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SSP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should act as an anchor tenant and incentivize Space Solar Power development. 

1. Incentives to private companies solve satellite launching best
Musk, CEO of SpaceX, ‘11

[Elon, “Why the US Can Beat China: The Facts About Space-X Cost.” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33457, 6/23/11. DXG]

As noted last month by a Chinese government official, SpaceX currently has the best launch prices in the world and they don't believe they can beat them. This is a clear case of American innovation trumping lower overseas labor rates. I recognize that our prices shatter the historical cost models of government-led developments, but these prices are not arbitrary, premised on capturing a dominant share of the market, or "teaser" rates meant to lure in an eager market only to be increased later. These prices are based on known costs and a demonstrated track record, and they exemplify the potential of America's commercial space industry. Here are the facts: The price of a standard flight on a Falcon 9 rocket is $54 million. We are the only launch company that publicly posts this information on our website (www.spacex.com). We have signed many legally binding contracts with both government and commercial customers for this price (or less). Because SpaceX is so vertically integrated, we know and can control the overwhelming majority of our costs. This is why I am so confident that our performance will increase and our prices will decline over time, as is the case with every other technology. The average price of a full-up NASA Dragon cargo mission to the International Space Station is $133 million including inflation, or roughly $115m in today's dollars, and we have a firm, fixed price contract with NASA for 12 missions. This price includes the costs of the Falcon 9 launch, the Dragon spacecraft, all operations, maintenance and overhead, and all of the work required to integrate with the Space Station. If there are cost overruns, SpaceX will cover the difference. (This concept may be foreign to some traditional government space contractors that seem to believe that cost overruns should be the responsibility of the taxpayer.) The total company expenditures since being founded in 2002 through the 2010 fiscal year were less than $800 million, which includes all the development costs for the Falcon 1, Falcon 9 and Dragon. Included in this $800 million are the costs of building launch sites at Vandenberg, Cape Canaveral and Kwajalein, as well as the corporate manufacturing facility that can support up to 12 Falcon 9 and Dragon missions per year. This total also includes the cost of five flights of Falcon 1, two flights of Falcon 9, and one up and back flight of Dragon.  For the first time in more than three decades, America last year began taking back international market-share in commercial satellite launch. This remarkable turn-around was sparked by a small investment NASA made in SpaceX in 2006 as part of the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program. A unique public-private partnership, COTS has proven that under the right conditions, a properly incentivized contractor--even an all-American one--can develop extremely complex systems on rapid timelines and a fixed-price basis, significantly beating historical industry-standard costs.
2. Avoids politics of a government program 
Powell 10
[Stewart M. Powell, staff writer for the Houston Chronicle. “Obama, NASA at crossroads over privatization of space travel,” August 2, 2010: http://www.stltoday.com/news/national/article_3c9e0470-b176-5309-9065-c0a07dc52cc5.html, MS]
As Congress wraps up its work before the summer recess, this much is clear: The president won't get the entire $812 million down payment that he requested to launch an unprecedented $6 billion effort over five years to ferry cargo and Houston-trained astronauts to the orbiting international space station via commercial enterprises. But the Senate — and to a lesser extent the House — have signaled that the White House will probably get enough of its request in the $19 billion NASA budget to begin a historic change in direction for the space agency. Up to now, NASA has relied exclusively on its own spacecraft — or NASA-contracted Russian rockets — to carry every American astronaut into orbit since John Glenn's breakthrough orbital mission in 1962. "From the earliest days on the American frontier, commercial interests have always followed the steps of explorers," says Howard McCurdy, an American University scholar who wrote "Inside NASA: High Technology and Organizational Change in the U.S. Space Program." "There's widespread political consensus now for the commercial space sector to have a go at transportation into low earth orbit." Adds space historian John Logsdon, "This is a turn in the road toward where Obama wants to go." Obama's proposed shift away from U.S. government spacecraft to reach orbit poses long-term challenges for Houston's Johnson Space Center, a facility that has served as mission control for every manned mission aboard U.S. government spacecraft since the early days of space exploration.  
Asteroids 1NC
Text: The United States Federal Government should incentivize private companies to build and install the detection technology. 

Solves Mars 
Stratford 6

[Frank Stratford is the founder and executive director of MarsDrive. His writing is focused on human space exploration and Mars settlement issues, with a special focus on researching alternative Mars transport solutions. The Space Review: “Mars: open for business?” October 9, 2006. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/718/1, MS]
If the private sector is to capitalize on Mars from the earliest stages it must start sooner rather than later. There are many nations and possible competitors to think about in the effort to make Mars viable, and, like with any business venture, if the competition gets there first, they can easily corner the market. ESA, China, Russia, and other nations intend on making it to Mars in the next few decades. Businesses would be wise to consider this in respect to Mars as well. Mars will not lay empty of human endeavor indefinitely. We should never take that for granted. There are many plans on how to get to Mars, some ranging from $2-billion one-man shots right up to $500-billion government programs. None of us know with certainty which plan will be used first, but the options are out there for any entrepreneurial businesses to take advantage of what is currently a wide open market. 

Free enterprise proves quicker and less tax heavy 
Murphy 5

[Robert Murphy, Mises Institute Adjunct Scholar. “A Free Market in Space” January 2005, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=525, MS]

Beyond the obvious implications for sci-fi buffs and other space enthusiasts, the episode sheds light on the versatility of free enterprise. Most obvious, we see that the government is not necessary for space exploration; engineers and pilots do not suddenly become smarter when they are hired by NASA. Indeed, because a free market in space industries would be open to all competitors, we have every reason to expect technological innovation to be much quicker than in a monopolized space program. In a free market, the maverick pioneer just needs to convince one or a few capitalists (out of thousands) to finance his revolutionary project, and then the results will speak for themselves. In contrast, an innovative civil servant at NASA needs to convince his direct superiors before trying anything new. If his bosses happen to dislike the idea, that’s the end of it. Prior to the exploits of SpaceShipOne, the standard justification for government involvement in space was that such undertakings were "too expensive" for the private sector. But what does this really mean? The Apollo moon program certainly didn’t create labor and other resources out of thin air. On the contrary, the scientists, unskilled workers, steel, fuel, computers, etc. that went into NASA in the 1960s were all diverted from other industries and potential uses. The government spent billions of dollars putting Neil Armstrong on the moon, and consequently the American taxpayers had billions fewer dollars to spend on other goods and services. 

