has the capacity to perform value-extractive functions on all of a continental land-mass simultaneously, the theory of functional property rights cannot be used to advance continent-sized land claims. This paragraph also asserts that there are “present inefficiencies in the international standard on property rights in space.” What are they exactly? Section 2, paragraph 12 of the SSPA states: For property rights on the Moon, Mars, etc., the U.S. will have to recognize natural law’s “use and occupation” standard, rather than the common law standard of “gift of the sovereign”, because sovereignty itself is barred by existing international treaty. Natural law is a legal theory, not a legal system. Theoretically, natural law exists independent of recognition by a sovereign, so the proposition that the US “will have to recognize natural law” is doubletalk. Any law that the US “recognizes” by act of Congress is by definition incorporated into the system of sovereign law, irrespective of its origin in natural law theory. However, act of Congress recognizing property rights on the Moon or Mars would also be by definition an act of sovereignty, “sovereignty itself is barred by existing international treaty.” 

AT Property Rights CP – Space Debris DA

The CP kills the environment and causes space debris. 

Cherian and Abraham, 2007 

[Jijo Geroge, Job;, National University of Advanced Legal Studies,  “Concept of Private Property in Space – An Analysis Jijo George Cherian & Job Abraham B.A.LLB (Hons.) program, National University”, http://www.jiclt.com/index.php/jiclt/article/viewDownloadInterstitial/34/33]

One of the primary concerns is the degradation of celestial bodies in exercise of property rights granted to persons. The International community fears whether degradation of celestial bodies would have a negative impact on the environment of the Earth. Man seems to have an inherent trait to alter the ecology of his habitat sometimes knowingly, sometimes unknowingly. Space is one of the very few realms that mankind has not been able to effectively pollute, but even that challenge is being overcome. The issue of space debris is one of such concern. Even in the absence of private players, space debris is now assuming alarming proportions, especially since mankind’s contribution to the increase in space debris is substantial. In the event that there exists a possibility that, the climate of earth maybe negatively affected, a thorough study must be undertaken to swot up the possible repercussions of such degradation. And if property rights are indeed deemed to be fit to be incorporated into space law, the issue of pollution of space environment will need to be addressed on “war footing”. 

AT Space Settlement Act CP

CP can’t solve. 
Gangale, 2008 
[Thomas, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, former Air Force officer and aerospace engineer, “Castles in the Air: Debunking the Space Settlement Prize, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,” January, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf]
There are a number of problems with the above passages. First of all, the US is one of those countries whose legal system derives from common law, so how could it legitimately espouse a civil law theory of property rights in outer space? While it is true that Louisiana, as a former territory of France, has a legal tradition that descends from civil law, Louisiana law is not federal law, and what Jobes and Wasser aim at is the extraterritorialization of federal law to the Moon or Mars. In this context, Louisiana law, whatever its tradition may be, is irrelevant. So, if “use and occupation must be the standard for any land claims regimen in space, because the common law standard cannot be applied on a Moon where sovereignty itself is barred by international treaty,” this puts Jobes and Wasser between a Moon rock and a hard place. Moreover, Congress cannot “decree” anything. It may pass bills, which if the President signs them, become law. As a common law nation, “because there can be no government on the Moon, [if a] permanent base or settlement [were to] give itself title just as though it were a government,” it is hard to see how the United States could recognize any such title. The legal concept is incompatible with the legal system of the United States. On this basis alone, any US court is likely to shoot such legislation down in flames. Jobes and Wasser write as though the US legal system were under the complete and direct control of Congress. Have they not heard of the “separation of powers” principle? Secondly, the civil law concept that mixing labor with the soil and creates property rights is inconsistent with Wasser’s earlier suggestion that wealth could be created “out of thin vacuum (Wasser 1997).” But, understandably, they would like to have their green cheese cake and eat it too. Finally, if “use and occupation means the claimants, by establishing a permanent presence on the land, have mixed their labor with the soil and created property rights that are independent of government,” why is it necessary for any government to legislate in this matter? In the absence of government, the right exists by virtue of use and occupation, and the firepower to ensure the continuance of use and occupation. However, this implied use of force is a function of government. For “a permanent base or settlement [to] give itself title just as though it were a government,” it would have to be a government. What is a government? In the present system of nation-states, a government is what the governments of other nation-states say it is. The legitimacy of any government depends in large part on its recognition by other governments. Thus, ultimately, for Jobes’ and Wasser’s ideas to have any specie in the nation-state system, the states of Earth would have to recognize lunar and Martian states. Such ideas may be vehicles for B-grade sci-fi film plots, but they do not have much thrust as a basis for public policy The House of Representatives has no role at all in treaty-making, and the Senate has only the reactive role of giving its advice and consent, not a proactive role. Both houses have standing committees on foreign relations, but their purview is limited to the general legislative power of oversight and investigation. The Congress may direct the State Department all it wants, and the Secretary of State, being answerable only to the President, may nod politely and go about her business. 

The CP is not economically viable -- guarantees failure. 
Gangale, 2008 
[Thomas, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, former Air Force officer and aerospace engineer, “Castles in the Air: Debunking the Space Settlement Prize, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,” January, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf]
For Wasser to invoke Hope hardly enhances the credibility of either of them. In any case, it takes more than simple arithmetic to understand the mathematics of economics. If this were all there was to it, who would ever have cared about John Forbes Nash’s “beautiful mind?” Wasser neglects basic economic principles such as market size and price elasticities/inelasticities. The fact that Dennis Hope can take $20 each from thousands of people cannot be scaled linearly to infer that there are the billions of buyers who would be required to finance Wasser’s grandiose schemes. It is entirely invalid to extrapolate even a couple of orders of magnitude beyond the referenced data set. Also, a given person may buy an acre of lunar “property” and show the deed around to his friends as a novelty, but is he going to buy a thousand acres and thereby impress his friends with what an idiot he is? The per-acre price of a thousand-acre lot just isn’t the same as the price of a one-acre lot. My estimate of Wasser’s business model is as follows. Dennis Hope claims that he has had “more than 3,470,072 customers” in the 26 years he has been in business. Let us stipulate that there are 3.5 million more as-yet untapped suckers in the world (or will be, according to Barnum’s Law, 5 by the time the first privately-financed lunar settlement is established). Let us also stipulate, for the moment, that Hope’s going price of $20 per acre holds, despite the fact that this private entity, which has been cash-flow negative until this point and is desperate for revenue, has now glutted the lunar land market with 600,000 square miles of property for sale, rather than distributing the sales over a 26-year period. The company cannot afford to wait 26 years; it needs the money now! Since there are 640 acres in a square mile, this amounts to 384 million acres. This means that these 3.5 million potential buyers would have to buy an average of not just one acre, but 110 acres, for an average price of $2,200 per buyer. The problem is that the market history is of 3.5 million customers over a 26-year period at a price of only $20. How credible is it that there will be a market of 3.5 million customers at a price of $2,200 over a period of, let us say, a year or two? Not very. Prices will be elastic, since no one on Earth needs to buy land on the Moon; this is an optional purchase. There will be substantially fewer than 3.5 million buyers, and prices will collapse. So, let us come up with a more credible model, and speculate that there might be 350,000 people who would be willing to spend $220 on something that almost none of them will ever be able to see or touch, raising a grand total of $76 million. That might buy a second-hand space suit for someone who got to be an astronaut when he or she grew up. 6 There is more to consider on the subject of the value of scarcity. Regarding his continent-sized land grants, Wasser points out: Fortunately, that is quite small enough to still leave plenty of room for subsequent settlements, since it is only around 4% of the Moon, 6.5% of Mars (Wasser 2001). How true. The surface area of the Moon is equal to all of South America, and the surface area of Mars is equal to all of the land area of Earth. This is hardly what one would call a scarce resource. So, what tangible difference is there between the unimproved land inside Wasser’s property fence and the unimproved land outside it? I am reminded of the scene in Monty Python’s Life of Brian, in which an entrepreneur sells rocks to the righteous on the road to stoning a blasphemer. Of course, the establishment of their space transport service, which enabled the consortium to win the land grant in the first place, will dramatically increase the value of their land over what it is worth today, when it is inaccessible. As with the land grants that paid for building America’s trans-continental railroads, vast wealth would be created (out of thin vacuum, so to speak) by giving formerly worthless land real value and an owner (Wasser 1997). There are several inaccuracies in this paragraph. First of all, wealth is never created “out of thin vacuum.” Wealth is created from productive activity involving land, capital, and labor. In contrast, Wasser uses language that conjures visions of Ponzi schemes, where money from later investors is used to pay off earlier investors, but all such schemes ultimately collapse. The early investors make out like bandits because they have robbed the later investors, who end up with nothing (SEC 2001, 2004). Also, it very plainly would have been impossible for “land grants [to have] paid for building America’s transcontinental railroads.” If the land over which the railroads were about to be built was worthless, it could not have been a source of capital for building the railroads. Wasser has confused cause and effect; the land began to acquire some value once the infrastructure was in place, once value had been added to the land by the productive application of labor and capital. Given the level of technology, it obviously took a tremendous amount of human labor to build the transcontinental railroads; it also took a great deal of capital. In addition to the grant of lands and right of way, Government agreed to issue its thirty year six per cent. Bonds in aid of the work, graduated as follows: For the plains portion of the road, $16,000 per mile; for the next most difficult portion, $32,000 per mile; for the mountainous portion, $48,000 per mile. The Union Pacific Railroad Co. built 525 78/100 miles, for which they received $16,000 per mile; 363 602/1000 miles at $32,000 per mile; 150 miles at $48,000 per mile, making a total of $27,236,512. The Central Pacific Railroad Co. built 7 18/100 miles at $16,000 per mile; 580 32/100 miles at $32,000 per mile; 150 miles at $48,000 per mile, making a total of $25,885,120. The total subsidies for both roads amount to $53,121,632. Government also guaranteed the interest on the Companies’ first mortgage bonds to an equal amount (Crofutt 1871, 15). $53,121,632 in 1865 dollars equates to more than a billion in 2005 dollars... to build a railroad that private investors, not the taxpayers, own. Far greater subsidies and loan guarantees will be necessary to establish regular transportation service to and a settlement on the Moon or Mars. These projects cannot possibly be financed with grants of as-yet valueless land, any more than the transcontinental railroads were this way. These unimproved (indeed, presently unimprovable due to their inaccessibility) land holdings will secure no present loans, will purchase no present material, and will pay no present wages, whatever their “guessed” future value may be. This would be true even if recognition were given to the land claim on the day that the project began, rather than the land claim being contingent on the success of the project. It is important to remember that, pursuant to Section 4, paragraph 1 of the SSPA, US courts would only “give recognition, certification, and full legal support to land  ownership claims based on use and occupation” once a private entity has “established a permanently inhabited settlement on the Moon, Mars, or an asteroid, with regular transportation between the settlement.” Unless and until these conditions were fulfilled, the private entity would own nothing at all. 

