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***Uniqueness***
Privatization Normal Means - General
Privatization inevitable and normal means  - the government leads the way and the private sector follows 

Kluger 10  (Jeffrey Kluger, senior time write for TIME magazine, “Astronatus Inc.: The Private Sector Muscles Out NASA”, December 17th, 2010.  Available at http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,2037089,00.html) 

If old NASA hands winced at this kind of giddy talk, they kept it to themselves — and wisely so. In the face of contracting federal budgets and an expanding private sector, the space agency of the golden years is being blown up and rethought — transformed from a government operation into a public-private partnership that, so its advocates say, will replace the politics, stodginess and glacial pace of Washington with the speed, nimbleness and accountability of the marketplace. That door had been creaking open for a while, but the Obama Administration — facing towering debts and a nation in no mood to spend big on an indulgence like space — has kicked it wide, and Musk is not the only one rushing through. The Orbital Sciences Corporation of Dulles, Va., is vying with SpaceX for government recognition and government contracts. So too are traditional aerospace giants like Lockheed and Boeing, whose rockets are not currently intended to carry astronauts but, they insist, could be redesigned to be safe for humans in short order and at a reasonable price.  Such competitive churn is exactly what the private sector likes to see. But detractors worry that it's exactly the wrong way to take people into orbit, much less to the moon and beyond. Manned spaceflight is a uniquely risky, uniquely pricey, uniquely time-consuming enterprise that does not respond well to the pressures of the business cycle. Go too fast and people die (think the Apollo 1 fire), but go too slow and investors gripe. Best to take your time, keep the investors out of the loop and avoid the periodic tableaus of the flag-draped coffins and grieving families. "Every time we f___ up," says Mike Griffin, NASA administrator from 2005 to 2009, "it's because something that we didn't think mattered turns out to matter. Who knew that a briefcase-size piece of foam could bring down an orbiter? The stuff that kills us isn't going to be the thing we think will hurt us."(See the top 50 space moments since Sputnik.) But even old-school rocketeers — including Griffin himself — recognize the current reality, which is that without the private sector, America may simply not have the wallet to put human beings into space for a very long time. Giving private companies skin in the game may be an inevitable step if we don't want to become an earthbound nation, but what worries detractors is whether it's a prudent one. The privatization of at least some of the manned space program has been inevitable for a while — particularly since 2003, when the loss of the shuttle Columbia made it clear that the entire aging shuttle fleet was becoming too risky to fly. NASA had made only the sketchiest plans for a shuttle replacement, so in 2006, Griffin created an office called Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) within the agency to draw private companies into the business of helping to deliver cargo and crew to the International Space Station, even as NASA developed its own Earth-orbital rockets too. The Obama Administration turbo-charged things this year when it officially directed NASA to scrap its part of that work and concentrate exclusively on space science and eventual manned flights to asteroids or beyond. The private sector alone will tend to near-Earth orbit. SpaceX and Orbital Sciences had already made enough progress to secure conditional contracts with NASA to service the space station, but SpaceX was clearly the greater of those two equals, with successful orbital missions in 2008 and June 2010. Last week's mission blew those other two away because it included a working prototype and successful return of theDragon space capsule, making SpaceX the first private company to achieve such a feat.(See pictures of five nations' space programs.) "It's a historical truth that government goes into those areas in which there is no private-sector profit motive, and the private sector follows behind," says Phil McAlister, acting director of NASA's Commercial Space Flight Development team. "We think the time is right to transition that part to the private sector." 

Privatization Normal Means - Satellites

US space policy is increasingly focused on contracting out to private companies – satellite programs prove

Pannu 10 (Aman Pannu, Aerospace & Defence Consulting Anaalyst, Frost & Sullivan, “Space Jam: The Space Market”, published November 30th, 2010, available at http://www.frost.com/prod/servlet/market-insight-top.pag?docid=217302111) 
The recent challenges from the global economic downturn has led to most of the developed Space fairing nations to consider new commercial models to meet the national Space needs, both satellite and launch. The European Union has historically been in favour of a commercial (or most likely a Private Public Partnership- PPP or Private Finance Initiative- PFI) solution to developing space infrastructure even though it has not always worked that way, Galileo is an example of this. Frost & Sullivan expects PPP / PFI models to become a norm in future Government Space procurements. When considering space projects for Military end-users, the challenge is even more complex. Military satellite projects involve privacy and state control, and, importantly, its continuous and stable service must be ensured. Governments are extremely cautious in engaging the Private sector in this arena. However, the future 'mega' trend in this regard is defined by projects such as the UK's 'Skynet-5A' program, which is a military communication satellite system whose investor is not the government but Astrium Services (EADS). However, the Government purchases the services from Astrium Services. Frost & Sullivan research suggests that space fairing nations, especially developed countries will adopt this model for enhancing the space capabilities of the future. The US Government also continues to rely on commercial (Private) Space infrastructure to meet its satellite information (communication as well as imagery) needs. Emerging from the current economic environment, the US Space Policy promotes a greater inclusion of commercial participants in providing services to the Government end-users (both Military and Civil) by deploying commercial space infrastructure. This includes both satellites as well as launch capabilities. Such policy shifts have allowed Space launch providers such as SpaceX to further invest and enhance space capabilities, defining the future landscape of the Space industry. Further to this Frost & Sullivan research suggests an increase in hosted payloads, such as the recent (2009) contract between Australian Defence force and Intelsat wherein ADF has purchased a specialised UHF communications payload aboard an Intelsat satellite scheduled for launch in 2012. Frost & Sullivan considers the changing dynamic of the commercial models as a mega trend that is set to re-define the Space industry, thriving on commercially driven and proven Space infrastructure 'reliably' delivering satellite services to Government end-users. 

Squo Fails – International Law 

International law needs to be altered for private companies to effectively compete and appropriate space. 

Thomas in 05 (Jonathan, 1 Int'l L. & Mgmt. Rev. 198 (2005) Privatization of Space Ventures: Proposing a Proven Regulatory Theory for Future Extraterrestrial Appropriation) JM
Unfortunately, current international space conventions are a roadblock to privatization of space activity. These conventions impose restraints on the development, alienability, and appropriation of outer space. These conventions ignore the realities of our ultra-competitive capitalistic global society where some corporations enjoy larger annual revenues than the gross national product of many small countries. Rather, it seems these conventions were formulated for an idealistic world that has yet to materialize. Although idealism has its place, the international community must develop laws governing space appropriation. Moreover, the development of such laws must utilize established principles of property law, capitalism," and equity. Although the establishment of a body of space law [“corpus juris spatialis”] for outer space appropriation may seem premature, it is not. Justice William Brennan, Jr. of the United States Supreme Court observed, "I won‘t see the day when a code of laws for space communities will become an urgent necessity. Perhaps few of you may see that day. But we can be glad that responsible quarters are beginning to give thought to the law and space communities."l5 Indeed, now is the time to lay a solid foundation for the laws that will eventually govern outer space. This note addresses the current treaties’ inadequacies to accommodate the increased privatization of outer space venture, and the united role of states. The current body of space law, on which these treaties are based, is flawed because it relics on a philosophy of common ownership (“res communis"'}. While res communis exists as an important intellectual idea for philosophical debate. it is incongruent with the market conditions that will facilitate appropriation of celestial bodies. Ultimately, states must abandon these treaties based on res eommunis because of their inability to work in tandem with the emerging realities of privately funded extraterrestrial appropriation and expansion. In short, the international community must find a new framework for corpus juris spatialis that will encourage and facilitate appropriation activities in outer space. 
Private space companies will be more likely to develop space resources if space property ownership treaties are clarified. 
Aldridge 04 [Report of the President’s Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy, A Journey to Inspire,Innovate, and Discover, pg. 33, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf mjf]
 The United States is signatory to many international treaties, some of which address aspects of property ownership in space. The most relevant treaty is the 1967 UN Treaty on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (the “Space Treaty”), which prohibits claims of national sovereignty on any extraterrestrial body. Additionally, the so-called “Moon Treaty” of 1979 prohibits any private ownership of the Moon or any parts of it. The United States is a signatory to the 1967 Space Treaty; it has not ratified the 1979 Moon Treaty, but at the same time, has not challenged its basic premises or assumptions. Because of this treaty regime, the legal status of a hypothetical private company engaged in making products from space resources is uncertain. Potentially, this uncertainty could strangle a nascent spacebased industry in its cradle; no company will invest millions of dollars in developing a product to which their legal claim is uncertain. The issue of private property rights in space is a complex one involving national and international legal issues. However, it is imperative that these issues be recognized and addressed at an early stage in the implementation of the vision, otherwise there will be little significant private sector activity associated with the development of space resources, one of our key goals. 
Squo Fails – Regulations Now 

Ultimately, NASA is still the boss, companies have to meet safety regulations and are given projects by NASA. 

Kushner 11 [David, Journalist for Discover Magazine, Discover, “Launching Into the Era of Private Spaceflight,” January 5, 11, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11, http://discovermagazine.com/2010/sep/18-launching-into-age-of-private-spaceflight/article_view?b_start:int=0&-C=]
 This requires people like Sirangelo—who chairs the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, the industry’s association—to be part engineer, part salesman. The $50 million in seed money from NASA is just the first step. “It’s a kick-start, some level of guarantee of usage,” says Voss, who compares this stage of private spaceflight to the early days of the aviation industry. “No one knows what the regulations will be. No one knows what the rules will be. It’s not that we haven’t been to space, it’s just all been government controlled.” So far NASA is hedging its bets, spreading out money to a variety of companies, each of which is creating a different kind of vehicle or program. The Dream Chaser is the only lifting body design in the competition to build a new crew vehicle. But there are six other companies in the mix. One notable is SpaceX, which is pursuing a capsule design somewhat like the one that carried the Apollo astronauts. Before any of that private hardware takes flight, NASA and its new corporate partners must address the biggest issue: keeping the next generation of astronauts safe. Although there have been a handful of fatalities involving the Soyuz (most recently in 1971), it comes with a flight heritage of more than 100 successful missions. As Scott Pace puts it, “That heritage doesn’t yet exist with these commercial firms.” Texas congressman Pete Olson, the ranking Republican on the House Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee, echoes this refrain. “NASA has to prove, before we put a human in it, that it has a vehicle that’s safe and reliable,” he says. “We have to give the astronaut the ultimate chance to come home.” NASA expresses confidence that commercial companies are up to the job. “We expect them to be as safe as anything we’d build and fly ourselves,” Lindenmoyer says. “Before you put a human being, certainly a NASA crew member, on board, you have to have met those standards for safety.” The companies will manage their own designs, he notes, but they are not getting paid in advance. In order to receive money from NASA, they have to meet various milestones. “NASA is not abandoning its role,” Sirangelo says. “It’s our boss. Safety standards have to be met. The notion that our vehicle would be less safe because it’s coming from a commercial company is ludicrous.” He particularly bristles at the idea that his company is untested: “The idea that we are start-up people in a garage is just not true. We are a qualified space company with a long history. The only difference is the approach to the work being done.” President Obama made a similar point in a speech at the Kennedy Space Center last April 15. “Now, I recognize that some have said it is unfeasible or unwise to work with the private sector in this way,” he said. “I disagree. The truth is, NASA has always relied on private industry to help design and build the vehicles that carry astronauts to space, from the Mercury capsule that carried John Glenn into orbit nearly 50 years ago to the space shuttle Discovery currently orbiting overhead.” 

The FAA still regulates who can and can’t go into space, and makes safety regulations for even privatized space companies. 