**on asteroids, this counterplan is best run with the tradeoff DA so that the DA can function as the net benefit

Lunar Mining 1NC
Text: The United States Federal Government should incentivize private companies to mine the moon. 
1. Solves for mining and leads to better developments 
Popular Mechanics 4 
[Popular Mechanics Magazine: “Mining the Moon” December 7, 2004. http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/moon-mars/1283056]
Returning to the moon would be a worthwhile pursuit even if obtaining helium-3 were the only goal. But over time the pioneering venture would pay more valuable dividends. Settlements established for helium-3 mining would branch out into other activities that support space exploration. Even with the next generation of Saturns, it will not be economical to lift the massive quantities of oxygen, water and structural materials needed to create permanent human settlements in space. We must acquire the technical skills to extract these vital materials from locally available resources. Mining the moon for helium-3 would offer a unique opportunity to acquire those resources as byproducts. Other opportunities might be possible through the sale of low-cost access to space. These additional, launch-related businesses will include providing services for government-funded lunar and planetary exploration, astronomical observatories, national defense, and long-term, on-call protection from the impacts of asteroids and comets. Space and lunar tourism also will be enabled by the existence of low-cost, highly reliable rockets. With such tremendous business potential, the entrepreneurial private sector should support a return to the moon, this time to stay. For an investment of less than $15 billion--about the same as was required for the 1970s Trans Alaska Pipeline--private enterprise could make permanent habitation on the moon the next chapter in human history. 
2. Solves further Mars exploration and new space station-this must happen through business and not government 
The Economist 10

[The Economist, February 18th 2010. “Moon Dreams: The Americans may still go to the Moon before the Chinese.” http://www.economist.com/node/15543675, MS]
Another potential beneficiary—and advocate of private-sector transport—is Robert Bigelow, a wealthy entrepreneur who founded a hotel chain called Budget Suites of America. Mr Bigelow has so far spent $180m of his own money on space development—probably more than any other individual in history. He has been developing so-called expandable space habitats, a technology he bought from NASA a number of years ago. These habitats, which are folded up for launch and then inflated in space, were designed as interplanetary vehicles for a trip to Mars, but they are also likely to be useful general-purpose accommodation. The company already has two scaled-down versions in orbit. Mr Bigelow is preparing to build a space station that will offer cheap access to space to other governments—something he believes will generate a lot of interest. The current plan is to launch the first full-scale habitat (called Sundancer) in 2014. Further modules will be added to this over the course of a year, and the result will be a space station with more usable volume than the existing international one. Mr Bigelow’s price is just under $23m per astronaut. That is about half what Russia charges for a trip to the international station, a price that is likely to go up after the space shuttle retires later this year. He says he will be able to offer this price by bulk-buying launches on newly man-rated rockets. Since most of the cost of space travel is the launch, the price might come down even more if the private sector can lower the costs of getting into orbit. The ultimate aim of all his investment, Mr Bigelow says, is to get to the moon. LEO is merely his proving ground. He says that if the technology does work in orbit, the habitats will be ideal for building bases on the moon. To go there, however, he will have to prove that the expandable habitat does indeed work, and also generate substantial returns on his investment in LEO, to provide the necessary cash. If all goes well, the next target will be L1, the point 85% of the way to the moon where the gravitational pulls of moon and Earth balance. “It’s a terrific dumping off point,” he says. “We could transport a completed lunar base [to L1] and put it down on the lunar surface intact.” There are others with lunar ambitions, too. Some 20 teams are competing for the Google Lunar X Prize, a purse of $30m that will be given to the first private mission which lands a robot on the moon, travels across the surface and sends pictures back to Earth. Space Adventures, meanwhile, is in discussions with almost a dozen potential clients about a circumlunar mission, costing $100m a head. The original Apollo project was mainly a race to prove the superiority of American capitalism over Soviet communism. Capitalism won—but at the cost of creating, in NASA, one of the largest bureaucracies in American history. If the United States is to return to the moon, it needs to do so in a way that is demonstrably superior to the first trip—for example, being led by business rather than government. Engaging in another government-driven spending battle, this time with the Chinese, will do nothing more than show that America has missed the point. 

SSP Coercion Net Benifit
NASA is the coercive result of America’s ego – its annual budget is stolen from tax payers “under threat of violence” – taxpaying is inherently coercive

Ludlow 8
 [Lawrence M. writer for StrikeTheRoot in San Diego, 5/1/2008; “The Aerospace Welfare Queen”; <http://www.strike-the-root.com/81/ludlow/ludlow2.html> acc. 6/22/11 DC]
 

Free-market businesses are ethically sound because they are funded voluntarily by willing customers. In contrast, NASA is a coercive shakedown. First, there is no market for what it sells. There are no eager buyers spending their own money on NASA's goods and services. Instead, NASA's annual budget of $16.8 billion (2007) is taken from taxpayers 'under threat of violence 'by the government's hold-up men, the IRS. It is a case of naked exploitation that benefits politically connected companies and a government bureaucracy that exists for its own sake. It should not surprise us that NASA is the Cold War stepchild of the military-industrial complex 'an offshoot of the arms race between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. Rather than the achievement of a free people, it is the collectivist response of the U.S. government to the Soviet launch of Sputnik 1 in 1957. At the same time, it is an example of chest-thumping worthy of juvenile delinquents playing a game of 'mine is better than yours.' Even President Kennedy's decision to go to the Moon was a public-relations stunt that mortgaged America 's future in exchange for the emotional 'high' of winning a technological spending spree. In essence, the 'space race' is part of a nationalistic race toward bankruptcy. While the United States won the first lap of this race by reaching the Moon in 1969, the Soviet Union ultimately won the contest by bankrupting and dissolving itself in 1991. With its tiresome catalog of budget-busting boondoggles, the United States will finish a poor second. Nonetheless, with NASA's help, it will eventually bankrupt itself with the same certainty as a red giant in outer space. The only question is when.
 