AT Tax CPs

Tax cuts fail -- don’t encourage private sector development. 

The Space Review, 2005 

[an online publication whose focus is on publishing in-depth articles, essays, editorials, and reviews on a wide range of space-related topics, 10-5, “Tax policy and space commercialization”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/300/1, Hemanth]

The idea behind both proposals, of course, is to encourage private funding of space startups by giving investors an immediate reward for putting up their money, regardless if the startup eventually succeeds or fails. This reward, then, would convince otherwise recalcitrant investors to pony up, know that even if they lose their money, they still got a tax credit out of it. I’ve even seen some commentators take tax policy and space to extremes: on the Space Politics weblog last week one person claimed that the proposals by liberals to roll back President Bush’s tax cuts for the wealthy, including those like Paul Allen who have already invested in space ventures, meant that the “far left is not only against public space travel, but the private kind as well.”  Extreme claims like that, as you might imagine, can be easily dismissed. If we go back to the late 1990s, before the Bush tax cuts and when (horrors!) a Democrat was in the White House, there was still money flowing into private space ventures. Indeed, the mid to late 90s was the peak of a space boom, as wealthy people like Walt Anderson, Andrew Beal, Bill Gates, and Craig McCaw invested tens, even hundreds, of millions of dollars in companies like Beal Aerospace, Rotary Rocket, and Teledesic. These ventures all failed. One can make the case that even if tax reform magically allowed these people to double or triple their investment, these companies would have still failed because of changes in the market (notably, the telecom bust) or other fundamental flaws in their business plans.  But what about more targeted tax incentives, like Calvert’s and Rohrabacher’s proposals? Well, even without those tax credits, there still has been considerable investment in space startups. Allen reportedly put up about $25 million to develop SpaceShipOne, and now Richard Branson plans to spend up to $100 million to develop a commercial successor. Jeff Bezos has put some fraction of his Amazon.com billions into his secretive space startup, Blue Origin, while Elon Musk has reportedly invested tens of millions of his own money into SpaceX. John Carmack has spent a lesser, but still significant, sum on Armadillo Aerospace.  That’s great, but proponents of tax credits will argue that these incentives will encourage more people to invest in space companies. There are certainly other worthy companies out there to invest in, but are there really people sitting on the sidelines waiting for tax credits to take the plunge? My gut feeling is that such credits won’t help much.  Why am I so negative? I believe that, credits or not, space transportation and related companies just aren’t that attractive from the standpoint of typical investors, particularly large institutional investors. Such investors are looking for companies that quickly—on the order of just a few years—grow and thrive, or at least do well enough to provide investors with an exit strategy in the form of an acquisition or IPO. Major investors know that most of the companies they invest in may fail, but they hope to have one or two “home runs” that will more than make up for their failures (in much the same way Boston Red Sox fans remember infielder Mark Bellhorn for his game-winning home run in Game 1 of the 2004 World Series, not for leading the American League in strikeouts the same season.)  Credits or not, space transportation and related companies just aren’t that attractive from the standpoint of typical investors, particularly large institutional investors. Using those criteria, space ventures don’t look that appealing. For one, they have long gestation periods. As an example, look at Virgin Galactic, Branson’s space tourism venture. Branson announced his investment in 2004, but it will be at least 2007 before the company will have a chance of recording any revenue. Worse, that’s with the vehicle technology the company needs already having been developed and tested—in the form of SpaceShipOne—over the course of several years. Those kinds of timelines would try the patience of most investors, given the plethora of other opportunities that could pay off in a much shorter time period.  Second, commercial space is still a small market. When telecommunications ventures that just happen to use satellites (like satellite TV providers) are eliminated, the space industry looks remarkably small: just $37 billion in 2002 revenues, or less than a single quarter’s revenue for GM. (See “What is the ‘space industry’?”, The Space Review, July 14, 2003) Most of that is tied up in what one might call “legacy” space applications: the manufacture and launch of big communications satellites, a field where there’s plenty of competition and little chance for a startup to have much success. Even space tourism, touted by the alt.space community as the savior for commercial space, looks tiny: the Futron study shows tourism won’t get above a billion dollars a year in revenues until the end of the next decade. That’s not a lot of money to chase after in the big picture.  Tax credits are based on the premise that the business plans for space transportation or other space startups can almost close, and the existence of the credits will be enough of an incentive for dispassionate investors to take the plunge. But, as shown above, space doesn’t look that enticing: the potential payoffs are small and will take years to develop. There are also all the risks associated with any high-tech startup, from technologies to markets, that a venture has to overcome to make its investors any money. Given those obstacles, it’s tough to see tax credits as enough of a carrot to get investors off the sidelines.  
Space Tourism Affs – CP Fails

Private sector space tourism development fails -- multiple reasons. 

Sterner, 2010 

[Eric, national security and aerospace consultant, has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee and as Professional Staff Member and Staff Director for the House Science Committee’s Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy and Planning at NASA, served as Vice President for Federal Services at TerreStar Networks Inc., and as a national security analyst at JAYCOR and National Security Research Inc., Marshall Institute, April, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf]

Commercial Human Spaceflight. The FY2011 budget in effect “doubles down” on the Bush administration’s pursuit of commercial human space flight options. Unlike its predecessor, which pursued two paths to maintain and improve the national capability to place humans in orbit, the Obama administration proposes taking a single path, and a risky one at that. NASA seems to assume that buying human spaceflight services will lead to lower prices. Typically, in a free market, price falls as the result of competition among suppliers to offer better goods and services for any given number of customers. Is that a reasonable expectation in the case of commercial human spaceflight? The short answer is no. Simply put, a competitive, free-market in commercial human spaceflight is unlikely to develop for several reasons. 1. First, developing a spacecraft capable of safely launching people into orbit, operating there, and returning them safely to the planet is extraordinarily difficult, with extremely low tolerances for risk. For comparison purposes, launching SpaceShip 1, a privately-developed and revolutionary spacecraft capable of carrying people to suborbital space, requires roughly 2% of the total energy required to take the same mass to low-earth orbit. 24 Solving such complex problems is not beyond the wherewithal of the private sector. After all, the bulk of NASA’s spacecraft were developed by contractors, and the private sector developed, owns and operates much of the nation’s infrastructure. Human spaceflight to LEO is different, however, than developing or operating the complex terrestrial systems frequently created by the private sector. It requires the development of entirely new technologies and capabilities, for which there has been no private demand or commercial reward. So, there have not been sufficient incentives for the private sector to bring its otherwise healthy abilities to mobilize massive amounts of capital or solve complex problems to bear. There simply is no useful comparison between the public and private sector interests when it comes to human spaceflight. Indeed, to date, only three governments have been able to organize the financial, organizational, scientific, and technical resources to achieve this task. At the time, two of them were superpowers and the third appears to be on the verge of becoming one. 2. Second, solving those technical challenges is extraordinarily expensive, creating a high barrier to entry into the market segment by new, potential suppliers, assuming there is an expectation of an adequate payoff after such market entry. Arguably, NASA’s initial expenditures may offset this by providing “seed” money that enables private entrants April 2010 7to raise more private capital at a lower cost, while its demand for services theoretically creates a payoff. Still, for reasons discussed below, that “seed” money will likely be wholly inadequate. According to a study commissioned by the Commercial Spaceflight Industry, total cumulative investment committed to the commercial human spaceflight through the fall of 2009 was $1.46 billion—including government funding— of which just $838 million remained available. 25 While this may seem like a significant amount of money, in aerospace development programs it is not. For comparison purposes, Boeing (a commercial company using commercial practices to develop a commercial product for mature markets and using well understood technology) pegged the cost of developing the first three Boeing 787 Dreamliners at roughly $2.5 billion. 26 Meanwhile, revenue for actual commercial spaceflight services offered by the industry between 2006 and 2008 (inclusive), totaled $117.6 million. (Any revenue for an industry that cannot currently provide the services it offers reflects confidence on the part of those paying customers in the industry’s ability to do so in the future.) The industry derives significant other revenue from selling hardware, engineering services, and other non-commercial services, in which case they may differ insignificantly from aerospace firms not focused on commercial human spaceflight. 3. Third, U.S. government demand for human spaceflight services is modest. Ideally, a full crew complement aboard the International Space Station is 6-7 people, each of whom stays for roughly 6 months. Each of these individuals has to be launched to orbit and returned to earth, totaling a minimum of 12- 14 round trip seats to LEO. In practice, the demand for human access to LEO is higher because the ISS partners launch more astronauts to ISS than are needed to maintain a full crew complement. Of the universe of individuals launched to orbit, some become crewmembers; some pilot spacecraft back and forth; and some simply visit. In 2010 NASA will launch four shuttle missions carrying a total of 25 people to orbit, but ISS will only be crewed by 12 people, not all of whom are Americans. So, for the sake of argument, assume that the U.S. government demand for human access to space is 25 round trips to LEO per year. NASA’s recent annual cost to own and operate the space shuttle has been about $3 billion, roughly $120 million a seat. 27 Additionally, two factors create downward pressure on that demand. The ISS partners can maintain the station with fewer people; it is not mandatory that six people occupy the ISS at all times or that a separate person ferry them to orbit. Moreover, several of those crew slots are controlled by other ISS partners, most notably including the Russian government, which has its own means, indeed, the only means, of reaching the ISS after 2010. Indeed, the United States’ obligations to the International Space Station partners require it to provide round trips for 8 people. Without plans for human spaceflight beyond the International Space Station, even this demand will collapse after 2020 when the International Space Station is retired. Some may argue that demand will be higher because the private sector will seek to go to space as well, once a private capability to take people to orbit exists. This seems to be the logic behind the administration’s plans. It hopes increased demand will lead to new suppliers, which promotes competition, which eventually lowers prices. Unfortunately, increased demand normally leads to higher prices until the market reaches a new equilibrium, a “benefit” that the administration does not advertise. Even then, there is not much evidence to support the notion that private demand will eventually lead to greater, less expensive access to space for people, largely 8 because no compelling private rationale has been offered to engage in human spaceflight to LEO. According to material prepared for the Committee on Science and Technology in the House of Representatives, NASA did not conduct market research to assess potential demand for private access to LEO before changing its strategy for accessing LEO. Indeed, all that White House officials reportedly could point to in the way of supporting documentation for their underlying assumptions was an eight year old market survey that overestimated the 2002- 2009 demand for commercial human spaceflight by roughly 300%. 28 The greatest potential for market growth may come from space tourism. Since 2001, 7 private individuals have traveled to the International Space Station, paying between $20- $50 million per person to collectively spend 83 days in space. 29 That represents an aggregate commercial demand of up to $350 million for access to LEO over a decade, not likely enough demand to warrant significant private investment in the provision of human spaceflight services to LEO, particularly given the extraordinary costs associated with providing those services. Private capital does not usually chase negative returns. Indeed, the only reason such a market exists is that the governments that own and operate the International Space Station and associated launch vehicles were willing to make the capability created by their taxpayers available to private, paying customers at the margins. They did not recover the full costs of creating such capabilities in the sales price of the private tickets and there was never much private capital at risk in exploiting this market. (Nobody has assessed the opportunity cost paid by those taxpayers to make such capabilities available for private gain). Without this massive government intervention in the market, the supply and demand curves for private human access to space would not have crossed. 