FAA 07 [Federal Aviation Administration, Commercial Space, “New Regulations Govern Private Human Space Flight Requirements for Crew and Space Flight Participants,” February 7, 2007, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11, http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ast/human_space_flight_reqs/]
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) today issued regulations establishing requirements for crew and space flight participants (passengers) involved in private human space flight. The new rules maintain FAAs commitment to protect the safety of the uninvolved public and call for measures that enable passengers to make informed decisions about their personal safety.  The regulations require launch vehicle operators to provide certain safety-related information and identify what an operator must do to conduct a licensed launch with a human on board. In addition, launch operators are required to inform passengers of the risks of space travel generally and the risks of space travel in the operators vehicle in particular. These regulations also include training and general security requirements for space flight participants.  The regulations also establish requirements for crew notification, medical qualifications and training, as well as requirements governing environmental control and life support systems. They also require a launch vehicle operator to verify the integrated performance of a vehicles hardware and any software in an operational environment. An operator must successfully verify the integrated performance of a vehicle's hardware and any software in an operational flight environment before allowing any space flight participant on board. Verificatioin must include flight testing. 

Squo Fails – Patent Regulations

Space Patent Regulation limits private company’s innovations
Keiman 11 (Matthew J. Kleiman is a Corporate Counsel at the Draper Laboratory in Cambridge, Mass. “Patent rights and flags of convenience in outer space”, The Space Review, February 7 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1772/1 TDA)

Nonetheless, the 1967 Outer Space Treaty states that a space object’s country of registration “shall retain jurisdiction and control over such object, and over any personnel thereof, while in outer space or on a celestial body.” Thus, the treaty permits countries to extend their laws, including their patent laws, to their registered space objects. Accordingly, in 1990, the United States extended the reach of its patent laws to US-flagged spacecraft through the Patents in Space Act, which provides that “any invention made, used, or sold in outer space on a space object or component thereof under the jurisdiction or control of the United States shall be considered to be made, used or sold within the United States for the purposes of [US patent laws].” Therefore, an invention created on a US-registered spacecraft would be deemed to have been invented in the United States and a patent infringement lawsuit based on an activity on a US-registered spacecraft must be brought in a US court and would only succeed if the activity is covered by a US patent.1  In 1998, the major space powers incorporated this concept of national patent jurisdiction into the intergovernmental agreement concerning cooperation on the International Space Station. Under this agreement, patent jurisdiction over an activity on the space station resides in the country of registration of the space station module where that activity occurs. Consequently, Japan, Russia, and the United States each has exclusive patent jurisdiction over activities conducted in its respective space station modules, and any European partner state may claim patent jurisdiction over activities conducted in the space station modules registered to the European Space Agency.  The flag of convenience problem in outer space Basing the outer space patent system on the application of national patent laws to registered space objects could limit the effectiveness of patent protection for space technologies. On Earth, a company generally would file patents only in countries where there is a significant market for the patented technology. Once an object is in space, however, it transcends the boundaries and protections of any single terrestrial market or patent jurisdiction. Therefore, companies must apply for patent protection in every country where a competing space object might be registered, potentially a very expensive and time-consuming process. If a company is unable to obtain patent protection in every such country or if a country becomes a potential country of registration after the invention has already been disclosed to the public (e.g., in earlier patent filings), competitors may be able to circumvent the company’s patents by using flags of convenience. 
Squo Fails – Safety Regulations
Patent regulation limits innovation and safety
Keiman 11 (Matthew J. Kleiman is a Corporate Counsel at the Draper Laboratory in Cambridge, Mass. “Patent rights and flags of convenience in outer space”, The Space Review, February 7 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1772/1 TDA)

An ineffective outer space patent system would harm the space economy in at least two respects. First, a lack of meaningful patent protection in outer space would reduce the incentive to innovate and develop new space technologies. Second, space companies that are able to ignore patents would obtain a competitive advantage over competitors that are not able to do so. This could put considerable economic pressure on all space companies to register their spacecraft under flags of convenience, resulting in a race-to-the-bottom that would exacerbate the patent protection problem, along with safety, environmental, and other regulatory problems traditionally associated with flags of convenience.

Private companies are safe – same regulations 

Kluger 10  (Jeffrey Kluger, senior time write for TIME magazine, “Astronatus Inc.: The Private Sector Muscles Out NASA”, December 17th, 2010.  Available at http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,2037089,00.html) 

NASA, while ceding some of its turf to the private sector, is both immovable and believable when it says it won't let safety suffer. Any private craft approved to approach anywhere near the space station — much less carry crew — will be subjected to the same rigorous flight-readiness requirements the agency's own spacecraft are. In the meantime, U.S. cargo and astronauts can always get to and from orbit if seats are bought aboard Russian Soyuz ships. The Soyuz already makes regular runs to the space station and will become America's sole means of transport after the last space-shuttle mission is flown next year.

Squo Fails – No Incentives

NASA doesn’t give tax incentives, it contracts out – this fails.

Koltz 11 [Reuters, “U.S. looks to private sector as shuttle program ends”, July 5, 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/05/us-space-shuttle-commercial-idUSTRE7643Q620110705 mjf]
After the U.S. space shuttle program ends this month, NASA will rely on Russia and its Soyuz craft to deliver Americans to the International Space Station -- at a cost of more than $50 million a seat.  That could change relatively soon as three companies develop commercial space taxis to launch from the United States -- Boeing Co, Space Exploration Technologies, also known as SpaceX, and Sierra Nevada Corp.  Boeing and SpaceX, owned by Internet entrepreneur Elon Musk, propose capsule-style ships that descend to Earth on parachutes, rather than glide like the shuttle to a runway landing. Sierra Nevada is working on a shuttle-like winged vehicle called the Dream Chaser.  All three spaceships are designed to carry up to seven people or a mix of crew and cargo.  The companies share NASA contracts worth $247 million to help pay development costs and all hope to win work flying crews to the space station. The U.S. space agency also has a $22 million contract with Blue Origin, a start-up owned by Amazon founder Jeff Bezos that is focusing first on suborbital flight.  "This has been painted as a revolutionary approach and it's really not as big of a deal as it's made out to be," said Garrett Reisman, a former astronaut now at SpaceX.  "NASA has been working with contractors since the very beginning. It was contractors that built the space shuttle and the Apollo rockets. What's really different this time round is something as mundane as contracting -- the way the government does business."  For large programs, NASA, like most federal agencies, traditionally reimburses contractors for all costs and adds bonuses for performance. "That can provide good people with the wrong kinds of incentives," Reisman said.  The new commercial model is fixed-priced and milestone-based.

Squo Solves – Government Funding Private Now 

Obama has requested $5.9 billion, specifically to fund private research in space technology.

CTV.ca News Staff  10 [CTV News, Obama plots a shift to private-sector space travel, 1/31/10, http://www.ctv.ca/CTVNews/World/20100131/Space_Race_100131/ mjf]
Washington is expected to announce billions of dollars in space program funding Monday, but instead of going directly to NASA, the funds will likely flow to the private sector.   In what is being called a major policy shift, the Obama administration hopes that the funding boost will spur private companies into building a new generation of space craft.   The funding allocations suggest that Washington will lean more heavily on private companies to ferry astronauts to the International Space Station and beyond in the years to come.   Given that NASA has been flying to space for nearly five decades, the Obama administration believes that the space agency needs to expand its repertoire and begin operating outside its comfort zone.   Thus, by getting private companies to take care of what's considered the grunt work of space travel, NASA will then be freed up to concentrate on long-haul voyages and extraterrestrial exploration.   According to some reports, U.S. President Barack Obama will request a funding boost of US$5.9 billion over the next five years, much of which is intended for private companies.  

The Obama administration intends for NASA to buy space technology from the private sector.
Chang and Borenstien 10 [Huffington Post, NASA To Outsource Space Travel To Private Companies As Part Of Obama's Budget Proposal, 1/31/10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/01/31/nasa-to-outsource-space-t_n_443549.html, mjf]
Getting to space is about to be outsourced.  The Obama administration on Monday will propose in its new budget spending billions of dollars to encourage private companies to build, launch and operate spacecraft for NASA and others. Uncle Sam would buy its astronauts a ride into space just like hopping in a taxi.  The idea is that getting astronauts into orbit, which NASA has been doing for 49 years, is getting to be so old hat that someone other than the government can do it. It's no longer really the Right Stuff. Going private would free the space agency to do other things, such as explore beyond Earth's orbit, do more research and study the Earth with better satellites. And it would spur a new generation of private companies – even some with Internet roots – to innovate.  But there's some concern about that – from former NASA officials worried about safety and from congressional leaders worried about lost jobs. Some believe space is still a tough, dangerous enterprise not to be left to private companies out for a buck. Government would lose vital knowledge and control, critics fear.  Proponents of private space, an idea that has been kicking around for nearly 20 years, point to the airline industry in its infancy. Initially the Army flew most planes. But private companies eventually started building and operating aircraft, especially when they got a guaranteed customer in the U.S. government to deliver air mail.  That's what NASA would be: a guaranteed customer to ferry astronauts to the International Space Station through 2020. It would be similar to the few years that NASA paid Russia to fly astronauts on its Soyuz after the Columbia accident in 2003.  "With a $6 billion program you can have multiple winners. You'll literally have your Blackberry, your iPhone and your Android phone all competing for customers in the marketplace," said John Gedmark, executive director of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation. The White House has said it will be adding $5.9 billion to the overall NASA budget over five years; Gedmark believes most or all will go to commercial space.  Mike Gold, corporate counsel at Bigelow Aerospace, which is building the first commercial space station and is a potential spacecraft provider, believes the government should have privatized astronaut launchings decades ago.  "It will force the aerospace world to become competitive again and restore us to our glory days," Gold said. 

Squo Solves – Incentives Now
Private space corporations willing to work with the United States government are offered NASA assistance and R&D facilities, as well as tax incentives.

Levine 86 [Science, Technology, & Human Values, “Commentary: Space Technology and Societal Regulation”, winter 1986, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/689043.pdf, pg. 27-33, mjf]
One of the fascinating aspects of the history of government-business relations in the United States is that what passes for regulation is often really government protection. The broadcast networks would not be prosperous had not the FCC been there to prevent chaos by assigning frequencies and licensing stations. The nuclear power industry thrived under the Atomic Energy Commission, and critics charge that the industry has since fallen on hard times in part because the Nuclear Regulatory Commission( NRC)failed to protect it enough by insisting on higher safety, quality control, and operator training standards. Both the new commercial space industry and the government seem to recognize the need for regulatory protection. But no one wants to do more than to whisper the word "regulation."Instead , the banner reads" encouragement” and "risk education." NASA has been innovative in finding ways to encourage and reduce risk. These include free shuttle flights for firms that sign a "Joint Endeavor Agreement"(JEA)with NASA, technical assistance, access to NASA R&D facilities, and special provisions to provide integration of commercial payloads in shuttle cargoes. Recently, NASA pledged to make all or part of a pressurized module flight on the shuttle available once each year for commercial activities. Under certain circumstances, NASA may also provide seed money and buy space-made products, although direct cash subsidies are not offered. Finally, despite its general push for tax code simplification, the Administration has proposed tax incentives that would benefit the space industry. NASA imposes strict technical requirements on private launches and on commercial activities on board the shuttle in order to reduce health and safety risks. But such restrictions also may favor firms with close ties to the aerospace industry. The formation in 1983 of Orbital Sciences Corporation(O SC)-founded by three men under 30 years of age, two of whom had no technical background-was much heralded by the press as indicating the opportunities for new entrepreneurs. OSC is developing a transfer launch vehicle to propel heavy satellites from the low orbit of the shuttle to geosynchronous orbit,2 2,300miles above the earth. The NASA-OSC JEA provides free shuttle flights, technical assistance, and a NASA pledge not to compete by building its own transfer vehicle. The actual work of building the transfers tag is being done under contract to OSC by Martin Marietta, NASA's second largest contractor, and United Technologies.1?Johnson & Johnson teamed with McDonnell Douglas for its pharmaceuticals on the shuttle. Many new firms are either subsidiaries of aerospace industry giants or are ventures of ex-NASA engineers and scientists.