NASA is a drain on resources – it only satisfies the people in charge and has negative productivity
Swanson 7
[Graduate from Texas A&M [Tim, “What Won’t NASA Invent Next” 6/22/2011; <http://mises.org/daily/2434> acc. 6/22/11 DC]

 
In the end, regardless of what the state did or did not fund or invent, the take-away principle is the unseen.[12] While everyone with a TV has been able to see the hordes of chemical rockets dramatically blast into the cosmos over the past decades, they were similarly unable to see the productive opportunities foregone and ignored via the reallocation of scarce resources.[13] The perceived benefits of a vain, nationalized space program include, among others, the fallacious need to fight the mythical shortage of scientists and engineers. Whereas in reality, it has stymied private tourism, exploration, and research for nearly half a century.[14] It is a monumental drain of capital resources to simply satisfy a nationalist ego; and its motto should be changed to reflect the only groups that benefit from its existence, politicians and contractors: For Benefit of Few.

Spending Net Benefit
Private costs are less than government costs for space exploration

Dodge, ‘10

[John, “Elon Musk, SpaceX are the Future of Space Exploration, 2/24/10, http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/thinking-tech/elon-musk-spacex-are-the-future-of-space-exploration/3224, DXG]

SpaceX already has a $1.6 billion with NASA, but that could grow into a $6 billion pact under Obama’s budget. Musk claims SpaceX can safely deliver astronauts to the International Space Station for $20 million per seat and that he’ll be able to do it within three years. That’s mighty attractive compared to the $450 million cost for each space shuttle mission not to mention the $1.7 billion pricetag to build a Space Shuttle orbiter (those are NASA’s numbers!). 

2nc solves Satellites
Incentives to private companies solve satellite launching best
Musk, CEO of SpaceX, ‘11

[Elon, “Why the US Can Beat China: The Facts About Space-X Cost.” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33457, 6/23/11. DXG]

As noted last month by a Chinese government official, SpaceX currently has the best launch prices in the world and they don't believe they can beat them. This is a clear case of American innovation trumping lower overseas labor rates. I recognize that our prices shatter the historical cost models of government-led developments, but these prices are not arbitrary, premised on capturing a dominant share of the market, or "teaser" rates meant to lure in an eager market only to be increased later. These prices are based on known costs and a demonstrated track record, and they exemplify the potential of America's commercial space industry. Here are the facts: The price of a standard flight on a Falcon 9 rocket is $54 million. We are the only launch company that publicly posts this information on our website (www.spacex.com). We have signed many legally binding contracts with both government and commercial customers for this price (or less). Because SpaceX is so vertically integrated, we know and can control the overwhelming majority of our costs. This is why I am so confident that our performance will increase and our prices will decline over time, as is the case with every other technology. The average price of a full-up NASA Dragon cargo mission to the International Space Station is $133 million including inflation, or roughly $115m in today's dollars, and we have a firm, fixed price contract with NASA for 12 missions. This price includes the costs of the Falcon 9 launch, the Dragon spacecraft, all operations, maintenance and overhead, and all of the work required to integrate with the Space Station. If there are cost overruns, SpaceX will cover the difference. (This concept may be foreign to some traditional government space contractors that seem to believe that cost overruns should be the responsibility of the taxpayer.) The total company expenditures since being founded in 2002 through the 2010 fiscal year were less than $800 million, which includes all the development costs for the Falcon 1, Falcon 9 and Dragon. Included in this $800 million are the costs of building launch sites at Vandenberg, Cape Canaveral and Kwajalein, as well as the corporate manufacturing facility that can support up to 12 Falcon 9 and Dragon missions per year. This total also includes the cost of five flights of Falcon 1, two flights of Falcon 9, and one up and back flight of Dragon.  For the first time in more than three decades, America last year began taking back international market-share in commercial satellite launch. This remarkable turn-around was sparked by a small investment NASA made in SpaceX in 2006 as part of the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program. A unique public-private partnership, COTS has proven that under the right conditions, a properly incentivized contractor--even an all-American one--can develop extremely complex systems on rapid timelines and a fixed-price basis, significantly beating historical industry-standard costs. 

2nc solves rockets
Solves rocket launches
Kaufman 10

[Marc Kaufman, Washington Post staff writer. “Rocket launch may give boost to privatized spaceflight” June 4th,2010:http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2010/06/03/AR2010060302241.html, MS]
And up into the lofty heights with the Falcon 9, the first of a new generation of more-powerful commercial rockets, will go the ambition embraced by the Obama administration and NASA: to privatize spaceflight. The countdown to Friday's launch is palpable at the SpaceX headquarters. This huge factory, across from a Lowe's home supplies store in a small suburb of Los Angeles, is setting its sights on becoming an essential hub in the burgeoning U.S. commercial space industry. Started eight years ago by Elon Musk of PayPal fame, the factory is not quite an assembly line. But it does have the resources and ambition to build as many as 12 rockets and four capsules a year. There's a tense focus on the upcoming launch among the almost 900 men and women who work at the plant. Their tasks include molding engine parts in the buzzing metal shop, assembling the space capsule in a glass-sided clean room and selling SpaceX rocket services to governments and companies around the world. They know that if the Falcon rocket lifts off successfully and puts its unmanned Dragon capsule into orbit, Musk's Space Exploration Technologies, or SpaceX, will become an essential player in the burgeoning commercial space industry. A success will also provide a much-needed boost to President Obama's controversial plans to privatize cargo -- and later, astronaut crew transport -- to and from the international space station. 
2nc solves telecommunications
Solves telecommunications development-the government can never do this 
Associated Press 11