Lunar Mining Aff – CP Fails 

Commercial exploration fails -- OST and Moon Treaty. 

SSP, 2009 

[Space Science Program -- International Space University, “SAFEN EARTH: Space Aid for Energy Needs on Earth”] 

The implementation of Helium-3 has significant legal issues. As defined in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty (OST) and the 1972 Liability Convention, operations on the Moon, which include mining, shall be “the province of all mankind” (Article I) and are therefore “not subject to national appropriation…by any means.” The OST further states that nations “shall bear international responsibility for national activities in outer space” (Article VI). In theory, a nation, legal person or individual have no right to control activities on the Moon or claim property rights. Nor can the Moon’s surface or subsurface become the property of any state, organization or person(s). This would act as a significant legal barrier to commercial and public mining operations. Additionally the 1972 Liability Convention establishes “fault liability” for damage caused in outer space (Article II). Furthermore the 1979 Moon Agreement governs rights of ownership in mining and other uses of the Moon. It seeks to distribute equally the use and allocation of lunar and other space resources. Article 11 of the Moon Treaty provides that “the Moon and its natural resources are the common heritage of mankind” and therefore no one nation can, in theory, mine resources on its own. Accordingly, no adequate legal structure and regulations exist to regulate, for example, leasehold rights to mining companies (Sadeh, 2002). 

Privatization Links to Politics
Congress backlashes against the CP -- costs capital.

Hopkins, 1 - Mark Hopkins led the legislative efforts of the L5 Society and, later, NSS and its affiliated organizations. He has been an officer of L5 /NSS for 20 of the previous 24 years and was instrumental in the merger, which created the National Space Society in 1987. Hopkins, a California Institute of Technology and Harvard educated economist, has written numerous articles concerning space economics (January/February 2001, Mark, “ Economic Barriers to Space Settlement,” http://www.nss.org/settlement/roadmap/economic.html) JV

Few other democratic nations are doing business this way. They have multi-year funding. Why hasn't the United States already dealt with this problem? In a word, politics. There is a broad consensus in the industry that a change to multi-year funding would substantially improve the efficiency of major space projects. However, it would also reduce congressional power. Members of Congress would give up a great degree of control and sacrifice campaign fundraising leverage. Asking any legislative body to vote to reduce its influence is asking a lot. Overcoming this economic barrier will require making a strong and persistent case based on international precedent, long-term savings, and more efficient results.

CP links to politics. 

Pastzor, 2010

[Andy, WSJ, “White House Decides to Outsource NASA Work,” 1-24, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704375604575023530543103488.html]

The White House has decided to begin funding private companies to carry NASA astronauts into space, but the proposal faces major political and budget hurdles, according to people familiar with the matter. The controversial proposal, expected to be included in the Obama administration's next budget, would open a new chapter in the U.S. space program. The goal is to set up a multiyear, multi-billion-dollar initiative allowing private firms, including some start-ups, to compete to build and operate spacecraft capable of ferrying U.S. astronauts into orbit—and eventually deeper into the solar system. Congress is likely to challenge the concept's safety and may balk at shifting dollars from existing National Aeronautics and Space Administration programs already hurting for funding to the new initiative. The White House's ultimate commitment to the initiative is murky, according to these people, because the budget isn't expected to outline a clear, long-term funding plan. The White House's NASA budget also envisions stepped-up support for climate-monitoring and environmental projects, along with enhanced international cooperation across both manned and unmanned programs. Press officials for NASA and the White House have declined to comment. Industry and government officials have talked about the direction of the next NASA budget, but declined to be identified. The idea of outsourcing a portion of NASA's manned space program to the private sector gained momentum after recommendations from a presidential panel appointed last year. The panel, chaired by former Lockheed Martin Corp. Chairman Norman Augustine, argued that allowing companies to build and launch their own rockets and spacecraft to carry American astronauts into orbit would save money and also free up NASA to focus on more ambitious, longer-term goals. However, many in NASA's old guard oppose the plan. Charles Precourt, a former chief of NASA's astronaut corps who is now a senior executive at aerospace and defense firm Alliant Techsystems Inc., said that farming out large portions of the manned space program to private firms would be a "really radical" and an "extremely high risk" path. Unless the overall budget goes up, he said, whatever new direction NASA pursues "isn't going to be viable." Such arguments already are raging around NASA's Ares I rocket, which could be replaced or scaled back if the commercial option gains traction. Some Ares I contract work could be shifted toward providing the basic elements of a future larger, more-powerful NASA family of rockets. Alliant and other Ares proponents have argued the program is several years behind schedule primarily because Congress and previous administrations failed to provide promised funding. According to some of these analyses, Congress in the past five years earmarked a total of about $4 billion less than initially projected for NASA's manned exploration programs. The design of the Ares I also changed and became more complex since its inception. Ares critics, on the other hand, counter that instead of costing about $4.3 billion as originally planned, the Ares booster is likely to cost more than three times that much. The program already has spent roughly $4 billion, and these critics say that exceeds original funding profiles for the Ares I by hundreds of millions of dollars. Moreover, they say that year-by-year expenditures actually exceeded the original timetable. NASA's last budget projected spending another $9.5 billion through 2015. Space Exploration Technologies Corp., founded by Internet entrepreneur Elon Musk, is one of the start-up commercial ventures likely to gain from the proposed policy shift. But other large incumbent NASA contractors such as Lockheed Martin and Boeing Co. also are likely to compete for some of the anticipated government seed money earmarked for new commercial ventures. The White House's budget is bound to spark a battle with Congress because NASA would have to kill off big chunks of its existing manned exploration program in order to finance some of these new initiatives in the coming years. The budget package, slated to be released in early February, is expected to stop short of proposing major cancellations. But it also isn't likely to specify how all the different programs can be adequately funded in the future. Under the White House proposal, the agency's top-line budget is expected to stay close to the $18.7 billion in the current fiscal year. Only a small portion—roughly $200 million—is likely to be slated for the initial phase of opening up NASA's manned space exploration program to private firms. However, that initiative is expected to cost a least $3.5 billion—and potentially much more—over the next five years. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, an Arizona Democrat who heads a key subcommittee, has blasted the notion of shifting money to outsource transporting astronauts to the international space station. Unless Congress makes the NASA budget a higher priority, Rep. Giffords said during a hearing last month, there won't be enough money for robust manned exploration efforts of any kind and U.S. human space flight could be "on hold for the foreseeable future." 

Commercialization moves cost capital.
Foust ’10 - editor and publisher of The Space Review (3/22/10, Jeff, The Space Review, “Can commercial space win over Congress?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1)

When the White House unveiled its new plan for NASA last month as part of its 2011 budget proposal, presumably they knew to expect some opposition from Congress, particularly from those representing districts and states that benefitted from Constellation. Perhaps, though, they thought they could win some support from across the aisle for one aspect of the plan: development of commercial systems to ferry astronauts to low Earth orbit. After all, the logic likely went, Republicans have long supported free enterprise and efforts to turn government programs over to the private sector; surely they could support this? That hasn’t been the case. By and large Republicans and Democrats alike have expressed skepticism at best—and dismay and even outrage at worst—about that aspect of the plan, despite its endorsement by, among others, former Republican House speaker Newt Gingrich and former House Science Committee chairman Robert Walker. In Congressional hearings since the plan’s announcement only Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA), long an advocate for space commercialization, wholeheartedly endorsed development of commercial crew capabilities. With a new set of hearings coming up this week by powerful House and Senate appropriators, it is still an open question whether that aspect of the plan can survive a bruising battle in Congress over the next several months. No desire to “hitch a ride” Those Congressional concerns about commercial crew were on display Thursday on Capitol Hill, starting with a press conference Thursday morning by eight members of Congress from the Houston area. The eight appeared with Annise Parker, the new Democratic mayor of Houston, who had been in Washington last week to lobby for, among other issues, NASA, given concerns about the effect the cancellation of Constellation will have on the Johnson Space Center there and, in turn, the regional economy. “It is as inconceivable to me that the president would privatize the Marine Corps and hand over their job to the private sector as it is to imagine the closing down of America’s manned space program,” Rep. Culberson said. Parker and the members of Congress referenced commercialization several times during the 40-minute press conference, suggesting that while they were not opposed to the concept, they didn’t think it should replace government-led efforts at this time. “This is not an attack on private sector participation in spaceflight,” Parker said. “We believe that the private sector can add innovation and can be a partner, but we believe that the United States needs to be the lead in this effort.”
Phase out guarantees controversy. 