***NASA Bad***

NASA Fails

Reform of NASA is structurally doomed to fail – it must be completely abolished

Frazier 11 (Bart, program director at The Future of Freedom Foundation, FFF, Freedom Daily, http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd1101d.asp)JFS

Reforming federal programs that have bestowed upon Americans a multitude of problems would seem to be a good idea, but it’s not. The problem is not only that the programs will never work no matter how much they are reformed, but also that what the programs do falls outside the legitimate functions of government. The programs need to be abolished, not reformed. “Reform” has been the clarion call of politicians who have claimed some affinity for “small government” for decades. The reason is simple — such rhetoric gets votes. I suppose there are some in Washington who sincerely believe that the proper role of government is limited to protecting the country from invasion, punishing those who commit violent crimes, and providing a judicial forum in which people can resolve disputes, but it seems they are few. Politicians today call for smaller government and reforming government programs simply because it will help get them elected. But when it comes time to actually take action to shrink government, there are few yeas for cutting budgets, and actually eliminating programs never even gets to a vote. It is much easier and more popular to cut taxes. Cutting taxes is an easy way to claim that you have shrunk the size of government. At the end of the day, however, the direct tax burden is only one factor to consider. Of equal importance is how much money government spends, because that’s the amount that government must ultimately collect by taxation, borrowing, or printing the money (i.e., inflation). Each of those methods has adverse consequences and affects people in different ways, but they all share the common trait of taking money from those who have earned it so that it can be spent by those who have not. Using the state to take money from people to whom it belongs in order to give it to people to whom it does not belong violates fundamental principles of individual freedom, private property, and justice. There are also pragmatic reasons for abolishing socialist programs, agencies, and departments, such as Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Department of Education, Amtrak, NASA, and on and on: They simply will not and cannot work. Central planning, which such programs involve, has been tried and it has failed. The Soviet Union was a socialist monstrosity that kept its citizens in squalor and destitution. North Korea, another socialist paradise, is dimly lit at night because the state cannot afford to provide sufficient electricity for its citizens. China has been progressing away from socialism because it has recognized the economic disaster that central planning produces. The reason is that central planning is inherently defective. No group of government officials, no matter how intelligent and well-meaning, can possibly plan a complex economic activity involving multitudes of people. They simply cannot accumulate, process, and apply all the information that the market conveys instantaneously through the price system. Because of that, socialist programs are doomed to fail, no matter how much they are reformed. Even worse, central planning inevitably leads a nation down the road to despotism and servitude — the “road to serfdom,” the title of Nobel Prize- winning economist Friedrich Hayek’s famous 1944 book on the subject.

NASA Bad – No Innovation
NASA has stifled innovation and private sector growth – it’s time to defund it

Hudgins 98 (Edward L., director of regulatory studies @ CATO, Baltimore Sun, republished by CATO, https://www.cato.org/dailys/1-26-98.html)JFS
Put the progress in spaceflight in historical perspective. The Wright brothers' first flight was in 1903, and Charles Lindbergh flew across the Atlantic Ocean in 1927. By the late 1930s, the first commercially viable aircraft, the DC-3, was flying. But 35 years after Mr. Glenn's first flight, travel into space is still an expensive luxury. Should we have expected better? If the National Aeronautics and Space Administration had backed out of the civilian space business after the moon landing, yes. Consider the progress in other areas. The inflation-adjusted cost of commercial air travel has dropped by about 30 percent since the late 1970s, when airline deregulation began. And the cost of shipping oil has dropped by as much as 80 percent in a little over two decades. But the government's reusable shuttle has actually made spaceflight more expensive. In his book "Space Enterprise: Beyond NASA," space specialist David Gump calculates that even using NASA's own very low cost-per-flight figures in the 1980s, the cost to put a pound of payload into orbit on the shuttle was $6,000. That compares to an inflation-adjusted figure of only $3,800 for the Saturn V expendable launch vehicles that carried men to the moon. But this analysis is too kind to the shuttle. Duke University Professor Alex Roland, taking into account shuttle-development costs that NASA ignores in its news releases, pegs the per-pound price at $20,000. Other overhead would mean a cost as high as $35,000 per pound. So if a 160-pound John Glenn were sent up as shuttle cargo, total postage would run between $3.2 million and $5.6 million. But as a passenger on a shuttle flight with a crew of seven, at more than $1.5 billion per flight, his ticket actually costs between $214 million and $286 million. Hardly the right stuff at the right price. The government has had many opportunities to turn over civilian space activities to the private sector. In the 1970s, American Rocket Co. was one of the private enterprises that wanted to sell launch services to NASA and private businesses. But NASA was moving from science to freight hauling, and planned to monopolize government payloads on the shuttle and subsidize launches of private cargo as well. The agency thus turned down American Rocket. In the late 1980s, Space Industries of Houston offered, for no more than $750 million, to launch a ministation that could carry government and other payloads at least a decade before NASA's station went into operation. (NASA's station currently comes with a price tag of nearly $100 billion for development, construction and operations.) NASA, not wishing to create its own competition, declined Space Industries' offer. In 1987 and 1988, a Commerce Department-led interagency working group considered the feasibility of offering a one-time prize and a promise of rent to any firm or consortium that could deliver a permanent manned moon base. When asked whether such a base were realistic, private-sector representatives answered yes -- but only if NASA wasn't involved. That plan was quickly scuttled. Each shuttle carries a 17-story external fuel tank 98 percent of the distance into orbit before dropping it into the ocean; NASA could easily -- and with little additional cost -- have promoted private space enterprise by putting those fuel tanks into orbit. With nearly 90 shuttle flights to date, platforms -- with a total of 27 acres of interior space -- could be in orbit today. These could be homesteaded by the private sector for hospitals to study a weightless Mr. Glenn or for any other use one could dream of. But then a $100 billion government station would be unnecessary. As long as NASA dominates civilian space efforts, little progress will be made toward inexpensive manned space travel. The lesson of Mr. Glenn's second flight is that space enthusiasts ignore economics at their peril.
NASA Bad – Cost 
NASA drives up costs of space – if we ended it, private actors would fill in 

Gough 97 (Michael, director of science and risk studies @ CATO, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6120)JFS
These heady Sojourner days are a time to examine NASA, not a time to lavish funds on it. To begin, the examination needs to separate NASA’s manned and unmanned programs. The manned vehicles are expensive and deliver few scientific or commercial payoffs. Cheap by comparison, the unmanned vehicles continue exploring the universe, the business that has excited us since NASA’s beginnings. But, successful or unsuccessful, NASA’s programs have crowded out commercial and nonprofit explorers. Should NASA funding end, private sources would take up the slack for worthwhile ventures into space. After NASA sold the nation on the space shuttle as an inexpensive, reusable lifter, the cost of hefting a pound of payload into space, accepting NASA’s accounting, soared from $3,800 in the 1960s Apollo program to $6,000 (in constant dollars). When Alex Rowland of Duke University included the development and capital costs of the shuttle, the cost rocketed to $35,000 per pound. NASA’s costs went up when the cost of just about everything else--megabytes of computer memory, airline tickets, shipping a barrel of oil--were falling in real dollars. The difference between NASA’s rising costs and the falling costs elsewhere is that computer makers, airlines, and oil shippers are in competitive markets.

Congress should cut all of NASA’s funding 

Gough 97 (Michael, Director of Science and Risk Studies @ CATO, 7/16, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6120)AL
The end of federal funding would not mean the end of space exploration. As detailed in Terence Kealey’s book, The Economic Laws of Scientific Research (St. Martin’s Press, 1996), the private sector constantly demands new knowledge and puts up the money to obtain it. For instance, the four largest optical telescopes in the country were built largely with private funds.  If scientists at Harvard, MIT, and Stanford decided that knowledge of Mars chemistry was important enough, they could seek funds from private, non-profit or for-profit organizations to build the machines, and obtain information for less than NASA pays for it now.  It’s pie in the sky to think that Congress will scrap NASA (or any other agency that spreads technical and manufacturing jobs across the county). Maybe it’s not impossible that Congress will make different decisions about the manned and unmanned efforts at NASA.  Considering the huge costs, miniscule payoffs, and risks to astronauts in the manned program, the appropriate decision about the shuttle and the station is clear. Congress should cut off their funding and sell the shuttle fleet and the station, or whatever part of it has been built, to private purchasers who will, if nothing else, operate them in a fashion to recover their costs. 

NASA Bad – Shuttle Disasters

NASA is ineffective – multiple shuttle disasters proves 

Schreiber and Kathleen 5 (Craig and M. Carley, Carnegie Mellon University, School of Computer Science, “Ineffective Organizational Practices at NASA: A Dynamic Network Analysis”, ISRI - Institute for Software Research International and CASOS - Center for Computational Analysis of Social and Organizational Systems, http://www.casos.cs.cmu.edu/publications/papers/CMU-ISRI-05-135.pdf, February 2005, CGW) 
In 2003 many organizational problems within NASA were cited by the Columbia Investigation Board (CIB) as contributing to the Columbia disaster. Among the problems cited were barriers to communication, including information technologies, structural integration and databases, ineffective leadership and practical drift. Structural integration is assembling interdependent actions into coherent sequences and outcomes. Practical drift is local adaptation to demands that require work practices to fall outside the formal procedures of the organization. These same organizational problems were also cited as contributing factors of the Challenger disaster. As noted in the CIB report (2003), the ineffective institutional practices present at the time of the Challenger disaster re-emerged at the time of the Columbia disaster. Despite the recommendations of the Presidential Commission on the Space Shuttle Challenger Accident (1986) and the subsequent interventions to correct the organizational problems, the system retained the ineffective patterns. The seventeen year span indicates that these organizational patterns are a long-standing risk within NASA; a problem that has eluded a solution. The difficulty in addressing these risks lies in the fact that these are complex multi-level problems of the system. NASA programs are administered over a complex system of highly connected, interdependent but autonomous parts. These parts include the NASA centers, independent contractors and information technologies that connect the distributed environment. Several analyses have shown how organizational accidents and the associated ineffective organizational practices are due to emergent behavior in the socio-technical system as a result of interactions among the interdependent parts. 

NASA Bad – Private Key
De-funding of NASA spurs private development that solves the case

Gough 97 (Michael, director of science and risk studies @ CATO, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6120)JFS
Even so, it’s not appropriate to spend taxpayers’ dollars on civilian science projects, no matter how exciting. In fact, the Constitution was intended to prevent Congress from spending money on anything other than the few necessary functions of the federal government specified in that document. The end of federal funding would not mean the end of space exploration. As detailed in Terence Kealey’s book, The Economic Laws of Scientific Research (St. Martin’s Press, 1996), the private sector constantly demands new knowledge and puts up the money to obtain it. For instance, the four largest optical telescopes in the country were built largely with private funds. If scientists at Harvard, MIT, and Stanford decided that knowledge of Mars chemistry was important enough, they could seek funds from private, non-profit or for-profit organizations to build the machines, and obtain information for less than NASA pays for it now. It’s pie in the sky to think that Congress will scrap NASA (or any other agency that spreads technical and manufacturing jobs across the county). Maybe it’s not impossible that Congress will make different decisions about the manned and unmanned efforts at NASA. Considering the huge costs, miniscule payoffs, and risks to astronauts in the manned program, the appropriate decision about the shuttle and the station is clear. Congress should cut off their funding and sell the shuttle fleet and the station, or whatever part of it has been built, to private purchasers who will, if nothing else, operate them in a fashion to recover their costs. Loosed from the terrible overhead of the manned program, NASA could concentrate on unmanned vehicles and get on with scientific, exploratory missions that will increase our knowledge of the universe. The spare, stripped-down agency should be instructed to contract with private parties for hardware and data whenever they are available. In particular, NASA should not crowd out some private ventures in space, and it should stop building and operating launch vehicles. Commercial firms provide those services, and competition among them for NASA’s business would bring costs down. A market for space exploration tools and information would encourage other firms to venture into space and everyone would benefit.