[Bloomberg Business Week: “SpaceX links deal with Asian telecom company” June 14, 2011. http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9NRNQQO0.htm, MS]
Space Exploration Technologies, also called SpaceX, said Monday that it will launch a Thai telecommunications satellite into orbit aboard its Falcon 9 rocket as part of a deal with Thaicom Plc. The value of the deal was not disclosed but SpaceX said a standard Falcon 9 flight costs $54 million. It's the latest international customer for Hawthorne, Calif.-based SpaceX, which is the brainchild of PayPal co-founder Elon Musk. The Thaicom 6 satellite will launch aboard a Falcon 9 from Cape Canaveral, Fla., sometime in 2013 to serve the growing satellite TV market in Asia. SpaceX has won NASA contracts to test rockets and spacecraft that could do supply runs to the International Space Station once the space shuttle program winds down this year. 
2nc solves econ
Private colonization causes economic growth 
Dinkin, ‘4
[Sam, Correspondent at the Space Review, “Space Privatization: Road to Freedom.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1, 7/26/04, DXG]

They are seeing little return now on their collective investment. Public returns will be great indeed if space development is successful. If privatization results in profits, those profits can be taxed. If private suborbital, orbital, point-to-point, lunar and planetary development lowers the price of access for public science, exploration and commerce, then that is a benefit. If colonization is successful, the public will have an insurance policy against extinction. Successful colonization will also energize the spirit of humanity. Colonizing Mars will double the amount of land available to the species and potentially more than double solar system GDP as a commerce of ideas and builds up between the growing Mars population and Earth.  Compare that to taxpayer return on public projects. What has the taxpayer return been on Social Security? It is as if the government mandated that everyone in the nation hold thousands of dollars in government bonds. Worse, the bonds pay below the market interest rate for federal savings bonds. While this is a boon to taxpayers because US borrowing is cheaper as a result, the elderly are getting a negative real return on their money. A privately-administered system with similar terms would surely have resulted in arrests and prosecutions.

2nc Solves Lunar Mining
Private sector will lead lunar mining efforts 
Wall 10
[Mike Wall, senior writer for space.com. “Want to mine the solar system? Start with the moon” October 30, 2010, http://www.space.com/9430-solar-system-start-moon.html, MS]
The moon has a lot of water ice, as recent discoveries have made clear. Frigid craters at both lunar poles have likely been trapping and accumulating water for billions of years — water that is relatively pure and easy to get at. "We now know the water there is free water. It's unbound," said Paul Spudis, a scientist at the Lunar and Planetary Institute in Houston, during the panel discussion. "Mining water on the moon is going to be a lot easier than we thought." This water is so valuable not just for its potential to keep future moon dwellers hydrated. It can also be separated into its constituent hydrogen and oxygen, the chief components of rocket fuel. Propellant could be produced from moon water and sold at refueling stations in low-Earth orbit, allowing spaceships and satellites to top up their tanks in space. Such an arrangement could revolutionize how humanity uses space, spurring a huge wave of trade, travel and discovery, scientists and entrepreneurs alike have argued. According to that argument, it makes economic sense to supply the filling stations from the moon because its gravity is one-sixth that of the Earth, and thus launching from there is much cheaper. Indeed, some companies are already drawing up plans to mine moon water for this very purpose. Shackleton Energy Company, for example, hopes to be selling rocket fuel in orbit by 2020, according to its founder Bill Stone, who was not a member of the conference panel. Such a timeline may seem ambitious, but the technology to start up a primarily robotic lunar mining operation exists today, panel members said. Mining robots could be controlled from Earth. "We've reached the point of teleoperations now that I think it's feasible to mine the moon," Baiden said. The moon's close proximity to Earth means that communication between man and machine could happen almost in real time — the lag would be just a second or two, Spudis added. Water mining would be the first step, most panelists agreed. After that, other resources may well be exploited, too. Methane and ammonia, which also get trapped in cold craters, could be tapped for their carbon and nitrogen, necessary ingredients for any long-term lunar settlement. And whenever nuclear fusion becomes a viable energy source, entrepreneurs could go after the moon's stores of helium-3, a prime fusion fuel, the scientists said. 

2nc Solves space wars

Privatization solves space wars

Dinkin 4
[Sam, Correspondent at the Space Review, “Space Privatization: Road to Freedom.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1, 7/26/04, DXG]

Gagnon implies that privatization of off-Earth development will prepare the way for the next “war system.” This is not a disadvantage of privatization even if true. First, terrorists and rogue states will take war to the heavens whether there is public or private management of space so at best public management postpones the new war system. Second, energizing the human spirit with new challenges in space may actually result in a solar system with less conflict. Third, the next war system may provide security for Earth more economically than the existing Earth-based military.

2NC Ext: Free Market Better
Free market privatization proves more cost effective than pure government action

Dinerman 9

[Taylor Dinerman, Fox News. “NASA Approves Partial Privatization of the Space Program” May 11, 2009, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,519609,00.html, MS]