DISCOVER, 2010

[Discover Magazine, “Obama’s NASA Budget: So Long, Moon Missions; Hello, Private Spaceflight,” 2-10, http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/80beats/2010/02/01/obamas-nasa-budget-so-long-moon-missions-hello-private-spaceflight/]

 However, the White House’s plan to shift to private spaceflight has already ruffled plenty of feathers. Congressional representatives from states with many NASA jobs, like Florida and Texas, have promised to fight the move all the way. Michael Griffin, the previous NASA administrator who served under President George W. Bush, was even more bitter at seeing Obama cut his prized program: “It means that essentially the U.S. has decided that they’re not going to be a significant player in human space flight for the foreseeable future… One day it will be like commercial airline travel, just not yet. It’s like 1920. Lindbergh hasn’t flown the Atlantic, and they’re trying to sell 747s to Pan Am” [Washington Post]. 

Privatization efforts are super unpopular.
Washington Times ’10 (2/26/10, Washington Times, “Refocused NASA gets bipartisan criticism”,  http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/feb/26/criticism-of-refocused-nasa-bipartisan/?page=1)
It was the second straight day of grilling on Capitol Hill for the NASA chief, who took heat from a Senate panel the day before on the controversial cuts. The hearings were the first public opportunity for lawmakers to question the new NASA budget. Sen. David Vitter, Louisiana Republican, told Mr. Bolden Wednesday he would fight Mr. Obama’s new space blueprint “with every ounce of energy I have.” Several House lawmakers Thursday disagreed with the proposed commercialization of space flights, under which NASA would contract private companies for astronaut transportation to the International Space Station. The budget includes new funds to upgrade and extend the space station’s life span until 2020 or beyond. “I was against privatization in the Bush administration, and I’m against it in the Obama administration,” Mr. Wu said. “I think that you all are running a huge risk.” Rep. Ralph Hall, Texas Republican, said in a statement that NASA cannot ensure that safety with “commercial systems will be equal” to Constellation. Mr. Bolden said he wants more experienced companies in the aerospace industry to become involved in NASA’s program, especially since a trip to Mars is his “ultimate goal.” Mr. McCaul argued that $11.5 billion will ultimately be sunk into the Constellation program, including termination fees. He said that agreeing to Mr. Obama’s cuts would send the message that “human space flight is not the priority anymore, but rather climate change and weather observation.” Many members cited the loss of jobs the cancellation of Constellation would create in their districts. But Mr. Bolden said he hoped to minimize the impact of any cuts. “This is more than just jobs,” Mr. Bolden said. “I share everyone’s concerns. It is my intent that this budget will allow us to cross-train people.” Space and aeronautics subommittee chairwoman Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, Arizona Democrat, said the space agency’s ability to inspire young Americans must also be considered. “As members of Congress, and as Americans, we must refuse to let that dream fade,” she said.
More ev. 

Chang, 2010

[Kenneth, NYT, “Obama Plan Privatizes Astronaut Launchings,” 1-28, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/29/science/space/29nasa.html]

President Obama will end NASA’s return mission to the moon and turn to private companies to launch astronauts into space when he unveils his budget request to Congress next week, an administration official said Thursday.  The shift would “put NASA on a more sustainable and ambitious path to the future,” said the official, who spoke on condition of anonymity. But the changes have angered some members of Congress, particularly from Texas, the location of the Johnson Space Center, and Florida, the location of the Kennedy Space Center. “My biggest fear is that this amounts to a slow death of our nation’s human space flight program,” Representative Bill Posey, Republican of Florida, said in a statement. Mr. Obama’s request, which will be announced on Monday, would add $6 billion over five years to the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s budget compared with projections last year. With the increase, NASA would receive $100 billion over the 2011 through 2015 fiscal years. 

CP unpopular -- NASA advocates backlash. 

Leahy 6 (Bart, National Space Society “Space Access: The Private Investment vs. Public Funding Debate” http://www.space.com/2401-space-access-private-investment-public-funding-debate.html kdej)
It should be noted, however, that advocates continue to lobby Congress to support the Vision, partially out of loyalty, partially from an understanding that NASA can still do things that smaller operators like Scaled Composites or SpaceX cannot do--yet.

Massive bipartisan support for Bush VSE – increasing privatization links to politics. 

Sterner, 2010 

[Eric, national security and aerospace consultant, has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee and as Professional Staff Member and Staff Director for the House Science Committee’s Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy and Planning at NASA, served as Vice President for Federal Services at TerreStar Networks Inc., and as a national security analyst at JAYCOR and National Security Research Inc., Marshall Institute, April, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf]

Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction Eric R. Sterner George C. Marshall Institute Introduction NASA’s fiscal year 2011 budget request is a significant change of direction for the U.S. space program. As such, it makes several strategic choices for the country at a time when a growing number of countries are acquiring ever greater capabilities to use space and incorporate it into their pursuit of national interests. In a nutshell, the Obama administration would discard the Vision for Space Exploration (VSE) laid out by its predecessor and endorsed by both parties in Congress, regardless of which party was in control. 1 Instead, it strengthens NASA’s commitment to developing commercial space flight to Low Earth Orbit (LEO) and introduces a series of technology programs intended to lead to new applications in orbit and new means of moving to and through space. It commits to operating the International Space Station through 2020 and maintains retirement of the space shuttle when NASA completes the current manifest in 2010 or early 2011.

Prizes CP Links to Politics

CP unpopular in Congress.

Zimmerman, 2004 

[Robert, Space Daily, “Congress Impedes NASA Prizes”, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nasa-04zt.html, Hemanth]
Here, too, Congress has made no effort to grease the wheels and make it easier for NASA to encourage private human space travel. NASA officials have spent innumerable hours over the last few months lobbying Congress for some increased authority and have gotten nothing.  In fact, the only bills pending in Congress specifically limit NASA from awarding any prize larger than $1 million. Yet Sponberg still thinks the program can get off the ground.  The hope is that when the 109th Congress comes into session next year we'll see progress on this front, he said.  Unfortunately, Congress seems to be taking a completely opposite tack. The Commercial Space Launch Amendments Act of 2004 - which passed the House last week and is expected to pass the Senate when it reconvenes next week - actually tightens safety restrictions on any future private competitions like the X Prize. 
Congress hates NASA prizes.

Newell and Wilson ’05 - Gendell Associate Professor of Energy and Environmental Economics at the Nicholas School and advisor to President Obama (June 2005, Richard G. and Nathan E., “Technology Prizes for Climate Change Mitigation”, http://www.rff.org/Documents/RFF-DP-05-33.pdf)

4.2. The Institutional Setting When set up and run by the private sector, the magnitude and technological focus of the prize are delimited mainly by the resources and particular interests of the parties involved. For example, a group of uranium mining firms might have an incentive to establish a technological prize aimed at speeding the commercial development of Generation IV Nuclear Energy Systems. By contrast, an environmental organization concerned about both nuclear waste and GHG emissions might prefer to incentivize research into energy efficiency or renewable technologies A public sector technology prize faces different problems because of political economy concerns. These stem from the fact that the government already engages in considerable amounts of R&D support. In some ways, prizes could have advantages over contracts and grants in this regard. For example, the use of a prize could lessen the influence of politics on research funding. Cohen and Noll (1991) describe many instances in which political economy considerations have led to inefficient research spending. In some cases, the wrong programs—from a greater societal perspective—receive support. In others, although the initial investment might have been appropriate, subsequent events indicated that success would not be forthcoming, but bureaucratic inertia and lobbying ensured that the funding was not discontinued. Using prizes could substantially reduce the likelihood of both of these situations, especially the latter. However, prizes might also have important political economy disadvantages. One particularly important disadvantage is that they will require support by at least some of the institutions associated with preexisting research support programs. Because these institutions could perceive the prizes as an implicit threat, they might react by working to reduce (or at least not improve) their effectiveness. There are several different parts of the government that might be against new technology programs, but one could have a particularly significant impact: the U.S. Congress. Congress has considerable latitude in designating specific areas of research for funding. In practice, the use of earmarked funds allows it to wield considerable power over how and to whom grants and subsidies are dispersed, allowing elected officials to use research funds as a form of “pork” to be distributed to supporters or constituents (Kremer 2000; Abramowicz 2003; Banks, Cohen, and Noll 1991). Not surprisingly, the allocation of funds in this manner may fall significantly short of what is optimal. For example, lobbying by interested parties caused the Synfuels program to focus on Appalachian coal, although Western coal was better suited to Synfuels’s purposes. By making the receipt of funds independent of any governmental oversight, technology prizes could considerably disrupt this arrangement, removing politicians’ capacity to target rewards to specific recipients. To repress this possible transfer of power, Congress could choose to weaken the design of prizes in several ways. First, the relevant appropriations committees could specify that funding must be earmarked for non-prize-related activities. Second, Congress could place limits on the magnitude of the prize award being offered. This could sharply reduce the attractiveness of participation, cutting into its effectiveness. Third, Congress could attempt to target the prize to specific contestants by playing an active role in specifying the technological goal. These types of political economy complications may have bedeviled the establishment of the NASA Centennial Challenges. As stated in Section 3.2, the current prize money totals $400,000, which will be given out over two years in eight different competitions. The Centennial Challenges were not always intended to be this modest in scope. As of December 2004, there was still considerable talk about having the Centennial Challenges offer up to $50 million for major achievements, possibly including private human space travel. However, in order to give individual prizes larger than $250,000, NASA requires congressional action (Zimmerman 2004). Similarly, there are large bureaucratic hurdles to overcome in order for NASA to encourage private space travel. Despite having made public statements supporting the pursuit of space prizes, Congress has not moved to increase NASA’s authority to disperse funds or to facilitate private space travel. Indeed, the only relevant bills being considered as of December 2004 would have specifically limited NASA from ever being able to give a prize larger than $1 million and would have tightened the safety restrictions on any future space flight competitions such as the X-Prize (Zimmerman 2004). It is not difficult to foresee similar problems arising in the case of climate change mitigation technology research. A fuller treatment on the political economy of prizes would be a welcome addition to the discussion of how and where technology inducement prizes could be usefully implemented.