***Privatization Good***
Privatization Popular

The Congress praises private companies as the savor of the space program 
Messier 10 (Managing Editor of Parabolic Arc, Master’s degree in Science, Technology and Public Policy @ George Washington University, “Congressional Praise for SpaceX’s Successful Dragon Flight”, www.parabolicarc.com, December 10, 2010, CGW)
Sen. Bill Nelson, D-FL - The leading congressional authority on the U.S. space program said Wednesday that America is on track to remain a global leader in space, science and technology, after a privately owned rocket carrying a capsule powered off a launch pad at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station and into outer space before returning safely to Earth. U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson made his comments today following the successful launch into low-earth orbit and return to Earth of the 157-foot tall Falcon 9 rocket and the Apollo-like unmanned Dragon capsule built by Space X. With the splash down of its capsule in the Pacific, Space X became the first private company to successfully recover a spacecraft sent into outer space. arrived at the dawn of new era of U.S. space exploration that should ensure America remains a leader in space exploration, said U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, who was a crew member aboard a 1986 space shuttle mission, and now heads a Senate subcommittee that oversees NASA.  In September, Congress approved a Nelson-engineered NASA budget blueprint that would help boost the commercial rocket industry such as the development of the Falcon 9 – and have NASA become the chief player for building a new deep-space rocket and carry out missions to Mars.   Based on the budget blueprint, Congress is now putting the final touches on a detailed 2011 spending plan for NASA. Lawmakers hope to pass it by year’s end.  Meantime, SpaceX is among a number of companies vying to prove they can carry out spaceflight missions once only performed by governments. In the wake of the winding down of NASA’s space-shuttle program, the agency is counting on private companies to be able to deliver crew and cargo to service the International Space Station. “SpaceX has taken one more step into changing the paradigm of space flight, said Rohrabacher. By demonstrating that we can use commercial companies to meet national goals, the continued success of SpaceX will enable NASA to focus their efforts into the far frontiers of space. American commercial space companies continue to meet new goals while ensuring the highest level of safety in protecting the public. As SpaceX and the entire commercial space industry continue to make spectacular new achievements, we salute their efforts and look forward to the days when we can permanently expand humanity beyond the Earth.”    
Privatization Good – Solvency 

Privatization is the only feasible, cost-effective way to explore space – NASA fails and crowds out enterprise.

Boaz 08 (David, VP of the Cato Institute, “Space Privatization – From Cato to the BBC” Sep. 15 2008 http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/space-privatization-from-cato-to-the-bbc/) JM
Future expeditions to the Moon and beyond will only be politically and financially feasible if they are cut-price ventures. He concludes that fostering good relations with other countries is insufficient justification for the expenditures, and that NASA should move aside and allow the private sector to play a role in manned space flight. The cost of these activities must lessen if they are to continue, and that will only happen with a decrease or removal of government involvement. Rees observes that only NASA deals with science, planetary exploration, and astronauts, while the private sector is allowed to exploit space commercially for things such as telecommunications. However, there is no shortage of interest in space entrepreneurship: wealthy people with a track record of commercial achievement are yearning to get involved. Rees sees space probes plastered with commercial logos in the future, just as Formula One racers are now.  Those ideas may sound radical, but not if you’ve been following the work of the Cato Institute. As long ago as 1986, Alan Pell Crawford wrote hopefully “space commercialization … is a reality,” and looked forward to the country making progress toward a free market in space. The elimination of NASA was a recommendation in the Cato Handbook for Congress in 1999.  Edward L. Hudgins, former editor of Regulation magazine, wrote a great deal about private options in space. In 1995, he testified before the House Committee on Appropriations that the government should move out of non-defense related space activities, noting the high costs and wastefulness incurred by NASA. In 2001, Hudgins wrote “A Plea for Private Cosmonauts,” in which he  urged the United States to follow the Russians (!) in rediscovering the benefits of free markets after NASA refused to honor Dennis Tito’s request for a trip to the ISS. Hudgins testified again before the House in 2001, this time before the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. He noted that since the beginning of the Space Age, NASA has actively discouraged and barred many private space endeavors. This effectively works against the advancement and expansion of technology, while pushing out talent to foreign countries who court American scientists and researches to launch from their less-regulated facilities. In “Move Aside NASA,” Hudgins reported that neither the station nor the shuttle does much important science. This makes the price tag of $100 billion for the ISS, far above its original projected cost, unjustifiable.  Michael Gough in 1997 argued that the space “shuttle is a bust scientifically and commercially” and that both successful and unsuccessful NASA programs have crowded out private explorers, eliminating the possibility of lessening those problems. Molly K. Macauley of Resources for the Future argued in the Summer 2003 issue of Regulation that legislators and regulators had failed to take into account “the ills of price regulation, government competition, or command-and-control management” in making laws for space exploration. 

Privatization Good – Leadership Module

Privatization key to overall space leadership – outperforms other governments
Gomez 11  (David, ” Russia has the edge in the space race now” http://www.tgdaily.com/opinion-features/57034-russia-has-the-edge-in-the-space-race-now) 

I think that the space race is extremely important for all of mankind, but when the wealthiest country in the world is cutting most of its budget for their space program I’d say that’s a very telling event. Economic problems and budget problems are causing our status in the world to fall, and they need to be taken seriously.       If the U.S. ever wants to be a world leader in the space race, which I hope we do, then it will need to come from a different system. If we are ever going to get serious about a space program again, then this time it needs to be directed by the private sector.       The huge budget that NASA used to have is unjustifiable with the economic problems we are facing, but that doesn’t mean we have to give up on getting to colonize the stars. We can still have the best space program in the world; we just shouldn’t expect the taxpayers to fund it. We also shouldn’t let politicians be the ones who control it anymore.      They’re the reason why the program lost its edge in the first place. A private sector directed space program needs to happen in some way, shape, or form. It’s too important to humanity’s future to not pursue.       Our private sector space program could easily beat any other country’s government controlled space program. The only problem is getting it started. Does anyone want to put in a call to Richard Branson or some other eccentric billionaire?     

Space leadership is critical to overall US hegemony- provides intelligence and warfighting capabilities.  

Young 8 (Thomas, Chair for the Institute for Defense Analyses Research Group, “Leadership, Management, and Organization for National Security Space”.  July 2008. http://www.armyspace.army.mil/ASJ/Images/National_Security_S pace_Study_Final_Sept_16.pdf) AV
Today, U.S. leadership in space provides a vital national advantage across the scientific, commercial, and national security realms.  In particular, space is of critical importance to our national intelligence and warfighting capabilities.  The panel members nevertheless are unanimous in our conviction that, without significant improvements in the leadership and management of NSS programs, U.S. space preeminence will erode to the extent that space ceases to provide a competitive  national security advantage.  Space technology is rapidly proliferating across the globe, and many of  our most important capabilities and successes were developed and fielded with a government  technical workforce and a management structure that no longer exist. U.S. Leadership in Space is a Vital National Advantage  Space capabilities underpin U.S. economic, scientific, and military leadership.   The space enterprise is embedded in the fabric of our nation’s economy, providing  technological leadership and sustainment of the industrial base.  To cite but one example,  the Global Positioning System (GPS) is the world standard for precision navigation and  timing.  Global awareness provided from space provides the ability to effectively plan for and respond to such critical national security requirements as intelligence on the military capabilities of potential adversaries, intelligence on Weapons of Mass Destruction  (WMD) program proliferation, homeland security, and missile warning and defense.   Military strategy, operations, and tactics are predicated upon the availability of space  capabilities.   
Maintaining U.S. hegemony is key to preventing nuclear war
Khalilzad 95, former U.S. ambassador to Iraq and probably the most read author in debate, 95 
(Zalmay, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War,” Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995, p. lexis, JT)

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

Privatization Good – Leadership

Full privatization is the most effective and cost-efficient option – without it, NASA’s budget fails and the US falls behind Russia in the space industry. 

Hudgins in 02 (Edward, Director of Advocacy @ The Atlas Society, The Next Free Market.  Forbes, 00156914, 4/29/2002, Vol. 169, Issue 10) JM
Why make the National Aeronautics & Space Administration struggle with budget overruns? There's a better way. Get the government out of the space business. Hand it over to the private sector. Rather than flying rockets, NASA itself could purchase launch services as a customer. Begin with the space shuttle, which was designed more than three decades ago to reduce the costs of traveling to orbit but has caused costs--how else can one say it?--to skyrocket. One way NASA has tried to hold down those costs is by contracting to United Space Alliance, a Boeing-Lockheed Martin venture, to handle postflight refurbishing for a set $400 million fee. But better yet is to sell off the fleet to private hands that would have a strong incentive to find moneymaking uses for underutilized shuttles. Private owners might not drop the shuttle's $40 million external fuel tanks in the ocean to be destroyed once the fuel burns off. Instead, Space Islands Group, a privately held company in West Covina, Calif., has proposed placing these 150-feet-high tanks into orbit. Entrepreneurs could retrofit the tanks as orbiting laboratories, hotels or honeymoon suites. When proposed in the mid-1980s, the space station was supposed to cost $8 billion and hold a crew of 12. The final cost will be at least $50 billion and the redesigned station can only accommodate three full-time astronauts, too few to do much serious science. NASA and its international partners should sell off or give away the moneylosing station. If that's not possible, the partners at minimum should let the private sector provide transportation to and from the station, undertake the commercial and scientific activities (with markets determining who gets space and at what price) and handle future station expansion. For $500 million or less, including development costs, NASA might purchase modules made of heavy-duty inflatable structures that are being developed by Bigelow Aerospace of Las Vegas. But Bigelow itself might soon make government stations unnecessary. In about three years it plans to orbit a private station with the same amount of space as the NASA station for about $1 billion, for scientific, commercial or recreational uses. Like the first personal computers, that station should give people incentive to figure out new uses and cheaper ways of doing launches. And how about a private mission to Mars? A decade ago NASA put the cost of landing men on Mars at $450 billion. But at that time private rocket scientist Robert Zubrin came up with a clever alternative. He would reduce one of the biggest costs--carrying to Mars the heavy rocket fuel needed for the trip home--by sending an unmanned lander to the planet first to manufacture methane and oxygen (i.e., rocket fuel) from the carbon dioxide-rich Martian atmosphere. NASA itself placed the cost of such a mission at only $20 billion to $30 billion. Bill Gates could handle that. Or perhaps a consortium of universities, institutions and businesses could fund the trip. Right now the Russians are better entrepreneurs than NASA. They worked with the American company Space Adventures to sign up American Dennis Tito and South African Mark Shuttlesworth for trips to the Russian side of the station. And if 'N Sync singer Lance Bass succeeds in his bid to be next, generations not born when Armstrong and Aldrin walked on the Moon will ask when costs will drop low enough for them to vacation in space. NASA's fans maintain that private companies will not invest in most space ventures because costs are too high and the returns too speculative. But this is a chicken-and-egg issue. Costs are high in part because government regulatory barriers and NASA's monopolistic practices have hindered private providers, and they won't go down until the primary providers of space services are private. The Bush Administration is moving in the right direction. It is expected soon to propose transferring more space services and assets to private hands. Allowing entrepreneurs in will not just hold down costs. It will make space a hub of enterprise. 