On Thursday, the White House ordered a top-to-bottom review of the entire manned space program, one that will be led by former Lockheed Martin CEO Norman Augustine, long considered a friend of private space ventures. Both developments show that the once-reluctant space agency and the Obama administration are ready to support commercial human spaceflight. It's a dramatic change, one that could reduce America's dependency on Russia for the next half-decade after the space shuttle program ends, and one that could kick-start a space program that some see as having stalled for 40 years. "Our government space program has become over-burdened with too many objectives, and not enough cash," says William Watson, executive director of the Space Frontier Foundation, a Houston-based group promoting commercial space activities. Watson said that allowing private companies to handle routine orbital duties could free up NASA to focus on returning to the moon and going to Mars. Scolese said that $80 million of the stimulus money will be awarded to the company that demonstrates the best "crewed launch demo" — a prototype, based on existing cargo-capsule designs, modified for humans. The agency was careful to note that the competition will be an open one. Two well-positioned spaceflight companies, SpaceX and Orbital Sciences, are seen as the leading contenders. Each already has a full line of rockets and cargo capsules ready to go, and each company's capsules can be converted to transport astronauts. Both firms were tight-lipped about their suddenly increased opportunities. Orbital Sciences didn't respond to queries; SpaceX said only that it was "encouraged by NASA's commercial crewed services initiative." But NASA's savings in cost and time could be significant. The two leading contractors are building their launch vehicles from scratch. Their designs emphasize very efficient business models and low manufacturing costs. And they operate with at most a few dozen employees at their launch sites, as opposed to the space shuttle program's standing army of almost 15,000 workers. 
Incentives and competition in the free market lead to the most innovation possible-the government just can’t build at the same rate 

Rubin 10

[Courtney Rubin, contributing editor at Inc.com. Febuary 17, 2010: “New NASA Policy opens up Space Market” http://www.inc.com/news/articles/2010/02/privatizing-the-space-race.html, MS]

This is spacecraft on a shoestring: To avoid costly, custom-made parts, the 900-person, eight-year-old company relies on refurbishments of those already on the shelf. Among them: An Apollo-era 125,000 gallon liquid oxygen tank (price tag: $86,000, the price of the scrap metal). As a result, the estimated cost of one of Musk's launches is a relatively affordable $100 million. It's all part of Musk's plan to usher in the era of low-cost space travel – well-timed, because last week's NASA 2011 budget request included a $6 billion boost over five years to privatize human space flights. The budget also cancelled the beleaguered Constellation program to build new rockets aimed at returning astronauts to the moon by 2020. (NASA poured $9 billion into Constellation with only one semi-successful test launch and years of delay as a result.) The launch of SpaceX's black-and-white 735,000-lb. Falcon 9 – tentatively scheduled for March 8 at Florida's Cape Canaveral – would pave the way for 12 supply flights carrying a minimum of 20 tons to and from the International Space Station, per the company's $1.6 billion NASA contract. SpaceX's isn't the only ride NASA can pimp – the new space policy opens up healthy market competition. Dulles, Virginia's Orbital Sciences (an Inc. 500 alum) is building its own rockets under a separate NASA contract. On Feb. 2, NASA also announced $50 million in awards to support the commercial spaceflight efforts of five other companies. Colorado's Sierra Nevada Corp was the big winner, picking up $20 million to develop its seven-person Dream Chaser craft. Amazon.com founder Jeff Bezos's Blue Origin won $3.7 million to develop a launch escape system and build a crew-carrying module, and Paragon Space Development Corp (No. 953 on Inc.'s 2009 5000) won $1.4 million to perfect its environmental control and life support air vitalization system. Other winners: Boeing, which picked up $18 million for its own seven-person space capsule, and the United Launch Alliance, a Boeing-Lockheed Martin joint project, which received $6.7 million to develop a way to monitor the health of unmanned rockets that could be recycled to launch manned spacecraft. 
Using the free market leads to more innovations and growth in the space sector

Rolland 2

[Asle Rolland, Norwegian School of Management and Statistics Norway. “The Free Market Innovation Machine and New Public Management” http://www.innovation.cc/volumes-issues/roland-free-market4.pdf, MS]

Particularly in the oligopolistic and high-tech sectors of the economy, "innovation has become the preferred competitive weapon. Indeed, the contest for better new products and processes becomes an arms race," (p 11) and firms that let their rivals outperform them in the innovative process of adapting to consumer desires, are "faced with the prospect of imminent demise" (p. 10). The need for innovation leaves the firms with the choice between the risk of not innovating and the risk of investing in failures, as innovation is largely an unpredictable process. The solution is to routinize corporate innovation. Firms are driven to make innovation an accustomed and predictable procedure supplementing the occasional output of genius at work. And innovations stimulate further innovation - in the same or related sectors, in sectors where they serve merely as inspiration sources. "In sum, innovative activity can be considered a cumulative process, in which there is feedback from one innovation to the next; once the free market has launched its innovation machine, the inherent structure of the mechanism leads the machine to grow more powerful and productive with the passage of time" (p. 12). Capitalism is driven by self-interest, by the profit motive or "greed harnessed to work as efficiently and effectively as it can to serve the public interest in prosperity and growth" (p. 15). The institution ensuring that greed is serving these purposes is competition. The invisible hand of the market prevents the greedy "merchants and manufacturers" from deriving excessive profits and forces them to strive provide customers with a better product on better terms than their rivals are offering. Baumol quotes Adam Smith: By pursuing his own interest the producer frequently promotes the interest of the society more effectively than when he intends to promote it. 

2nc a2 perm
1. Involving the government proves inefficient-too many regulations and not enough work

Greenfieldboyce 9

[Nell Greenfieldboyce, staff writer for NPR and professor of science writing at Johns Hopkins. “Astronauts Video Satirizes NASA Bureaucracy” February 9, 2009. http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=100346538, MS]

Howard McCurdy, a space policy expert with American University in Washington, D.C., has written about how NASA's original high-tech culture has become more bureaucratic. He says that what struck him is that the managers in the video didn't engage in technical discussions. Instead, they focused only on the administrative process. "That's not the kind of agency you would like to have running rocket programs," says McCurdy. "It might be OK for Social Security check disbursement, but it sure isn't going to be good for rocket science." McCurdy notes that culture change is hard, but that "culture consists in large part of the stories that people tell about their agency. And if they tell stories like the one we're just seeing, it's a way of communicating their concern." 