Property Rights Links to Politics

CP is unpopular -- huge opposition.
Gangale, 2008 
[Thomas, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, former Air Force officer and aerospace engineer, “Castles in the Air: Debunking the Space Settlement Prize, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,” January, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf]
It is rare for Congress to take the initiative in foreign policy; rather, it usually defers to the President. It is only in a case where the administration’s foreign policy is in serious trouble in terms of domestic politics that Congress will react strongly enough to affect the policy. An example of this was the Congressional efforts to reverse the Reagan administration’s “constructive engagement” policy toward the apartheid regime in South Africa (Treverton and Varle 1992). The issue of outer space property rights is hardly likely to rise to the level where thousands of people take to the streets to demand such a change in American foreign policy. Thus, Congress will do nothing. On the outside chance that Wasser were able to rope a member of Congress into introducing his bill, it would likely attract no cosponsors and would be referred to a subcommittee, never to be heard from again. In the unlikely event that Congress actually were to pass Wasser’s bill, the President would summarily veto it; first of all because all administrations adamantly defend the executive branch’s historical prerogative in foreign policy, and secondly because no administration would acquiesce in national legislation contrary to longstanding American foreign policy, since doing so would erode presidential authority over foreign policy, and finally, the State Department would vehemently oppose a bill that it regarded as being a treaty violation. By any calculation, “trying to find a Congressional representative to introduce” the SSPA is a fool’s errand. This is simply not how the foreign policy apparatus of the United States works

Tax CPs Link to Politics

CP links to politics. 
The Space Review, 2005 

[an online publication whose focus is on publishing in-depth articles, essays, editorials, and reviews on a wide range of space-related topics, 10-5, “Tax policy and space commercialization”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/300/1, Hemanth]
Over the last several years a few members of Congress have been pushing bills that would provide tax credits or other relief to promote investment in space companies. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA), who until this year had been chairman of the space subcommittee of the House Science Committee, has been promoting his “Zero Gravity, Zero Tax” bill (HR 914 in the previous Congress) that would exclude from taxation income derived from products or services produced in space. It would also provide credits for those investing in “qualified” space companies. At the same time, Ken Calvert (R-CA), Rohrabacher’s likely successor as chair of the space subcommittee, promoted his own legislation (HR 2358 in the last Congress) that would provide similar credits for investing specifically in space transportation companies.  The idea behind tax credit proposals is to encourage private funding of space startups by giving investors an immediate reward for putting up their money, regardless if the startup eventually succeeds or fails. Despite the efforts of the so-called “alt.space” community, both bills were referred to the Ways and Means committee, where they died. However, it’s quite possible that either or both will be reintroduced in some form this year. Calvert in particular will now have a pulpit from which to promote his proposal, although Rohrabacher showed that this is not necessarily effective.  

Only a risk the CP links—it’s not supported enough to be popular. 

Space Transportation Act, 1993 

[“International Space Treaties”, http://www.islandone.org/Treaties/, Hemanth]
As we discussed on the phone, H.R. 2731 was introduced on July 23, 1994 by Rep. Bob Walker. No action occured on the bill and it died at the end of the 103rd Congress in December, 1994. The provisions of H.R. 2731 relating to tax incentives for space commerce (sections 402, 403, 404, 405 and 406) were reintroduced as H.R. 1953 on June 28, 1995. No further action has occured on the bill. Congress is expected to adjourn around October 1 and it is doubtful that H.R. 1953 will be approved by then.  As you are aware, legislation that provides tax breaks are very hard to pass because it essentially requires that Congress find other funding to make up for the revenue loss. While tax incentives for space commerce have supporters, it is not broad enough to gain approval in Congress at this time. 

AT Space Lobby Supports CP

Space lobbys not politically powerful. 

NASAWatch, 2009 
[“More Infighting Among The Faithful”, 11-19, http://nasawatch.com/archives/2009/11/more-infighting.html, Hemanth]
Keith's 15 Nov. note: Apparently the Space Frontier Foundation plans to create their own version of "March Storm" - a visit by pro-space advocates to lobby on Capitol Hill. "March Storm" has been conducted for a number of years by another organization, Prospace. Well, Prospace is not too happy about Space Fronter Foundation's usurping of their turf and has fired back with a press release. To be quite honest, I have detected little if any substantive impact on Congress by either group in the past few years. (Sigh) Yet another intramural spat between the true believers - one that will no doubt consume more energy than either group will ever actually spend focusing on Congress - or interacting with the real world outside the little bubble these groups all seem to live within.   
Privatization Links to Arms Races

Not a net benefit. 

SSP, 2009 

[Space Science Program -- International Space University, “SAFEN EARTH: Space Aid for Energy Needs on Earth”] 

Besides the issue of operation on celestial bodies and mining there, all liabilities connected with launching objects to space and operations is space as described under the SBSP section would apply. Private international law, involving contractual agreements among states and corporations, governs procedures and practices assigning liability, responsibility and dispute resolutions. If mining on the moon were to become a reality, private national laws will have to be adopted between countries (Saleh, 2002). International space law addressing exploitation and use of the Moon resources by both states and private entities leave room for different interpretations by states. As a result, future mining of extraterrestrial resources by public or private entity will have to be governed by agreements among states. These will need to address lunar activities-related issues, including property rights in order to avoid political tensions. Furthermore the OST also prohibits “harmful contamination” of the Moon and “adverse changes in the environment of the Earth resulting from the introduction of extraterrestrial matter.” As there are currently no legally-binding obligations for protection of the Moon and other celestial bodies by states, mining activities on the Moon could potentially result in inter-governmental tensions. 
Private sector links to arms race

Salin, 1 – Writer for Space Policy and previously taught at McGill University (February, 2001, Patrick A., “Privatization and militarization in the space business environment,” p. 2-3 science direct) JV 

The administrative status of global space operators, whether public or private, has no impact on their "nal liability (if any), but their actions may (and will) heavily impact on the global international community. Private corporations have a de facto equal status to that of public space agencies. The worrying factor in the development of outer space exploitation is that * so far * there has been little in the way of an elective international responsibility (or liability) for wrongful acts that are committed or that bear consequences in outer space. This is the consequence of the fact that no litigation has ever been pursued on the basis of the 1972 Liability Convention or of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, neither of which has yet been tested in terms of bene"t sharing [10]. This means that, for practical purposes, the Liability Convention is unworkable. Large private corporations are on an equal footing with public bodies and behave as if they were enjoying a kind of &national' immunity that is commensurate with the size of their project. A good illustration of that observation was provided in March 1997 with the licensing of Teledesic Corp. by the US Federal Communications Commission (FCC), after intense diplomatic pressure had been exercised by the US delegation during WARC95.8 Contrary to its actions over much smaller projects, the FCC did not check any of Teledesic's technical or "nancial parameters, nor did it even impose an agenda for a project of the magnitude of close to 1000 satellites, according to its original plan, i.e. more than three times the total number of US civilian satellites that were in outer space at that time. Since then, this project has been scaled down two or three times and we are not even sure that it will ever be launched. So far, the fully licensed Teledesic project is nothing more than a huge &paper satellite' system, while the competing SkyBridge project still awaits FCC authorization in order to be operated over North America as part of its global coverage of the Earth. That shows there is always a national state that backs up a satellite operator * public or private * that is active in Outer Space at a global scale. Here we have a paradox consisting in having &national' regulators that license &global' operators, thanks to technology. This paradox fully explains the di$culties that global operators are facing in their relationship with other national authorities [11]. This is inevitable as long as there is no such thing as a World Space Organization under which global satellite operators must be registered and to which they must be liable. The ITU does not provide such a commitment because it is only a technical organization; we may say that global satellite systems have no accountability towards the international community and, even worse, behave by taking into account the ITU's own weaknesses.9 Reforms have been proposed in order to restructure the ITU organization [12}14]. But others think it is better to keep things as they are, with outer space being exploited almost like a lawless &wild outer space', with minimal supervision, under benevolent home state licensing and passive ITU registration. If this situation remains unchanged, no doubt such private operators will inevitably drag their licensing state to the forefront. Unfortunately, in outer space we won't talk about oil spills, but we may in the future see satellite explosions, or satellites colliding with one another, or we may simply notice malfunctions causing a satellite to cease functioning properly, sometimes without being able to really identify the cause of the malfunction or of the incident [15].10 And what about a nuclear accident in outer space? 