Privatization Good – Leadership  

Privatization key – leader in commercial space is the leader of all space  
Hertzfeld 11 (Henry R. Hertzfeld is a Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs in the  Space Policy Institute and the Center for International Science and Technology Policy at 

George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs. “Commerical Space and Spacepower,” Toward a Theory of Spacepower, Chapter 5, February 2011, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch5.html, TDA)

Globalization is not an inevitable outcome of current and past trends, but some very important aspects of globalization are on a steadily expanding path that is unlikely to be deterred. They include multinational business and financial connections and networks as well as cross-border information, cultural, and entertainment products and services. Space assets provide a key enabling infrastructure component of both of these developments.  The commercial space activities that are profitable today are those that serve these sectors by providing rapid worldwide communications. Whether it is navigation and timing services of the GPS satellites, or direct TV broadcasts, or very small aperture terminal links of the credit card companies, or electronic financial trading, the global economic system is now linked via satellites and space capabilities. If it were not for the existence of a large and well-funded global market for these services, the satellite systems serving them would likely not be profitable. What has developed over time is a circular dependence: technologies create new economic opportunities, and large markets create profitable infrastructure investments with subsequent multiplicative terrestrial businesses.  However, this evolution of satellite services (from the early space years when governments provided and controlled the telecommunications satellites) has created dilemmas. No longer can a nation such as the United States even rationally plan for control of the systems or capabilities. In time of conflict, it would be almost impossible to interrupt services because businesses and governments as customers depend on them. In fact, the government is one of the major users of commercial communications networks. Another dilemma is that satellite signals do not cleanly begin and end at national borders. Some nations are increasingly incensed at their inability to censor or control economic and political messages received by their populations. Similarly, some cultures are attempting to resist the intrusions of Western values that are predominant in the business and entertainment sectors. This is creating political and regional isolationist sentiments that may someday result in attempts to interrupt certain satellite transmissions. Such attempts make the issue of spacepower integral to both the growth of globalization and the continued development of large world markets for satellite services that can create profits and new commercial space endeavors. The nation that leads in commercial space will have a larger share of economic growth and be able to dictate industry standards, an important tool for future economic dominance as well as for space security.  Thus, if globalization continues its rapid advance, then a nation's commercial spacepower is of greater importance; if globalization stalls, dedicated national security and military uses of space will increase, and a nation's ability to garner larger market shares for commercial services will be more limited.10 Spacepower may then be determined more by military power than market power.  

Commercialization key to leadership – competition in free markets

Levine 85 (Arthur L., Professor of Public Administration @ Baruch College, former chairperson of the Section on Science and Technology in Government. “Commercialization of Space: Policy and Administration Issues” Public Administration Review © Sep-Oct 1985) JM
Commercialization will place new private enterprise in direct competition with government subsidized services of Europe, Japan, and the Soviet Union. If foreign nations capture markets for launches, land remote sens- ing, and other space related services, the U.S. will lose leadership in these areas. This would have a potential adverse impact on U.S. business in space and the drive for commercialization. ‘° It is possible that competition will spur U.S. firms to develop lower cost launchers and satellite operations. Space America, a new firm is attempting to build a low cost. remote sensing satellite with simplified but still highly useful technology.” 
Privatization Good – Economy Module

A strong private space industry is key to the economy and innovation.

Aldridge 04 [Report of the President’s Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy, A Journey to Inspire,Innovate, and Discover, pg. 32, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf mjf]

Although many companies exist and more are emerging in the field of space, an increase in both the number and variety of such businesses would vastly increase the processes and materials available for  space exploration. The private sector will continue to push the envelope to succeed competitively in the space field. It is the stated policy of the act creating and enabling NASA that it encourage and nurture private sector space. The Commission heard testimony on both positive incentives and potential bottlenecks encountered by the private sector as they attempt to exploit these commercial opportunities.  A space industry capable of contributing to economic growth, producing new products through the  creation of new knowledge and leading the world in invention and innovation, will be a national  treasure. Such an industry will rely upon proven players with aerospace capabilities, but increasingly should encourage entrepreneurial activity.

Economic downturn breeds wars 

Mead 9 (Henry , Sr fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) ET

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 
Privatization Good – Economy

Funding provided by the private companies will contribute greatly to the economy

Wagner 10 [Brian Wagner: Reporter in Voice of America, “US Space Plan May Boost Private Space Firms”, 2010, accessed 07-09-11, ZR] 

Space experts say the White House's new plan for space exploration is a boost to private companies that are developing cutting-edge technologies needed in coming years. New funding may propel research and create thousands of new jobs. When President Barack Obama spoke this week at Kennedy Space Center in Florida, he wanted to assure NASA veterans that he is committed to human space flight. With only three space shuttle flights remaining, critics have said it could be decades before the U.S. space agency can develop a vehicle to take its place. But the president said he hopes to see bold new missions, including trips to nearby asteroids and Mars, during his lifetime. He said a key to that goal is encouraging private companies to develop new technologies and operate cargo flights and manned missions into space. John Logsdon, a member of NASA's advisory council, says the private sector has been waiting for that kind of message. "This approach is a signal to the private space community that they can look to government partnerships, government as a user, or even government as an investment partner as they go forward," he said. One private partner may be the Space X company, founded by Internet entrepreneur Elon Musk. On his trip to Kennedy Space Center, President Obama met with Musk and visited the company's Falcon rocket, which is set for a test launch next month. So far, Space X and other private firms have relied on private money. But the president's new plan includes $6 billion to fund research and development into new rocket engines and other components. That funding is a major turnaround in the U.S. space budget, says John Gedmark of the Washington-based trade group Commercial Spaceflight Federation. "Technology development funding had pretty much been zeroed out under the previous plan," he said. Gedmark says a privately funded study shows that an increase in NASA's budget this year will create nearly 12,000 new jobs. He says new funding for private space firms will create even more jobs. Critics of the president's new approach say it is a mistake to rely on private space companies, because it could take years for them to develop a rocket capable of carrying astronauts. Once the space shuttle is retired this year, the only way to get astronauts into orbit will be aboard Russian Soyuz rockets. Under current plans, NASA has agreed to pay Russia to send U.S. astronauts on missions, including trips to the space station. Supporters of the president's new plan say the U.S. should encourage private firms to help share that role with Russia. Norm Augustine recently led a panel of space experts that reviewed U.S. space plans. "The question arises: do we have less faith in the U.S. aerospace industry to carry our astronauts to orbit, than we have to the Russian space industry to carry our astronauts to orbit?" 

Privatization key to economic growth 
Filipovic 5 [http://org.elon.edu/ipe/Adi%20final.pdf  Impact of privatization on Economic Growth]
Privatization, a method of reallocating assets and functions from the public sector to the private sector, appears to be a factor that could play a serious role in the quest for growth. In recent history, privatization has been adopted by many different political systems and has spread to every region of the world. The process of privatization can be an effective way to bring about fundamental structural change by formalizing and establishing property rights, which directly create strong individual incentives. A free market economy largely depends on well-defined property rights in which people make individual decisions in their own interests. The importance of property rights is captured by economist Hernando de Soto as he states, “Modern market economies generate growth because widespread, formal property rights permit massive, low-cost exchange, thus fostering specialization and greater productivity” (1996). Along with creating strong incentives that induce productivity, privatization may improve efficiency, provide fiscal relief, encourage wider ownership, and increase the availability of credit for the private sector. This paper will analyze the effects and the influence of privatization on the rate of economic growth, stimulated by the idea of people responding to incentives. Ultimately, the goal of this paper is to evaluate and analyze the idea of privatization as a possible factor of economic growth. 
Privatization Good – Economy 

Private sector funded missions get the economy back on track
CNJ 10 [Clovis News Journal, “Private sector should fund space missions”, 2010, accessed 07-09-11, ZR]
America’s future in space is entrepreneurial. President Barack Obama partly has recognized that reality in his recent speeches and policy changes on NASA and American space policy. “I give Obama mixed reviews on his space policy,” said Ed Hudgins, author of “Space: The Free Market Frontier.” There were positive elements, he said, including “canceling the Constellation,” a proposed new mission to the moon. And the president is encouraging “the private sector for low-Earth-orbit missions.” Hudgins said only the private sector can make prices for a product or service go down as quality goes up, such as with computers, TV sets and the global airline industry. The same is true for making space flights more common for commercial or tourist missions. He pointed to such ongoing private space efforts as those by Richard Branson’s Virgin Galactic, Elon Musk’s SpaceX in Hawthorne and Robert Bigelow’s Bigelow Aerospace. On the negative side is Obama’s vision for NASA, which is struggling for new missions as the Space Shuttle program is retired this year. He talked about a mission to Mars occurring in his lifetime. “I expect to be around to see it,” the president said in an April 15 speech at Cape Canaveral, Fla. Given that the president is 48 and could live another 40 years or so, that’s not all that ambitious. He also called for landing an astronaut on an asteroid within 15 years. Those goals contrast with President John F. Kennedy’s proclamation before Congress on May 25, 1961, that America would land a man “by the end of this decade.” That call was fulfilled on time, eight years later. Granted, Mars and asteroid missions would be much more difficult. But more important is that the nature of space exploration has changed greatly since 1961, with private enterprises shooting faster toward the stars. Even with the cancellation of NASA funding for the Constellation project, Hudgins said, NASA’s space proposals “shape up to be more NASA boondoggles. They’re not making us a space-faring civilization. All this does is keep NASA employees at work. To what end?” According to a November 2007 NASA estimate, the Mars mission alone could cost as much as $450 billion. And that’s before factoring in the usual government cost overruns. Hudgins said missions to asteroids and Mars would be much cheaper once the private sector built up a strong technological infrastructure for space exploration. If the federal government really wanted to help, he said, it should take up the proposal by former Pennsylvania Republican Rep. Bob Walker to give a 25-year tax exemption to any company that maintained a base on the moon for 365 consecutive days. This reward would appeal to such large, high-tech companies as GE, Microsoft, Apple and Intel. There would be no cost to taxpayers; and no government bureaucracy involved. “The tax break wouldn’t come into effect until the moon base was constructed,” Hudgins explained. “But think of all the revenue paid by the private infrastructure” that built the moon base. We encourage New Mexico’s and Texas’ congressional delegation to look critically at the president’s impractical and expensive space boondoggles, especially at a time when the country is already $12.7 trillion in debt. But they should embrace Obama’s push toward privatization — then push it further.