2. Government bureaucracy undermines effective solvency 

Whittington 11

[Mark Whittington, author of The Last Moonwalker, Children of Apollo, and Nocturne. “Withheld Documents Won’t Win NASA any friends in Congress” June 24, 2011. http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110624/us_ac/8693441_withheld_documents_wont_win_nasa_any_friends_in_congress_1, MS]
The letter and the controversy surrounding the document request reflects a growing sense of distrust of NASA by Congress, which appropriates the money that NASA needs to operate. The failure to provide legally required documents to the Senate Commerce Committee suggests one of two possibilities. One possibility is that NASA is unable to provide those documents. That would bespeak incompetence on an epic scale, since record keeping is something one would think that a government bureaucracy would be good at. The other possibility is that NASA is stalling and, despite protestations to the contrary, actually has something to hide. Congress has made its will very clear that it wants the MPCV, formerly known as Orion, and the heavy lift Space Launch System, flying by 2016. Congress may not provide enough funding to make this happen and is as yet ambivalent as to what the new spacecraft's mission is, aside from taking astronauts beyond low Earth orbit to -- somewhere. NASA has in turn been ambivalent as to whether it can build the spacecraft or whether it even intends to, despite the congressional mandate. The tug of war between Congress and NASA, the direct result of President Obama's cancellation of the Constellation space exploration program, seems about to take an ugly turn. What Congress will do if NASA somehow defies the subpoena is as yet unknown. While the Obama administration could attempt to invoke executive privilege, that would tend to contradict the dictates of the 2010 NASA Authorization Act the president signed into law. The matter could very well wind up in court for a showdown. It all depends on how far NASA, and by extension the Obama administration, intends to take the matter. 

Space Station

Solves further Mars exploration and new space station-this must happen through business and not government 

The Economist 10

[The Economist, February 18th 2010. “Moon Dreams: The Americans may still go to the Moon before the Chinese.” http://www.economist.com/node/15543675, MS]
Another potential beneficiary—and advocate of private-sector transport—is Robert Bigelow, a wealthy entrepreneur who founded a hotel chain called Budget Suites of America. Mr Bigelow has so far spent $180m of his own money on space development—probably more than any other individual in history. He has been developing so-called expandable space habitats, a technology he bought from NASA a number of years ago. These habitats, which are folded up for launch and then inflated in space, were designed as interplanetary vehicles for a trip to Mars, but they are also likely to be useful general-purpose accommodation. The company already has two scaled-down versions in orbit. Mr Bigelow is preparing to build a space station that will offer cheap access to space to other governments—something he believes will generate a lot of interest. The current plan is to launch the first full-scale habitat (called Sundancer) in 2014. Further modules will be added to this over the course of a year, and the result will be a space station with more usable volume than the existing international one. Mr Bigelow’s price is just under $23m per astronaut. That is about half what Russia charges for a trip to the international station, a price that is likely to go up after the space shuttle retires later this year. He says he will be able to offer this price by bulk-buying launches on newly man-rated rockets. Since most of the cost of space travel is the launch, the price might come down even more if the private sector can lower the costs of getting into orbit. The ultimate aim of all his investment, Mr Bigelow says, is to get to the moon. LEO is merely his proving ground. He says that if the technology does work in orbit, the habitats will be ideal for building bases on the moon. To go there, however, he will have to prove that the expandable habitat does indeed work, and also generate substantial returns on his investment in LEO, to provide the necessary cash. If all goes well, the next target will be L1, the point 85% of the way to the moon where the gravitational pulls of moon and Earth balance. “It’s a terrific dumping off point,” he says. “We could transport a completed lunar base [to L1] and put it down on the lunar surface intact.” There are others with lunar ambitions, too. Some 20 teams are competing for the Google Lunar X Prize, a purse of $30m that will be given to the first private mission which lands a robot on the moon, travels across the surface and sends pictures back to Earth. Space Adventures, meanwhile, is in discussions with almost a dozen potential clients about a circumlunar mission, costing $100m a head. The original Apollo project was mainly a race to prove the superiority of American capitalism over Soviet communism. Capitalism won—but at the cost of creating, in NASA, one of the largest bureaucracies in American history. If the United States is to return to the moon, it needs to do so in a way that is demonstrably superior to the first trip—for example, being led by business rather than government. Engaging in another government-driven spending battle, this time with the Chinese, will do nothing more than show that America has missed the point. 

Space Debris

Any affirmative plan putting technology into space increases space debris.

Foust 10 [Jeff, The Space Review, 12/6, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1735/1] DXG

Few would argue that space debris—also known as orbital debris or space junk—is not a serious problem. The growing population of debris, exacerbated in recent years by China’s 2007 ASAT test and the 2009 collision of Iridium and Cosmos spacecraft, has raised the risk of damaging or disabling active spacecraft and creating additional debris. There’s far less concurrence, though, on how to solve this problem. There are non-binding guidelines on steps countries can take to limit the production of orbital debris, from “passivating” upper stages to moving decommissioned spacecraft into “graveyard” orbits. A year ago DARPA and NASA co-hosted a conference on taking the next step, actively removing orbital debris. A new book suggests, however, that it will be some time before we’re actively sweeping debris from orbit.
But, private companies can solve space debris. 

Foust 10 [

Jeff, The Space Review, 12/6, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1735/1] JS
They argue that the problem is not severe enough now, though, to move to remediation, or actively removing debris, given the lack of government and private interest (particularly funding) for remediation efforts despite their increasing utilization of space. “[I]f debris were deemed to represent an unacceptable risk to current or future operations,” they write, “a remedy would already have been developed by the private sector.”

Aff 2ac Block
1. Perm: do both-solves best because it avoids large scale government spending and allows more innovative space projects.   
2. Cooperation works best: empirically proven

Chambers and Rasky, SpaceX propulsion engineer and senior scientist for NASA, ’10. 