AT Brown Ev (CP Solves Arms Races) 

Brown is soooooo soooo wrong. The CP doesn’t solve weaponization perceptions -- empirical proof. 
Dinerman, 9 – Taylor Dinerman is an author and journalist based in New York City. (March 2, 2009, Taylor, “Space weapons: soft power versus soft politics,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1317/1) JV

National Security Space Office official Pete Hays, speaking at an International Space University (ISU) symposium in Strasbourg France on February 19th, said unequivocally that the US has “…in terms of funded [space weapons] programs, they’re aren’t any. I can tell you that categorically.” In contrast, Trevor Brown, writing in the spring 2009 issue of the Air and Space Power Journal, published by the Air University at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama, claims that the US does in fact have plans to weaponize space. The difference may be simply a matter of perception. Trevor Brown sees things like the XSS-11 as being either space weapons prototypes themselves or as precursors to such systems. With some more justification he sees the US missile defense systems, such as the Ground Based Interceptors located in Alaska and California and the Navy’s SM-3 sea-based missiles, as constituting “space weapons”. If soft power is essentially cultural, then it may be that it is the creative artistic industries of America that are at fault rather than the politicians. The argument over what is and what is not a “space weapon” is not going to go away. Similarly, the definition of what is and what is not “soft power” is by no means settled. Brown seems to think of soft power as essentially something political, and quotes Joseph Nye to that effect: “Soft power therefore is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the US wants…” This is one version of what it is, but there is another. Soft power, according to this explanation, is above all a cultural phenomena and cannot readily be manipulated by any government. It is the sum result of the creative and imaginative efforts of a whole nation, and its influence, while profound, cannot be easily translated into political actions. If soft power is essentially cultural, then it may be that it is the creative artistic industries of America that are at fault rather than the politicians. The growing cultural influence of India’s “Bollywood” is caused by the fact that they are giving their customers a product they want to see. Can the same be said for Hollywood? For decades intellectuals throughout the world have complained about US “cultural imperialism”. This influence has been, I believe, at the heart of what has been termed soft power. In 1999, in an article titled “Culture and Geopolitics in the Age of Oprah” published in the Journal of Social, Economic and Political Studies, I wrote that “To Europe’s elites this is deadly serious; it is a question of who will control their children’s minds… It is a last ditch struggle to seize back power over their civilization’s collective dreams.” The 2006 US Space Policy would not have been better received in Europe if it had been promulgated by a president more popular than George W. Bush, though the hysterical media reaction might have been less. Europe’s dislike of US space power is not based on America’s lack of soft power, but on the reality of its hard power. This is not something that better public relations or better public diplomacy can ever change. Trevor Brown believes that “The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power.” To a very limited extent this is useful advice, but in fact there is little, short of censorship, the US can do to keep its military space operations under wraps. The debates over space power and space weaponization are going to continue under the new administration, and perhaps even gain in public prominence. Civil space programs are indeed useful tools for enhancing international cooperation, but they cannot in the short term build soft power. Scientific joint ventures, even with states that may not be friends or allies, are not to be sneered at. Commercial space ventures are notoriously difficult to disentangle from their half-hidden military motives. The mess the US has created for itself thanks to the International Trade in Arms Regulations (ITAR) is evidence of this. Brown quite rightly points out that in a dangerous world “There is, therefore, no question of whether to proceed with space weapons—only a question of how to do so with the requisite political skill in order to retain soft power while expanding hard power.” The problem is not with the goal but rather with the nature of soft power. If it is essentially political, then perhaps clever diplomacy can help reconcile places like Europe to the reality of American space weapons. On the other hand, if this is a cultural concept then the tools of politics and diplomacy are almost entirely useless. Impressive acts of scientific and technical prowess, such as the 1969 Apollo 11 mission, do contribute to America’s soft power. This is why so many people who, for one reason or another despise the US, claim that the Moon landing never happened. However the impact from that event was never translated into political success. No nation changed its policy on America’s effort to save South Vietnam because of Apollo. Space activities do indeed contribute to American soft power, but they do so slowly and in unpredictable ways. At roughly the same time as Apollo, America led an effort called the “Green Revolution” that radically increased food production in many parts of the world and has made mass starvation from natural causes more or less a thing of the past. This should have generated a huge soft power dividend. Yet millions of people whose lives were improved or even saved by this effort detest the nation that filled their bellies. One must conclude that soft power does not grow out of good or impressive deeds. Space activities do indeed contribute to American soft power, but they do so slowly and in unpredictable ways. Apollo, for example, showed the Russians what the US could do if it was motivated. This convinced them that they could not afford to ignore Ronald Reagan’s 1983 call for missile defenses. Another example of this is way the environmental movement’s iconic images of Earth came from US sources, and influenced power relationships inside that community. (Though in fact the first picture of an Earthrise was Russian.) The fact that these images were American helped give American environmentalists a strong claim to the global leadership of the movement, for good or ill. In the near future, support for the US space program may be motivated, in part, by the desire for soft power. It would be wise to acknowledge that while this aspect of NASA’s and NOAA’s activities may be useful, it is impossible to measure and will be hard to describe in any rational way. The basic justifications for space exploration have little to do with soft power and everything to do with the need to expand humanity’s field of activities. 
Privatization Links to Coercion

The CP links to coercion – continuing to exert government control over the private sector means it doesn’t allow true commercial freedom. 

Sterner, 2010 

[Eric, national security and aerospace consultant, has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee and as Professional Staff Member and Staff Director for the House Science Committee’s Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy and Planning at NASA, served as Vice President for Federal Services at TerreStar Networks Inc., and as a national security analyst at JAYCOR and National Security Research Inc., Marshall Institute, April, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf]

11 Human Spaceflight: Commerce vs. Outsourcing The administration’s plans may not constitute commercial human spaceflight activities as they would be conventionally defined, but they may lead to new relationship between the government and industry, in which the government outsources heretofore government functions to the private sector in the expectation that the private sector can perform those functions more cost-effectively. There is precedent for this approach. In the 1990s, NASA outsourced many shuttle processing functions to the United Space Alliance, a company expressly created for processing the shuttle and supporting shuttle operations. Similarly, the U.S. Air Force structured its expendable launch vehicle into a customer-service provider relationship with the United Launch Alliance, a company expressly created for the process of building and launching the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicles. While such a relationship can create greater opportunities for commercialization, it is not truly commercial in the sense of NSPD-3. Government controls final decisions about each program and remains the dominant customer and ultimate source of capital, bringing with it the distorting effects of a monopsonistic market. Additionally, such an approach risks the general loss of government skills and knowledge, particularly in systems integration, which results in government becoming a poor buyer of such goods and services. Should the administration’s approach evolve into this outsourcing model, policymakers will have to tread carefully to balance their obligations to ensure that the taxpayers get the most value for each dollar spent and their desires to maximize the potential for a truly commercial market to evolve.

AT Coercion – Extinction O/W

Extinction comes first. 

Bok, 1988 

[Sissela, Professor of Philosophy, Brandeis, “Applied Ethics and Ethical Theory,” Ed. David Rosenthal and Fudlou Shehadi] 

The same argument can be made for Kant’s other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: “So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means”; and “So act as if you were always through actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends.” No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice. To risk their collective death for the sake of following one’s conscience would be, as Rawls said, “irrational, crazy.” And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake. For although it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such a responsibility seriously—perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person, in order that the world not perish.
Role of the ballot is to maximize the lives saved.  We should never sacrifice individuals for abstract market values. 
Cummisky 96 (David, professor of philosophy at Bates College, Kantian Consequentialism, pg. 145)

We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract “social entity.”  It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive “overall social good.”  Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons.  Robert Nozick, for example, argues that to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he is a separate person, that his is the only life he has.”  But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act?  By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction.  In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose?  A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that “rational nature exists as an end in itself” (GMM 429).  Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct.  If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value, then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible (chapter 5).  In order to avoid this conclusion, the non-consequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent-centered constraints.  As we saw in chapter 1, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale.  But we have seen that Kant’s normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end.  How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings?  If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value?  If I sacrifice some for the sake for others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings.  Persons may have “dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth” that transcends any market value ( GMM 436)., but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapter 5 and 7).  The concept of the end-in-itself does not support th view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others.  If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, the equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.
Existence outweighs other impacts. It is necessary for the “I” that can behave ethically or create meaning.

Gelven, 1994 

[Michael, Prof. Phil. – Northern Illinois U., “War and Existence: A Philosophical Inquiry”, p. 136-137]

The personal pronouns, like "I" and "We," become governed existentially by the possessive pronouns, like "ours," "mine," "theirs"; and this in turn becomes governed by the adjective "own." What is authentic becomes what is our own as a way of existing. The meaning of this term is less the sense of possession than the sense of belonging to. It is a translation of the German eigen, from which the term eigentlich (authentic) is derived. To lose this sense of one's own is to abandon any meaningfulness, and hence to embrace nihilism. To be a nihilist is to deny that there is any way of being that is our own; for the nihilist, what is one's own has no meaning. The threat here is not that what is our own may yield to what is not, but rather that the distinction itself will simply collapse. Unless I can distinguish between what is our own and what is not, no meaningfulness is possible at all.  This is the foundation of the we-they principle. The pronouns in the title do not refer to anything; they merely reveal how we think. Like all principles, this existential principle does not determine specific judgments, any more than the principle of cause and effect determines what the cause of any given thing is. The we-they principle is simply a rule that governs the standards by which certain judgments are made. Since it is possible to isolate the existential meanings of an idea from the thinglike referent, the notions of we-ness and they-ness can be articulated philosophically. On the basis of this primary understanding, it is possible to talk about an "existential value," that is, the weight o. rank given to ways of existing in opposition to other kinds of value, such as moral or psychological values. But the principle itself is not, strictly speaking, a principle of value; it is an ontological principle, for its foundation is in the very basic way in which I think about what it means to be. The ground of the we-they principle is, quite simply, the way in which we think about being. Thus, it is more fundamental than any kind of evaluating or judging.  One of the things that the authentic I can do, of course, is to concern itself with moral questions. Whether from a deontological sense of obligation or from a utilitarian projection of possible happiness, an I that considers these matters nevertheless is presupposed by them. Although authenticity and morality are distinct, a sense of who one is must precede a decision about how to act. Thus, the question of authenticity comes before the question of obligation. And since the worth of the I is generated from the prior worth of the we, it follows there can be no moral judgment that cancels out the worth of the I or the We. This is not to say that anything that benefits the we is therefore more important than what ought to be done. It is merely to say that any proper moral judgment will in fact be consistent with the integrity of the we. Thus, I would be morally prohibited from offending someone else merely for my own advantage, but no moral law would ever require me to forgo my existential integrity. This is true not only for moral questions but for any question of value whatsoever: all legitimate value claims must be consistent with the worth of the I and the We. It is only because my existence matters that I can care about such things as morality, aesthetics, or even happiness. Pleasure, of course, would still be preferable to pain, but to argue that one ought to have pleasure or even that it is good to have pleasure would simply reduce itself to a tautology: if I define pleasure as the satisfaction of my wants, then to say I want pleasure is tautological, for I am merely saying that I want what I want, which may be true but is not very illuminating.  The existential worth of existing is therefore fundamental and cannot be outranked by any other consideration. Unless I am first meaningful, I cannot be good; unless I first care about who I am, I cannot genuinely care about anything else, even my conduct. To threaten this ground of all values, the worth of my own being, then becomes the supreme assault against me. To defend it and protect it is simply without peer. It is beyond human appeal or persuasion.
AT Coercion – Consequentialism O/W Libertarianism