Privatization Good – Economy
Private space companies are resilient in tough economic times, and may become the backbone of the U.S. economy.
Dickens ’10 (Professor at Universities of Brighton, author “The Humanization of the Cosmos – To What End?”, Monthly Review Vol 62, No 6, November 2010, AG)
What evidence is there that economic, social, and environmental crises lie behind the growing humanization of the cosmos? One indication is that, between 2004 and 2009, the global space economy (this including commercial satellites, military hardware, space tourism infrastructure costs, and launch services) increased by 40 percent.12 So, while the global economic crisis starting in 2008 has been grabbing the headlines, the sectors involved in the outer space economy have experienced very rapid growth. In 2009 space industry and government budgets involved in outer space rose by 7 percent to $261.61 billion. A 2010 survey of the global outer space economy puts this as follows: “amidst a widespread international economic crisis, the space industry proved resilient, demonstrating growth and expansion into 2010. While several other leading industries suffered dramatically, and many governments struggled to remain fiscally viable, the space industry defied the upheaval and broadened its fields of endeavour.”13 All this suggests not just that the outer space economy is doing well while other sectors are doing less well, but that growing investment in the solar system is a response to global economic crisis. Again, this growth of the private space economy underlines the significance of President Obama’s shift toward private sector “solutions” to space humanization. The private sector has long argued that, in terms of creating technological innovation and reducing costs, it is superior to NASA and other government agencies. Now—and, it should be noted, with extensive earlier financial backing from NASA—it is advancing itself as capable of taking over large parts of the space program. But, at the same time, restructuring within the space industry is following some very familiar lines. Close links and mergers are taking place between large monopolistic companies and the smaller enterprises celebrated by the Space Renaissance Initiative. For example, Northrop-Grumman, one of the leading U.S. defense manufacturers, has recently bought Scaled Composites, the latter having pioneered lightweight materials used for space tourism vehicles. Northrop-Grumman has for many years designed and constructed satellite-guided drones used in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere. This merger raises the prospect of skills and technologies originally designed to take wealthy people into outer space being developed to observe and eliminate warlords—and others—back on earth. Space-X is another relatively small space tourism company. It was founded in 2002 by Elon Musk, a cofounder of PayPal. But this small enterprise is now rapidly growing as a result of a number of contracts from the American Airforce. Launch services provided to the USAF by Space-X are resulting in contracts worth up to $1 billion. Other links, this time between big and small capital, are also developing. Bob Bigelow, for example, has long been an important but small-scale contender in the outer space tourism business. His proposals have included hotels on the moon and in other parts of outer space. He has already constructed 1:3-scale working models of these projects. Now, his company is in close partnership with Boeing, the exceptionally large aerospace company. Together, they will supply the space taxis outlined by President Obama. They will take astronauts and scientists to the International Space Station. Bigelow declares himself very enthusiastic as “part of the Boeing team”: “We’re very excited about this program and the Boeing partnership in general. Boeing brings with it unparalleled experience and expertise in human spaceflight systems, which will be combined with Bigelow’s Aerospace’s entrepreneurial spirit and cost conscious practices.”14 But another, more downbeat, assessment is that the individualistic, entrepreneurial spirit endorsed by the Space Renaissance Initiative is, in practice, being co-opted into the military-industrial complex.
 
Privatization Good – Economy 

Privatization is key to the long term economy 

Prasad  02 (Hari, M.M. (Master in Management), Asian Institute of Management and development experience with the World Bank, “Privatization key to long-term economy”, The Daily Star, http://www.dailystar.com.lb/News/Local-News/Apr/27/Privatization-key-to-long-term-economy.ashx#axzz1RfGUi8fE, April 27, 2002, CGW)
The World Bank representative in Lebanon said Friday that privatization could increase the state’s revenue in the short run, while in the long term it was very important in view of its “definite influence” on the economy and to achieve better services for everybody.  Prasad, who is transferring to Washington, said he told Hammoud that “the World Bank has found that governments are not necessarily best for administering establishments due to pressure by politicians to acquire posts for their supporters.”  “This increases expenses and consequently the state’s (budget) deficit,” he said.  He reiterated that developing countries should not permit themselves to run companies without ensuring revenue. “It is good to be able to get loans, but this adds to the cost of debt servicing,” Prasad remarked.  One should not think, however, that privatization “is the solution for all problems.” In a country like Lebanon, “all dimensions of change in society should be considered.”  Asked whether the World Bank had advised Lebanon to devalue the pound, Prasad said that it was not up to the bank to give such advice as that was a matter for the International Monetary Fund.  He said the fund’s responsibility was to express views on currency rates, and the issue was touched upon during talks between the IMF and Lebanon.  “Certainly, we can express our views also, and if you asked me for my personal view, I would say that this is not the only solution for the current problem in Lebanon,” Prasad said.  “What is required is a set of solutions, and we are aware also that political and economic reasons are behind the many difficulties obstructing certain measures,” he said.   

The private sector in space is key to the economy 

Cutter 01 (W. Bowman, Deputy Assistant to the President for Economic Policy, “Space Colonization- The Privatization of Space”, Future Human Evolution, http://www.humansfuture.org/space_colonization_economics.php.htm, CGW)  

Some believe that the popularization of space will lead to greater economies in space travel. We agree with this theory based on free market principles. Greater demand will lead to more entrants into the 'market', creating competition which fuels efficiencies, innovation, and lower prices which in turn generates an even greater demand. Economics 101. NASA has recognized this potential competition for more than ten years. In 1994 they sponsored a symposium entitled "What is the Value of Space Exploration?"  NASA needs to change its relationship with the private sector as well. "The commercial space sector is at last becoming important," and "NASA has to see itself as complementary to, and integrated with," the launch business, the remote sensing industry, and other sectors "in a way in which it simply didnt have to 10 years ago because these sectors didnt really exist," 

Privatization Good – Trickle-Down Module 

Privatization leads to trickle-down effect. This prevents run away government spending, fixes the economy, and strengthens the working class – solves economic inequality.

Starr 89 (Paul, Professor of Sociology and Public Affairs, and Stuart Professor of Communications and Public Affairs, Princeton University, “The Meaning of Privatization”, Yale Law and Policy Review 6, 1989, CGW)
A final theory justifying privatization holds that privatization is desirable for its likely political effect in deflecting and reducing demands on the state. In the 1970s, some critics suggested that the Western democracies were suffering from an "overload" of pressure, responsible for excessive spending and poor economic performance. I9 In that framework privatization represents one of several policies encouraging a counterrevolution of declining expectations. In a similar vein, Stuart Butler of the Heritage Foundation has argued that privatization can cure budget deficits by breaking up the kind of public spending coalitions described by public choice theory. Privatizing government enterprises and public services, in this view, will redirect aspirations into the market and encourage a more entrepreneurial consciousness.50 The political theory of privatization has several different, overlapping elements. First, the privatization of enterprises is a privatization of employment relations. The advocates of privatization hope to divert employees' wage claims from the public treasury, with its vast capacity for taxing and borrowing, to private employers, who presumably will have more spine in resisting wage demands. Moreover, the proponents hope for a trickle-down of entrepreneurship from the newly privatized managers to the workers; for that very reason, privatizers often are perfectly willing to sell to the workers, at an advantageous price, whole enterprises or at least some proportion of the shares. In addition, by shifting to private contractors even in a few selected areas, government might signal a harder line on wage concessions and thereby weaken public employee unions.
Continued economic inequality would lead to social and political instability and war. 

Evans-Pritchard 11(Ambrose, International Business Editor of The Daily Telegraph, “IMF raises spectre of civil wars as global inequalities worsen”, The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/globalbusiness/8296987/IMF-raises-spectre-of-civil-wars-as-global-inequalities-worsen.html, 01 Feb 2011, CGW)
Dominique Strauss-Kahn, the IMF's chief, said the economic rebound across the world is built on unstable foundations, with many rich nations still strapped in job slumps while the rising powers of China, India and Brazil already facing the threat of overheating. "It is not the recovery we wanted. It is a recovery beset by tensions and strain, which could even sow the seeds of the next crisis," he said.  "Global unemployment remains at record highs, with widening income inequality adding to social strains," he said, citing turmoil in North Africa as a prelude to what may happen as 400m youths join the workforce over the next decade. "We could see rising social and political instability within nations – even war," he said.  The IMF has published a paper entitled Inequality, Leverage and Crisis arguing that the extreme gap between rich and poor – with echoes of the US in the late 1920s – was an underlying cause of the Great Recession from 2008-2009.  The paper, by the Fund's modelling unit, warned of "disastrous consequences" for the world economy unless workers regain their "bargaining power" against rentiers. It suggests radical changes to the tax system and debt relief for workers.  Mr Strauss-Kahn said the toxic global imbalances that caused the financial crisis are re-emerging, naming China and Germany as the two arch-sinners that rely on export surpluses to power growth at the expense of the US and other deficit countries.  "The most important question is to deal with the recurrent problem of some countries' large external surpluses," he said, warning that failure to curb excesses will lead to global clashes and rising protectionism in trade and finance.  In a veiled warning to China and other countries holding down their currencies for commercial advantage, the IMF chief said "exchange-rate adjustment should not be resisted". Nor should capital controls be imposed to stop the inflow of funds.  The comments appear to align the IMF behind Washington in the simmering dispute over the declining dollar. China and Brazil have accused the US of covert currency warfare through quantitative easing, but the claim is slippery since the US has a huge structural trade deficit.  Mr Strauss-Kahn also hinted that parts of Asia are exceeding the safe speed limit for growth and needed to "tighten" further before inflation gets out of control. "There are risks of overheating, and even a hard landing," he said. 

Privatization Good – Innovation 

Privatization leads to increased innovation and quality that the government cannot access – spurs economic growth.

Edwards 09 (Chris, Director of Tax Policy Studies @ CATO Institute, M.A. in Economics, “Privatization”, February 2009 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization) JM 
Governments on every continent have sold off state-owned assets to private investors in recent decades. Airports, railroads, energy utilities, and many other assets have been privatized. The privatization revolution has overthrown the belief widely held in the 20th century that governments should own the most important industries in the economy. Privatization has generally led to reduced costs, higher-quality services, and increased innovation in formerly moribund government industries.  The presumption that government should own industry was challenged in the 1980s by British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and by President Ronald Reagan. But while Thatcher made enormous reforms in Britain, only a few major federal assets have been privatized in this country. Conrail, a freight railroad, was privatized in 1987 for $1.7 billion. The Alaska Power Administration was privatized in 1996. The federal helium reserve was privatized in 1996 for $1.8 billion. The Elk Hills Petroleum Reserve was sold in 1997 for $3.7 billion. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation, which provides enriched uranium to the nuclear industry, was privatized in 1998 for $3.1 billion.  There remain many federal assets that should be privatized, including businesses such as Amtrak and infrastructure such as the air traffic control system. The government also holds billions of dollars of real estate that should be sold. The benefits to the federal budget of privatization would be modest, but the benefits to the economy would be large as newly private businesses would innovate and improve their performance.  The Office of Management and Budget has calculated that about half of all federal employees perform tasks that are not "inherently governmental." The Bush administration had attempted to contract some of those activities to outside vendors, but such "competitive sourcing" is not privatization. Privatization makes an activity entirely private, taking it completely off of the government's books. That allows for greater innovation and prevents corruption, which is a serious pitfall of government contracting.  Privatization of federal assets makes sense for many reasons. First, sales of federal assets would cut the budget deficit. Second, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Third, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms. Fourth, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs. For example, repeal of the postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry.  Some policymakers think that certain activities, such as air traffic control, are "too important" to leave to the private sector. But the reality is just the opposite. The government has shown itself to be a failure at providing efficiency and high quality in services such as air traffic control. Such industries are too important to miss out on the innovations that private entrepreneurs could bring to them. 

Privatization promotes innovation and efficiency through competition

Bouché & Volden 10 (Vanessa, Ph.D. candidate in Political Science @ Ohio State Univeristy & Craig, Professor of Political Science @ Ohio State University. “Privatization and Diffusion of Innovation” http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/cvolden/BVPrivatization.pdf July 2010) JM

The empirical work arguing that contracting leads to positive policy outcomes is undergirded   by a theoretical literature suggesting that privatization promotes policy innovations (but see Hart,   Shleifer, and Vishny 1997).  Privatization introduces competition, which in turn increases efficiency,   cuts costs, and spawns innovation (e.g., Donahue 1989; Ostrom and Ostrom 1977; Savas 1987).    Indeed, without competition, there are likely to be serious negative consequences to privatization,   including the problems of corruption, of service-specific benefits, of increased costs, and of lack of   accountability (e.g., Donahue 1989, Moe 1987).  Competition, on the other hand, is presented as   introducing innovative approaches to policy problems, which in turn lead to more efficient public   management and better policy practices.  “When it works well, privatization can boost efficiency   through accelerated innovation” (Donahue 1989: 217).  Such arguments lead to the following:  Privatization Hypothesis: Privatization increases the likelihood of adopting innovations.
Privatization Good – Innovation 

NASA has lost it’s ingenuity- private companies are necessary to continue to innovate and learn new things about spaceflight. 