[Andrew and Dan, “NASA + SpaceX Work Together.” November 14, 2010. http://www.nasa.gov/offices/oce/appel/ask/issues/40/40s_space-x.html, DXG]

NASA is committed to working with private industry to develop the next generation of space-transportation technologies. The agency's Commercial Crew and Cargo program manages Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) partnership agreements that provide financial and technical resources to organizations committed to developing reliable and economical new launch vehicles and spacecraft. SpaceX is one of these partners. Successful NASA–SpaceX collaboration has created the heat shield for the firm's Dragon spacecraft. The PICA Heat Shield, the NASA 2007 Government Invention of the Year, a lightweight heat-shield material developed at Ames Research Center, was the basis of the Phenolic Impregnated Carbon Ablator (PICA) heat shield that protected Stardust from temperatures as high as 2,500˚C as the spacecraft reentered Earth's atmosphere at more than 28,000 mph—faster than any previous manmade object. PICA was the ideal choice for the Stardust mission to collect samples from comets; other thermal-protection materials able to withstand those temperatures would have been too heavy. This is where we met. Andrew Chambers was SpaceX project lead for the heat shield. NASA sent Dan Rasky, one of the original developers of the material, to spend most of 2008 working half time at SpaceX's Los Angeles facility. With his own desk, phone, and SpaceX badge, he was very much a member of the firm's termal-protection system team. Having started his career at a small, entrepreneurial aerospace company, Rasky found working at SpaceX to be like coming home, but he still experienced some culture shock after twenty years at NASA. The speed of decision making was the most dramatic difference. At one meeting of the dozen team members and SpaceX Chief Executive Officer and Chief Technical Officer Elon Musk, Musk turned to Rasky during the discussion of options for producing PICA and asked, "Dan, what do you think?" When Rasky described his preference and the reasons for it, Musk said, "OK. That's what we're going to do."  At NASA, his proposed solution would have led to a series of studies and additional meetings before a decision was made. But on-the-spot executive decisions that would be difficult at a government agency or large corporation readily happen at a small private company. Rasky found that kind of decisiveness exhilarating and a little alarming—what if he was wrong? Chambers had seen that sort of initial reaction before, from colleagues who joined SpaceX from other, traditional aerospace companies. But his team's ability to make these decisions and execute them efficiently is the key to rapid development. At SpaceX, most processes are developed and performed in house, making design iteration highly efficient. In the time others take to determine the scope of their trade studies, the SpaceX team will build and test the required prototypes. The speed of the process was enhanced by having many of NASA's technical experts only a phone call away. Additionally, an efficient procurement system allowed even exotic materials to be delivered in just a couple of days and used for the next prototype. The small size of the SpaceX PICA team—five engineers and six or seven technicians—also contributed to speed. Group members all worked at the same site and could easily meet to hash out problems, exchange information, and make decisions.  SpaceX has the advantage of speed and the freedom to innovate; NASA brings a breadth of experience and technical expertise to the table. It was NASA, after all, that carried out the research to develop the phenolic impregnated carbon material in the first place. NASA has unmatched experience in how materials and spacecraft actually behave in flight. And NASA has special facilities that small entrepreneurial companies could not readily afford. So, for instance, SpaceX makes use of the arcjet facilities at Ames that offer the only way to test the Dragon shield material at the requisite high temperatures. When different organizations try to work together—and especially organizations with different cultures—they sometimes run into trouble. Failure to understand one another's values and ways of working can get in the way. A sense of ownership of a project or a technology can interfere with knowledge sharing and cooperation. NASA and SpaceX have not experienced any of those problems in the PICA heat-shield work. Part of the success of the collaboration is due to the two organizations' shared engineering language and shared enthusiasm for the virtues and potential of PICA. Part of it is undoubtedly due to the shared greater goal of new capabilities for successful spaceflight—the ultimate aim of the COTS partnerships. The benefits SpaceX has derived from this collaboration are clear. They were able to take advantage of the extraordinary capabilities of PICA and the knowledge developed about it in the course of several NASA programs. And they got access to NASA's testing facilities. But NASA benefited, too. For one thing, the knowledge flow goes both ways. What SpaceX has learned about designing, testing, and manufacturing large PICA heat shields is also available for NASA to apply to current and future programs. In addition, NASA can learn from SpaceX's work practices. Although the agency will never operate like a small, entrepreneurial firm, its own innovative work could benefit from a version of SpaceX's sparse matrix engineering and rapid prototyping. The ultimate mutual benefit will emerge when the Dragon spacecraft delivers cargo and crews to the International Space Station and returns safely to Earth, protected by its PICA heat shield. 

3. And, the private sector is projected to be unreliable in coming years

Foust, editor at technologyreview.com, ‘10

[Jeff, “Commercial Spaceflight, We Have a Problem,” 7/27/10. http://www.technologyreview.com/business/25868/, DXG]

A key element of the White House's revised direction for NASA is turning over the transportation of astronauts to and from low-Earth orbit to the private sector. Recent funding moves by Congress could sharply restrict the ability of companies to provide those services. The Obama administration's original budget proposal for NASA, released almost six months ago, included $6 billion over the next five years to help fund the development of such systems. The companies operating such spacecraft could also use them to serve other customers as well. But the high cost of developing such systems--in the hundreds of millions to billions of dollars--means that NASA would have to help fund their development. When an independent panel, the Augustine Committee, reviewed NASA's human spaceflight plans last year, several companies pitched commercial solutions for transporting astronauts. "Consistently, everyone said that without any government support, there was really no viable way for them to get a return on their investment," said Phil McAlister last week at NewSpace 2010, a conference for space entrepreneurs held in Sunnyvale, CA. McAlister was executive director of the Augustine Committee and now works on commercial crew issues at NASA. Both the House and Senate propose the cuts to help pay for the development of government-operated launch vehicles and spacecraft not in the White House's original proposal. The Senate version includes $6.9 billion over three years for a "Space Launch System," a heavy-lift rocket capable of placing at least 70 tons into low-Earth orbit, and $3.9 billion for a crew capsule similar to the Orion spacecraft NASA had been developing. The House version includes $13.2 billion for the combined development of the spacecraft as well as a launch vehicle closely derived from the Ares I, which the administration sought to cancel. 