Their moral imperatives revolve around a flawed libertarian method- consequences must be evaluated first to escape the cycle

Friedman 97 (Jefferey, Political Science at Bernard University,  "What's Wrong with Libertarianism," Critical Review, Volume: 3, pg 435-436)

The effect of libertarian straddling on libertarian scholarship is suggested by a passage in the scholarly appendix to Boaz’s collection of libertarian essays, The Libertarian Reader. There, Tom G. Palmer (also of the Cato Institute) writes that in libertarian scholarship, “the moral imperatives of peace and voluntary cooperation are brought together with a rich understanding of the spontaneous order made possible by such voluntary cooperation, and of the ways in which coercive intervention can disorder the world and set in motion complex trains of unintended consequences” (Boaz r997b, 416, emphasis added). Palmer’s ambiguous “brought together” suggests (without coming right out and saying) that even if there were no rich understanding of spontaneous order, libertarianism would be sustained by “moral imperatives?’ But in that case, why develop the rich understanding of spontaneous order in the first place, and why emphasize its importance now that it has been developed? Spontaneous order is, on Palmer’s own terms, irrelevant, since even if a rich understanding of it yielded the conclusion that markets are less orderly or less spontaneous than states, or that the quality of the order they produce is inferior to that produced by states, we would still be compelled to be libertarians by moral imperatives. The premise of the philosophical approach is that nothing can possibly trump freedom-cum-private property. But if libertarian freedom is an end in itself and is the greatest of all values, one’s endorsement of it should not be affected in the slightest by such empirical questions as whether libertarianism would spell starvation or warfare. The premise of the empirical approach is, conversely, that such consequences do matter. Why investigate the effects of libertarianism if they could not conceivably outweigh the putative intrinsic value of private property? If a priori reasoning tells us that laissez—faire capitalism is just, come what may, then why should we care to find out what may, in fact, come? 

Policy must be viewed through a consequentialist framework- slipping into the libertarian mindset only recreates the root cause of the affirmative harms

Friedman 97 (Jefferey, Political Science at Bernard University, "What's Wrong with Libertarianism," Critical Review, Volume: 3. pg 458-459)

On the one hand, the reclamation of the Enlightenment legacy can lead in far more directions than the political—science path I have suggested. It is surely important to launch anthropological, economic, historical, sociological, and psychological investigations of the preconditions of human happiness. And post-libertarian cultural historians and critics are uniquely positioned to analyze the unstated assumptions that take the place of the requisite knowledge in determining democratic attitudes. A prime candidate would seem to be the overwhelming focus on intentions as markers for the desirability of a policy. If a policy is well intended, this is usually taken to be a decisive consideration in its favor. This heuristic might explain the moralism that observers since Tocqueville have noticed afflicts democratic cultures. To date, this phenomenon is relatively unexplored. Analogous opportunities for insightful postlibertarian research can be found across the spectrum of political behavior. What is nationalism, for example, if not a device that helps an ignorant public navigate the murky waters of politics by applying a simple “us-versus-them” test to any proposed policy? Pursuit of these possibilities, however, must be accompanied by awareness of the degeneration of postwar skepticism into libertarian ideology. If the post-libertarian social scientist yields to the hope of re-establishing through consequentialist research the antigovernment politics that has until now been sustained by libertarian ideology; she will only recreate the conditions that have served to retard serious empirical inquiry. It is fashionable to call for political engagement by scholars and to deny the possibility that one can easily isolate one’s work from one’s political sympathies. But difficulty is no excuse for failing to try. Libertarians have even less of an excuse than most, since, having for so long accused the intellectual mainstream of bias and insulation from refutation, they should understand better than anyone the importance of subverting one’s own natural intellectual complacency with the constant reminder that one might be wrong. The only remedy for the sloppiness that has plagued libertarian scholarship is to become one’s own harshest critic. This means thinking deeply and skeptically about one’s politics and its premises and, if one has libertarian sympathies, directing one’s scholarship not at vindicating them, but at finding out if they are mistaken. 
Political responsibility requires an examination of consequences. 

Isaac, 2002 

[Jeffrey, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Bloomington, Dissent, vol. 49, no. 2, Spring]
As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness. WHAT WOULD IT mean for the American left right now to take seriously the centrality of means in politics?  First, it would mean taking seriously the specific means employed by the September 11 attackers--terrorism. There is a tendency in some quarters of the left to assimilate the death and destruction of September 11 to more ordinary (and still deplorable) injustices of the world system--the starvation of children in Africa, or the repression of peasants in Mexico, or the continued occupation of the West Bank and Gaza by Israel. But this assimilation is only possible by ignoring the specific modalities of September 11. It is true that in Mexico, Palestine, and elsewhere, too many innocent people suffer, and that is wrong. It may even be true that the experience of suffering is equally terrible in each case. But neither the Mexican nor the Israeli government has ever hijacked civilian airliners and deliberately flown them into crowded office buildings in the middle of cities where innocent civilians work and live, with the intention of killing thousands of people. Al-Qaeda did precisely this. That does not make the other injustices unimportant. It simply makes them different. It makes the September 11 hijackings distinctive, in their defining and malevolent purpose--to kill people and to create terror and havoc. This was not an ordinary injustice. It was an extraordinary injustice. The premise of terrorism is the sheer superfluousness of human life. This premise is inconsistent with civilized living anywhere. It threatens people of every race and class, every ethnicity and religion. Because it threatens everyone, and threatens values central to any decent conception of a good society, it must be fought. And it must be fought in a way commensurate with its malevolence. Ordinary injustice can be remedied. Terrorism can only be stopped.  Second, it would mean frankly acknowledging something well understood, often too eagerly embraced, by the twentieth century Marxist left--that it is often politically necessary to employ morally troubling means in the name of morally valid ends. A just or even a better society can only be realized in and through political practice; in our complex and bloody world, it will sometimes be necessary to respond to barbarous tyrants or criminals, with whom moral suasion won't work. In such situations our choice is not between the wrong that confronts us and our ideal vision of a world beyond wrong. It is between the wrong that confronts us and the means--perhaps the dangerous means--we have to employ in order to oppose it. In such situations there is a danger that "realism" can become a rationale for the Machiavellian worship of power. But equally great is the danger of a righteousness that translates, in effect, into a refusal to act in the face of wrong. What is one to do? Proceed with caution. Avoid casting oneself as the incarnation of pure goodness locked in a Manichean struggle with evil. Be wary of violence. Look for alternative means when they are available, and support the development of such means when they are not. And never sacrifice democratic freedoms and open debate. Above all, ask the hard questions about the situation at hand, the means available, and the likely effectiveness of different strategies.  Most striking about the campus left's response to September 11 was its refusal to ask these questions. Its appeals to "international law" were naive. It exaggerated the likely negative consequences of a military response, but failed to consider the consequences of failing to act decisively against terrorism. In the best of all imaginable worlds, it might be possible to defeat al-Qaeda without using force and without dealing with corrupt regimes and political forces like the Northern Alliance. But in this world it is not possible. And this, alas, is the only world that exists. To be politically responsible is to engage this world and to consider the choices that it presents. To refuse to do this is to evade responsibility. Such a stance may indicate a sincere refusal of unsavory choices. But it should never be mistaken for a serious political commitment. 

AT Coercion – Positive Rights Good
Positive rights are necessary to achieve freedom and well-being – best universal moral standard

Herbert Hilbig, “The Just Social Contract”, last modified 1/22/2009, http://www.vitalinfo.org/3.24_soc_contract.htm

An individual's life chances are limited by the productivity and natural resources of the environment, but they are also determined by social relations, which may be just or unjust, at the community, state, and global level. The best a person can reasonably hope for is that the benefits and burdens in a community are justly distributed as regulated by an agreement that can be formal or informal, legal or traditional. At the nation state level, the social contract consists of that country's constitution, a large variety of laws based on that document, and a number of traditionally accepted rules of conduct. At the global or international level, relations are codified by The Charter of the UN and other international laws. As already noted elsewhere, the UN Global Human Rights Norms offer a most comprehensive set of behavioral standards and human rights. Indeed, these norms offer the best universal moral standard to date. They cover human relations in nations and between nations and supersede the now out-of-date, often narrow and self-serving standards of nations and organized religions. However, these universal norms are only partially implemented because they are fought tooth and claw by reactionary conservative and religious ideologies that want to preserve their unearned advantages and status in society. The family of nations (192 as of 2008) has in principle agreed to this moral code or social contract that includes positive and negative rights but without labeling them. Positive rights are necessary to achieve freedom and well-being as the birthright for all, that is, all must have the opportunity for a quality life. Broadly speaking:

Negative rights do not guarantee freedom to implement life plans – the state needs to have an enabling wall

Herbert Hilbig, “The Just Social Contract”, last modified 1/22/2009, http://www.vitalinfo.org/3.24_soc_contract.htm

Negative rights or freedom prohibits the state and other people from constraining or interfering with others as they attempt to conduct their private affairs. The idea is that the individual and the nation are both self-governing entities which have the right to determine for themselves their own destinies. However, negative freedom alone does not guarantee the practical conditions for self-determination, that is, for individuals to freely choose and implement their life plans. For under negative freedom, the majority is "free" to starve but a minority is "free" of social constraints to make a great fortune at the expense of the powerless many. Positive rights by contrast have a social dimension. They demand social justice that is achieved if and only if all entities get what they deserve, e.g., according to their contribution to society and compassionate considerations. The conditions for individual self-determination would thus exist to the extend possible. It follows hat the state has an enabling role and not just a hands-off one. To allow this kind of freedom for the many, the law must regulate powerful institution that would otherwise coerce the many for power and profit, thus, prevent their right to self-determination. Today, the majority of liberal democracies provide their citizens with publicly funded education, health care, social security and unemployment benefits.