Schmitz ’11 (writer for AirVenture.org, quoting Burt Rutan, aerospace engineer, designer of Voyager and SpaceShipOne, and the winner of Ansari X Prize, “Rutan: Opportunities best for commercial space flight”, AirVenture, 6/24/11, http://www.airventure.org/news/2010/100729_rutan.html AG)

In fact, Scaled Composites has been growing rapidly, with the company tripling its size during the recession. "But we need more people to build spaceships in the shop and more engineers," Rutan said. "We will need to increase the size of our company 15 to 20 percent this year." Technology goes through cycles, as products build and then fade when new ones replace the old, Rutan said. "It doesn't build at all if it is developed and used by the government," he said. "But once it is handed off to the private sector, something very different happens." Not only will the demand grow, but the price will also come down, Rutan predicted, and you attract new investors who realize the potential the industry holds. To predict the future, you first need to understand the history of space exploration. It began, in earnest, about 50 years ago when the U.S. government was in a race with the USSR, he said. "America accelerated its efforts to do good things in space and to regain its national prestige," Rutan said. "The world was looking at our adversary as being technologically better than us. And in those days that meant something to Americans, and it meant a lot to American leadership." The United States succeeded in its efforts. It developed five different launch systems in seven years. The United States made nine missions to the moon, six that landed on the lunar surface. "We took enormous risks," Rutan said. "But somewhere along the line, risks became unacceptable, and that stifled ingenuity." More recently, the government canceled Orion/Ares, a move that Rutan supports. "The biggest problem I had with it is that it used steel-case solid rockets off the shuttle," he said. "This whole program was developed and designed and laid out specifically…without learning anything new. "When we went to the moon the first time, we learned a lot of new stuff," Rutan said. "If we're spending money to develop a shuttle, we ought to learn something to help us get to Mars." Rutan said NASA should give 10 to 15 percent of its budget to new space companies like Elon Musk's SpaceX without regulating how to spend the money. "That would allow them to not (have to) beg for commercial investment, while still working in an entrepreneurial mode."

Privatization Good – Innovation 
Competition created by inclusion of private companies in space exploration and developments spurs innovation in space technology.

Stine ’09 (Specialist in Science and Technology Policy, “ Federally Funded Innovation Inducement Prizes” Congressional Research Services , 6/29/09, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40677.pdf, AG)
NASA Assessment of Program The targeted outcomes for the NASA Centennial Challenges are to drive progress in aerospace technology of value to NASA’s missions; encourage the participation of independent teams, individual inventors, student groups, and private companies of all sizes in aerospace research and development; and find the most innovative solutions to technical challenges through competition and cooperation. In its FY2009 budget request, NASA stated that the outcome of the program is to be evaluated based on its ability to “demonstrate benefits of prize competitions by awarding at least one prize and communicating the resulting technology advancements.”53 According to NASA, Overall, the amount of team diversity (representing small and large businesses, high school and university students, and enthusiastic hobbyists and garage mechanics) and the variety of technologies implemented exceeded Agency expectations. As the prize purses increase, the amount of participation and level of technical maturity and ingenuity will also increase. In the past competitions where the prize purses were on the order of $300,000 each, it is estimated that the 10-15 participating teams represented an investment of $50,000 -$100,000 each. In the competition with a $2 million prize purse, teams invested on the order of $250,000 - $500,000 each. In addition, NASA states that “Centennial Challenge competitions have spurred the creation of new businesses and products, including innovations in pressure suit gloves and reusable rocket engines.”54 NASA makes the following assessment of the Centennial Challenge competitions: Prize programs encourage diverse participation and multiple solution paths. A measure of diversity is seen in the geographic distribution of participants (from Hawaii to Maine) that reaches far beyond the locales of the NASA Centers and major aerospace industries. The participating teams have included individual inventors, small startup companies, and university students and professors. An example of multiple solution paths was seen in the Regolith Excavation Challenge. NASA can typically afford one or two working prototypes but at this Challenge event, sixteen different working prototypes were demonstrated for the NASA technologists. All of these prototypes were developed at no cost to the government. The return on investment with prizes is high as NASA expends no funds unless the accomplishment is demonstrated. NASA provides only the prize money and the administration of the competitions is done at no cost to NASA by non-profit allied organizations. For the Lunar Lander Challenge, twelve private teams spent nearly 70,000 hours and the equivalent of $12 million trying to win $2 million in prize money. Prizes also focus public attention on NASA programs and generate interest in science and engineering. During the recent Lunar Lander Challenge, a live webcast had over 45,000 viewers and over 100,000 subsequent downloads. Prizes also create new businesses and new partners for NASA. The winner of the 2007 Astronaut Glove Challenge started a new business to manufacture pressure suit gloves. Armadillo Aerospace began a partnership with NASA related to the reusable rocket engine that they developed for the Lunar Lander Challenge, and they also sell the engine commercially.55
Privatization Good – Cost
Private companies drive down prices and drive up success
New Scientist 10 (A turning point for space exploration. New Scientist, 02624079, 2/13/2010, Vol. 205, Issue 2747) JM
If private companies succeed in developing reliable vehicles for routine tasks, more adventurous space exploration will be the long-term winner. Private-sector companies already reckon that they will be able to launch astronauts for a fraction of the cost of a space shuttle flight - and they could even undercut Russia's Soyuz craft. Competition between them could drive down prices even further. As time goes on, there will be new commercial opportunities for space tourism, contract research, even private exploration beyond low-Earth orbit for manufacturing, minerals and more. A few decades from now, human space flight could be supported more by commercial activities than government funding - and we'll look back in amazement to the days when cumbersome national agencies were allowed to monopolise our exploration of the final frontier. 
Profit-motivated privatization drives down costs without exploiting or selling space in an essentializing way.

Saab in 09 (Bechara J., Post-doctoral fellow @ University of Toronto, “Planet Earth, Space Debris” Hypothesis 2009) JM
Ansari is one of several entrepreneurial spoke- persons for the “privatization of space”. The so-called “privatization” is not a greedy plan for space to be sectioned, zoned and sold, but rather describes a somewhat novel trend (supported in part by her prize) for companies to project profitable returns on sending people into Earth’s orbit and beyond. This concept is relatively new to the human race. Now, for roughly 25 million USD, the richest space cadets (including Ansari in 2006) buy their way into space. The company, Space Adventurers, is even advertising for trips to swing round the Moon for 100 million USD. If your only aim is to visit space (as opposed to explore or colonize), this is all the money you need. If the market is right, privatization of space could potentially do for space travel what it does best for all other industries: ratchet down the cost – something that in turn helps everyone (NASA and CAST included) better afford exploratory expeditions. Of course, there are also other barriers to establishing a modern space-faring species.
Private companies cut costs massively – competition, innovation, flexibility. NASA just needs to let go.

Freedman in 10 (David H., Science journalist and business analyst, Jump-Starting the Orbital Economy.  Scientific American, 00368733, Dec2010, Vol. 303, Issue 6) JM
No one knows if there's a Moore's law for space travel, but there is certainly no law that requires it to remain expensive forever. Companies competing for business under the Obama plan would be forced to find ways to save money. If they go over budget, the difference comes out of their pockets; if they come in under budget, they keep the difference. In other words, a penny, saved would be a penny earned, instead of one less government penny to spend and add to the "plus." SpaceX, the clear leader for now in the new space industry, has already been working that opportunity hard. It has cut the price tag of anodized aluminum bolts from $15 to 30 cents by machining them itself. It has slashed the cost of the carbon-based thermal material used in heat shields by coming up with its own formulation of the stuff, bypassing the industry's lone supplier. It has eliminated the need to shell out big bucks for custom-formed tapered-diameter tubing used by the space shuttle to create turbulence-free rocket engine exhaust pipes by coming up with a design that smoothes the exhaust flow using cheap, constant-diameter tubing bent into a spiral shape. To encourage this type of innovation, NASA has to let go. The agency has always told its contractors exactly how it wants its space vehicles built, yet under the new plan NASA would simply state what it wants a finished system to be able to do, such as safely ferrying a certain amount of weight into orbit. "We won't be overly prescriptive in how we expect contractors to meet our requirements, we'll just list high-level goals and give them maximum flexibility for how to meet those goals," says Phil McAhster, a member of the NASA team in charge of program analysis. "Then at specific milestones we'll be verifying that the requirements have been met, and we'll provide whatever oversight is necessary to make sure." To help companies keep the vehicles as simple and efficient as possible, the new NASA plan also dumps Constellation's requirement that the orbital ferry be capable of continuing on to the moon. Instead the mission is just to safely and cheaply get people and cargo to the space station and back.

Privatization Good – Tourism 

Russia proves, Space Tourism is gaining popularity and could be turned into a profitable industry. 

Valhouli 04 [Christina, Reporter for Forbes.com, Forbes.com, “Having A Blast In Space,” April 18, 2004, SM, Accessed: 7/7/11, http://www.forbes.com/2002/04/18/0418feat.html]
In recent years adventure tourism has become increasingly popular with the wealthy, who are willing to spend big bucks to go on safari, shoot white-water rapids or climb Mount Everest. And for many, there is no greater test of machismo, or financial one-upmanship, than a trip to space.   Of course, since the dawn of the space age, the only way to rocket through the atmosphere was to be an astronaut. This meant years of training and preparation. It was an honor to be selected by your government to go into space, instantly confirming hero status on the lucky few. Not any more. Now, all you need is $20 million and a dream.   Dennis Tito returning from space.  In 2001 California money manager Dennis Tito became the first tourist in space. Following a rigorous eight-month training and, of course, $20 million, the 60-year-old flew on a Russian rocket, Soyuz TM-32, for a 10-day stay at the ISS. His price per day? $2 million.   While the steep price tag ensures that the leisure space travel industry will be the privilege of only the very rich for years to come, it is likely that Tito and Shuttleworth will be joined soon by other big spenders. Lance Bass of the pop group N'Sync has completed his first round of training and even veteran rocker Steven Tyler of Aerosmith is rumored to be considering a trip.   Getting a taste of space isn't just for millionaires and rock stars, though. For those who can't or don't want to spend $20 million, space junkies can get their kicks by paying $1,000 for an up-close view of a shuttle launch, $12,000 for a supersonic ride on a MiG-25 or $30,000 to undergo three to four days of cosmonaut training.   So why isn't NASA trying to cash in like the Russians? It now looks like it might be. Despite its initial resistance to Tito's space trip for various political and economic reasons (the Russians approved his flight without discussing it with the other members of the ISS, and NASA was worried that an untrained astronaut could break something), the agency seems to be slowly warming up to the idea of renting out seats on their flights.

Space Tourism is the biggest new market, surveys show that up to 70% of people want to go to space. 