4. Privatization is politically unpopular-Congress wants cooperation 

Foust 10

[Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review. “Can commercial space win over Congress?
 March 22, 2010. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1, MS]
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. 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.  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.” Members at the press conference expressed concerns about relying on the commercial sector for launching NASA astronauts that ranged from the pragmatic to the ideological. “Who will be responsible for indemnifying commercial flight?” asked Sheila Jackson Lee (D-TX). “Who makes the choice of who goes up? Who vets them? Do they meet a security check?” 
Aff 2ac perm for launch Affs
Privatization is inefficient and relies on government funding

Thompson, Chief Executive of the Lexington Institute and Source Associates, ’11. 

[Loren, “What NASA Risks By Betting on Elon Musk’s SpaceX,” 5/23/11. http://blogs.forbes.com/beltway/2011/05/23/what-nasa-risks-by-betting-on-elon-musks-spacex/, DXG]

As the final launch of the Space Shuttle approaches this summer, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration is preparing to bet the future of its human spaceflight program on non-traditional and largely unproven launch providers. Foremost among these so-called commercial space companies is Space Exploration Technologies Corporation, popularly known as SpaceX. The May 2 issue of Bloomberg Businessweek uncritically quoted Musk’s assertion that, “We’re entering the era of commercial space flight, which will advance dramatically faster than in the past,” and two weeks later the Wall Street Journal ran a commentary by a Musk booster claiming that SpaceX technology could get Americans to Mars in the current decade. On May 19, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden told a presidential advisory council on science and technology that Musk’s approach to providing launch services is “disruptive,” which inside the beltway means a breakthrough with the potential to overturn the established way of doing business. The new emphasis on non-traditional suppliers at NASA has not been warmly received in Congress, where half a century of doing space the old way has spawned powerful constituencies. Other legislators wondered why an administration that had so little faith in market solutions for meeting other national needs such as energy and healthcare could be so sure that commercial launch providers were a safe bet for keeping the space station in business. Some critics spun conspiracy theories about links between Musk and the administration, citing his sponsorship of one of the Obama inaugural balls. In fact, opposition to the new space strategy has grown so widespread that the jobs of both NASA Administrator Bolden and his key deputy — a vociferous proponent of commercial space companies — are now said to be in jeopardy. It’s easy to pick apart business plans, though, and every successful entrepreneur has to deal with doubters. The real test is how plans play out in the marketplace. So far, SpaceX’s track record is decidedly mixed, with three launch failures in seven attempts, sizable schedule delays, and some fairly substantial price increases above what were originally proposed. With regard to launch failures, the company did not succeed in launching its initial Falcon 1 vehicle until the fourth try, about five years after it originally proposed to demonstrate the system. It then shelved the Falcon 1 to focus on a larger launch vehicle designated Falcon 9 that was delayed three years before lofting its first payload into orbit, on June 4, 2010. The only other launch of Falcon 9 occurred six months later, when it enabled SpaceX to become the first private company in history to place a space capsule into orbit and then return it to earth. The latter launch was part of a NASA program to develop new vehicles for supplying the space station — a program that is currently being restructured in part because of cost increases and delays associated with the Falcon 9 program. The easiest ways to track prices in the launch services market are to follow cost per launch and cost per pound lifted into orbit — metrics that may diverge considerably depending on the intended payload size and orbital plane. Measured either way, SpaceX tends to over-promise when it announces a new vehicle and then raise prices later. For example, the price of a Falcon 1 launch was initially stated at about $6 million in 2003-2004, but then gradually rose to about $11 million in 2010-2011. The price of a Falcon 9 launch rose from $35 million prior to 2008 to $60 million today. The lower prices were quoted before the two vehicles had actually been launched, so the later prices presumably reflect complications encountered in development — a key problem when implementing any new business strategy. Similarly, the per-pound cost of launching payloads into orbit on either vehicle has risen over 100 percent since initial estimates were made by the company. However, SpaceX was the company that was going to be different, that was going to bring commercial pricing and market discipline to a sector in need of fresh blood. So it can’t afford many more schedule delays or price increases before government officials begin asking tough questions. In fact, members of Congress already are — like why a market-driven, entrepreneurial space company has gotten most of the money raised since its inception from NASA, the same source of largesse that funds traditional launch providers. If anything, the space agency has been more lenient with startups like SpaceX than it has been with traditional suppliers, because senior leaders are so intent on making the commercial alternative for launch services work. Some SpaceX competitors think the company’s business strategy is transitioning to dependence on government funding because the scale of private demand simply isn’t sizable enough to cover the cost of Elon Musk’s ambitious expansion plans. If that’s so, the tradeoff is that someday soon SpaceX will have government auditors and engineers climbing all over its sites the same way they already do at places like Boeing and Lockheed Martin, because government money always comes with strings attached. That has to have some impact on the company’s pricing and internal processes.

Aff A2 Space Debris
Turn, privatization of space increases space debris.

[Dinkin, 4 Sam, “Space Privatization: Road to Freedom,” 7/26/04, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1. DXG]
 In “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict”, Bruce Gagnon makes the case for defending the legal status quo. He first argues that privatization of space will lead to “more debris” and worries that, “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.”  ]In any case, there are two reasons that privatization will not substantially change the space debris situation. First, this debris problem will continue if space remains the preserve of big government even with business as usual. Second, regulations, such as the new FCC regulations for a minimum amount of propellant to continue broadcasting, allow the government to keep the debris situation under control. Gagnon states, “As the privateers move into space...they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars.” If only this were viable, I would have a much easier time arguing for colonization. There are not too many things worth $10,000/pound in propellant to get something back from the Moon or more from Mars. Gold weighs in at $6,250/pound. Even Helium-3 (3He) does not fit the bill. Let’s wait for someone to have a commercially viable reactor before we invest in going to the Moon to extract the 3He on a large scale. 
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