    

A right to freedom is worthless if people aren’t able to exercise freedom – key to having fundamental rights

Manuel Velasquez, et all, Claire Andre, Thomas Shanks, S.J., and Michael J. Meyer, Santa Clara University Philosophy, “Rights”, Issues in Ethics V3 N1 (Winter 1990)
Kant's principle is also often used to justify positive or, as they are often called, welfare rights. Where negative rights are "negative" in the sense that they claim for each person a zone of non-interference from others, positive rights are "positive" in the sense that they claim for each person the positive assistance of others in fulfilling basic constituents of human well-being like health and education. In moral and political philosophy, these basic human needs are often referred to as "welfare" concerns (thus this use of the term "welfare" is similar to but not identical with the common American usage of "welfare" to refer to government payments to the poor). Many people argue that a fundamental right to freedom is worthless if people aren't able to exercise that freedom. A right to freedom, then, implies that every human being also has a fundamental right to what is necessary to secure a minimum level of well being. Positive rights, therefore, are rights that provide something that people need to secure their well being, such as a right to an education, the right to food, the right to medical care, the right to housing, or the right to a job. Positive rights impose a positive duty on us—the duty actively to help a person to have or to do something. A young person's right to an education, for example, imposes on us a duty to provide that young person with an education. Respecting a positive right, then requires more than merely not acting; positive rights impose on us the duty to help sustain the welfare of those who are in need of help.
AT Russia Independence NB – l/t 
Failure to invest in NASA makes us dependent on Russia. 
O’Flynn 10 (Kevin, Moscow Times, “Space programme: American astronauts hitching a ride with Russia's Soyuz” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/society/7559293/Space-programme-American-astronauts-hitching-a-ride-with-Russias-Soyuz.html kdej) 

While Moscow expands its space programme and designates 2011 as the year of the Russian cosmonaut, the United States is cutting back on its investment in space exploration and preparing for increased cooperation with the Russians On April 2, new Soyuz crew members, two Russians and one American, launched from the Baikonur Cosmodrome in Kazakhstan. Circling the planet, the crew will engage in intense cooperation unknown on the ground. Down on earth, Russian-American space cooperation has increased, but there is also unease as the power of the players is shifting. Russia will fuel space exploration once again, while the US vision appears dampened. America is relying more and more on the Russian federal space programme for key assistance. As the United States reprioritises its programmes, the country will rely on Russia to take its astronauts into space. Nasa has long spent more money on more programmes than Russia's space agency. But President Barack Obama has slashed Nasa's dreams of returning to the moon. Building new spacecraft for the exploration of Mars is again a flight of fancy. Related Articles Russia plan nuclear spacecraft 06 Apr 2010 Soviet space myths debunked 06 Apr 2010 Mobiles and web given clearance 08 Apr 2010 At the same time, the Russian space industry is once more feeling the warm glow of state backing. There has been concerted investment in recent years, an investment that fits in well with the Putin doctrine of trying to restore Russian pride through capacity. And while both countries feel they are the front runners, their dominance could be challenged in the next decade by India and China as they fund their own programmes. The Russian government has increased spending on the space industry by a remarkable 40pc for each of the past five years, spending just under £2bn in 2009, Euroconsult reported. "It's like night and day," said Igor Lissov, editor of Novosti Kosmonavtiki (Cosmonautics News), comparing funding today with funding in the penurious Nineties. President Putin launched an initial £6.5bn programme for the space industry between 2006 and 2015. When Mr Putin congratulated space industry workers in 2008 on Cosmonauts' Day, he called on them to pursue "really ambitious projects". The US Constellation human-flight programme that President Obama has all but abandoned was designed, according to President George W Bush, to "establish an extended human presence on the moon" that would then lead to flights to Mars. President Obama cut it from the 2011 budget as the effects of the financial crisis continue to be felt and programme expenditure soared. The government said that though Nasa has already spent £6bn on it, the programme is "fundamentally unexecutable". Instead, America will look to private companies to invest in future spacecraft. In the meantime, US astronauts will hitch a lift on Russian spacecraft, a move that has Nasa supporters crying foul. Russian academic Yury Zaitsev told Interfax news agency that he thought the United States would be dependent on Russia to transport its astronauts until at least 2020. "In order to bring a craft to the standards of quality and safety for a piloted flight, you need years and years," he commented. Nasa has signed a £200m contract with the Russian Federal Space Agency (Roscosmos) for US astronauts to fly to the International Space Station in 2012. While it is hard for some to get used to the power shifts, others support the new spirit of cooperation, a far cry from the start of the space race when new flights and feats in space were spurred by Cold War fear and one-upmanship as well as scientific endeavour. 

Russia Space Coop Good
US-Russia cooperation in space key to relations 

Pifer, 3 (Steven, Deputy Assistant Secretary for European and Eurasian Affairs, “The U.S. and Russia: Space Cooperation and Export Controls” http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/The%20U_S_%20and%20Russia%20Space%20Cooperation%20and%20Export%20Controls.htm kdej) 
Mr. Chairman and members of this Committee. It is an honor to appear before you with my colleague from NASA. We at the State Department consider it a privilege to work together with John Schumacher and his colleagues at NASA to further one of America's loftiest goals -- the mission of human space flight. At State, our contribution to this mission is to facilitate relations with our international partners in space exploration while safeguarding our broader national security interests. Although we cooperate closely with many space agencies around the world, any conversation about the U.S. space program would be incomplete if it did not note the unique and historic partnership we share with Russia in the field of human space flight. Space cooperation between the United States and Russia remains one of the most visibly successful elements of the U.S.-Russian bilateral relationship. U.S.-Russian Space Cooperation In recent months, this partnership has had to face tragic and unforeseen challenges. In the wake of the loss of the Shuttle Columbia, we have turned to our Russian colleagues for their assistance in sustaining the operations of the International Space Station (ISS). Considering our mutual experience in space exploration, Russia has undertaken important additional efforts to maintain the viability of the ISS. With the shuttle fleet grounded, the Russian Aviation and Space Agency (Rosaviakosmos) readily accepted its role as provider of the world's only physical link to the Station. When the International Partners became concerned about the supply of water and other critical provisions to the Station, Russia made every effort to ensure that its Progress resupply vehicle would be available to provide support for the Station. The unmanned Progress vehicles are critical workhorses for delivering supplies to the Station. When the International Partners were faced with the possibility of mothballing the Station, Russia utilized a previously planned Soyuz launch to ferry a fresh crew to the Station, a mission that had been slated to be carried out by the Shuttle. This kind of cooperation, in the aftermath of the loss of the Columbia, has strengthened further our space partnership. Underscoring the depth of this partnership, President Bush and President Putin reaffirmed U.S.-Russian cooperation in space at their June 1 meeting in St. Petersburg. In their joint statement, the Presidents extolled the role our two countries have played in the field of human space flight and confirmed their mutual aspiration to ensure the continued assembly and viability of the International Space Station as a world-class research facility. Looking to the future, the Presidents agreed to explore ways to enhance our cooperation in the field of space technology and techniques. 
Relations prevent nuclear war. 
Simes, 3 (Dimitri, founding president of The Nixon Center and publisher of its foreign policy bi-monthly magazine, The National Interest, “Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship Interim Report September http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2003_hr/sim093003.htm kdej)
The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia or any other country is the candid question: why does Russia matter? How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia? Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests? As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests. Why? First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions. By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia. Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests. The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris. Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere. Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism. Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States. Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War. But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies. Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of loose nukes. The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans. Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons. Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines. Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy. Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests. In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership. More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support. 

Coop key to space exploration - guts CP solvency

Jones 4 (Elizabeth, Assistant Secretary for European and Eurasian Affairs, “Testimony before the House of International Relations Committee” March 18, http://www.ransac.org/Official%20Documents/U.S.%20Government/Department%20of %20State/492004121756PM.html kdej) 

Another area of cooperation is in space. Since the loss of the shuttle Columbia, Russian capability to lift payloads has supported the operations of the International Space Station. As we define future challenges in space, we believe that  continuing our cooperation and combining Russian and American resources, technology and experience will  benefit both nations and  accelerate space exploration  .42   
AT Space Guard NB

Space guard doesn’t get created – too controversial. 
Bennett 11 —  author of The Anglosphere Challenge (Rowman and Littlefield, 2004), has been involved in space entrepreneurship, consulting, and advocacy for more than three decades (Winter 2011, James C., "Proposing a 'Coast Guard' for Space," The New Atlantis, Number 30, Winter 2011, pp. 50-68. http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/proposing-a-coast-guard-for-space)

Creating a Space Guard on this model would involve substantial change in the structure and organization of the U.S. government. Change of this magnitude would require the expenditure of political capital, not least because the U.S. Air Force, NASA, and their political patrons could be expected to resist ceding funds, functions, and personnel to a new organization. Indeed, the McKinley paper elicited a substantial negative response from parties related to the Air Force. Therefore, in proposing such a change, we must ask not just what problems it might solve but also which political actors might benefit sufficiently to justify the expenditure of their capital.
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