Space Future No Date [Advocates for the development of space, Space Future, “Space Tourism Market Research,” No Date, SM, Accessed: 7/7/11, http://www.spacefuture.com/tourism/market.shtml]
The possible size of the market for space tourism was discussed in a number of papers in the 1980s ( B Citron,P Collins and D Ashford) and again in a study by a group of US aerospace companies (CSTS) in 1994. But the first actual market research was carried out in Japan in 1993. The results of this survey were extremely positive - some 70% said they'd like to travel to space, and almost half said they would pay 3 months' salary to do so. The results are described in detail in papers presented at conferences, and subsequently published in journals. The best thing is to read the papers themselves.  In 1995 small surveys were carried out in Toronto and Berlin, followed by a nation-wide telephone survey of 1020 people in Canada and USA. These surveys all found that the idea of space tourism is massively popular, and the results are described in other papers (S Abitzsch,P Collins et al).  In 1997 the US "National Leisure Travel Monitor" survey included questions on space tourism for the first time. Of 1,500 Americans surveyed, 42% said they'd be interested in flying in a space cruise vessel, and would be willing to spend on average $10,800 for the trip.  Work for the Future Of course there are many factors that can influence the results of market research, and more work needs to be done on many different aspects. But all the work done to date shows a broadly similar picture: Most people would like to go to space! And why not? Some people argue that it will just be a "flash in the pan" - popular for a year or two until the next "craze" comes along - maybe living underwater.  We don't agree.  We believe that taking a trip to space is going to become the key experience of the post-cold-war era. We believe that almost everyone will wish to go to orbit at least once in their lifetime - to look at Earth floating in space; to look out at the stars, our future; and to have the truly "un-Earthly" experience of living in zero gravity. And we believe many people will wish to go out repeatedly, and live and work there - as they say they do in surveys. And if this is true, then space tourism is the biggest unexploited new market - bar none!
Privatization Good – Avoids OST

No OST violation – sovereignty and private property are distinct

Pace 11 (Scott Pace is the director of the Space Policy Institute at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, and former Associate Administrator for Program Analysis and Evaluation at NASA. “Merchant and Guardian Challenges in the Exercise of Spacepower” Toward a Theory of Spacepower, Chapter 7, February 2011, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch7.html, TDA)

Current international law recognizes the continued ownership of objects placed in space by governments or private entities. Similarly, resources removed from outer space (such as lunar samples from the Apollo missions) can be and are subject to ownership. Other sorts of rights in space, such as to intellectual property and spectrum, are also recognized. Article II of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, however, specifically bars national appropriation of the Moon or other celestial bodies by claims of sovereignty or other means. It also says that states shall be responsible for the activities of persons under their jurisdiction or control. Thus, the central issue is the ability to confer and recognize real property rights on land, including in situ resources found on the Moon and other celestial bodies.  In common law, a sovereign is generally required to recognize private property claims. Thus, the Outer Space Treaty, by barring claims of sovereignty, is usually thought to bar private property claims. Many legal scholars in the International Institute of Space Law and other organizations support that view. Other scholars, however, make a distinction between sovereignty and property and point to civil law that recognizes property rights independent of sovereignty.34 It has also been argued that while article II of the treaty prohibits territorial sovereignty, it does not prohibit private appropriation. The provision of the Outer Space Treaty requiring state parties to be responsible for the activities of persons under their jurisdiction or control leaves the door open to agreements or processes that allow them to recognize and confer property rights, even under common law. 

Privatization Good – Helps NASA

Shifting transportation to the private sector revitalizes NASA and allows it to focus on generating new, innovative technology.

New Scientist 10 (A turning point for space exploration. New Scientist, 02624079, 2/13/2010, Vol. 205, Issue 2747) JM
The White House wants to scrap NASA's Constellation programme, which has been developing two new rockets to deliver astronauts to the moon and take over the task of ferrying people to the International Space Station after the space shuttles retire. President Barack Obama's proposed budget, which will implement this change, will likely face fierce opposition in Congress, but if it is approved, NASA will be able to shift the latter responsibility to private companies, leavingit free to spend its money on other activities.Paying commercial enterprises to take astronauts aloft may not seem like such a big change. After all, NASA has always contracted with the private sector to provide its space hardware, and companies like Virgin Galactic have already announced plans to take paying customers into space. But if NASA can hand over to private "space taxis" the routine activities of delivering supplies and people into orbit, it will be able to concentrate its energies on truly revolutionary work. The possibilities range from demonstrating brand new technologies, such as ion engines and lunar mining (see "Space 2020: what NASA will do next"), to further developing robotics and other technologies at which it excels. Strategic change along these lines could revitalise NASA and be the best possible riposte to those who have written off Constellation as an expensive attempt to clone the achievements of the Apollo programme in the 1960s. It will also do wonders in restoring the agency's fading glamour, and its ability to inspire the next generation of spacefarers.  

Privatization Good – Space Debris

Private companies can utilize debris recycling fund—entails eco. Benefits and removes space junk

Dunstan and Szoka 9 [Practitioner of space and technology law and the director of the Space Frontier Foundation, “Beware of Space Junk: Global Warming Isn’t the Only Major Environment Problem”, [http://www.pff.org/issues-pubs/ps/2009/ps5.14-beware-of-space-junk.html#bb]
Instead, space-faring nations should create an Orbital Debris Removal and Recycling Fund (ODRRF). Satellite operators would pay relatively small fees to their governments, who would contribute the money to the Fund. These governments already charge satellite operators large licensing and regulatory fees. Private companies would be paid bounties out of the Fund for successfully removing debris according to the debris-creation-avoidance value assigned to each object. Apart from the obvious long-term benefits of preserving the usability of the space environment, satellite operators would benefit in the short term from reduced insurance rates and fewer mysterious satellite outages caused by collisions we cannot track. With the right funding mechanism, entrepreneurs can solve this problem. Governments must encourage innovation rather than crippling industry or creating yet another large government program to build and operate systems when the expertise for doing so clearly resides in the private sector. Better tracking data would be required to maximize the effectiveness of debris removal prizes. Since much of that data is classified, only a trusted intermediary could get American and Russian defense officials to work together. But the largest obstacle is legal: While maritime law encourages the cleanup of abandoned vessels as hazards to navigation, space law discourages debris remediation by failing to recognize debris as abandoned property, and making it difficult to transfer ownership of, and liability for, objects in space—even junk. By adapting maritime precedents, space law could make orbital debris removal feasible, once the right economic incentives are in place. Entrepreneurs may even find ways to recycle and reuse on orbit the nearly 2,000 metric tons of space debris, which includes ultra-high grade aerospace aluminum and other precious metals. We must solve the orbital debris problem, if only so that satellites can continue collecting the climate data we need to make informed decisions about carbon emissions. But how we solve this problem should offer valuable lessons for all environmental policymaking. All this cause needs is a champion who can rally policymakers in the U.S. and abroad, not with scare tactics but with a relentless optimism about the power of entrepreneurs to solve even the most difficult environmental problems through innovation, and about the bright promise of humanity's future—on Earth and in space. 

Private establishment of a superfund is possible—can substantiate efforts for space cleanup
Mendell 11 [James Mendell, space debris clean-up project manager, “Who is looking at Space Junk”, http://www.googlelunarxprize.org/lunar/teams/stellar/blog/who-is-looking-at-space-junk]
There are currently hundreds of thousands of pieces of space debris greater than 1 centimeter wide whizzing around in space. But while this space litter may be out of sight, out of mind for most of us, a new report on orbital debris has flagged potential solutions to deal with the threat. To bring the idea of Space junk down to a level people can relate to. Relating Earth woes like acid rain, hazardous waste, chlorofluorocarbon and oil spills. Once people understand and relate to the growing problem – solution can be devised. The same superfund approach to those earthly pollution problems could be reworked to tackle space junk, according to the report, which is titled "Confronting Space Debris - Strategies and Warnings from Comparable Examples Including Deepwater Horizon." Superfund is the federal government’s program to clean up the nation’s uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. Nonprofit global policy think tank RAND, prepared a report for the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency. One observation from the report is that the space Superfund could serve as an effective model for orbital debris cleanup. A Superfund for space would make space polluters pay for cleanups while creating strong incentives for nation-states and private industry to take appropriate preventative steps to avoid creating additional space debris. Information pulled from article written by Leonard David. 

Privatization Good – Market/Profit

The U.S government is already a market for privatized space, soon prices will fall and an orbital economy will form to support it.

Freedman 10 [David, Scientific Journalist, Scientific American Vol 303 Issue 6, “Jump- Starting the Orbital Economy,” December 2010, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11]
 THE BIGGEST POTENTIAL PAYOFF to the Obama plan would be the opportunity to drive the costs of a flight to orbit down low enough to create a virtuous circle: as prices drop, more people will fly, and as more people fly, economies of scale and increased competition will lead to lower prices, and so on. The circle would be reinforced when enough people fly to justify the creation of more infrastructure in orbit--that is, more places to stay and things to do--which would attract more people and lead to more infrastructure. And voilà: we'd have an orbital economy. Would enough people line up for a ticket to make the ferries profitable and drive competition, cost-cutting and innovation? Without a clear path to real profit beyond what NASA would pay, there is no there there in space for the private sector. "It's possible that space could be the next Internet, giving the U.S. a long-running source of economic growth," says the Tauri Group's Guthrie. "But looming over everything is the question of how those markets will develop." To be sure, a market already exists--the one the space shuttle has been servicing. The U.S. and many other countries will continue to be eager to send scientists and technicians to the space station to conduct zero-gravity health, biological or chemical research or to tweak equipment emplaced to observe Earth or space. (As part of the Obama plan, the life of the space station has been extended from 2015 to 2020.) If a newly competitive space industry can drive the cost of a taxi to orbit down toward $5 million, more countries will send more researchers. Still, that dramatically lower price is likely to be too high for most funding bodies. Whereas there may be dozens of takers every year, there will not be many hundreds. 

Private space ventures are profitable and the only way to access the enormous commercial demand. 

Thomas in 05 (Jonathan, 1 Int'l L. & Mgmt. Rev. 198 (2005) Privatization of Space Ventures: Proposing a Proven Regulatory Theory for Future Extraterrestrial Appropriation) JM
Bigelow Aerospace recently announced a competition similar to the Ansari X Prize-~a fifty million dollar purse to be awarded to the first team to design and build a spacecraft capable of docking with an inflatable space station orbiting |60 kilometers above the earth`s surface The company purchased the technology and patent rights to the inflatable space station from NASA, which did not have the funding to continue research and development. When Bigelow finishes what NASA could not, it will have a space station that will weigh only 20,000 to 23,000 kilograms and inflate to l3.7 meters long and 6.7 meters in diameter.” Bigelow Aerospace plans to use the station for commercial purposes such as research, tourism, and industrial production." NASA itself also plans to join in the prize incentive development game started by private industry. Although NASA is a government entity, it has also decided to encourage private space ventures by planning to offer cash prizes as high as thirty million dollars? NASA plans to award projects capable of a wide variety of tasks, from orbiting the earth to collecting moon rocks’ Although not an exhaustive list, these examples are sufficient to illustrate how privately funded ventures into space are not only becoming practicable but more importantly, profitable. Many companies envision the enormous commercial demand that access to space may bring. Although space tourism enjoys the most publication, increased space access also has the potential to benefit other commercial applications as well," The government alone, through programs and entities like NASA, cannot satisfy the commercial demands for space-related activities. Until recently the Columbia shuttle disaster caused NASA to ground its entire shuttle fleet.” Given the mismatch between government supply and commercial demand, privately Funded ventures offer a golden key to unlocking the vast potential of space related commerce. 
Privatization Good – Solves Weaponization

Privatization solves space weaponization
Day 10 ( Dawyne A., Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/ National Academy of Sciences, 3/10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1081/2)
A member of the audience asked about how the increase in private spaceflight might affect this environment. Hitchens responded that if more humans are launched into space on private spacecraft, it may increase pressure to develop limits on the weaponization of space. After all, private actors are going to want more protection in the form of international diplomacy.  Jeff Kueter generally agreed, saying that more actors involved in the process will temper any tendencies toward weaponization. But he also suggested that there may be a small possibility that greater ability to access space may mean that people who we don’t want there can reach space, although he stressed that this was not very likely and he did not elaborate. 
Government militarization is inevitable-only private sector solves
Helman 11 ( Christopher, Staff @ Forbes, 1/21, http://blogs.forbes.com/christopherhelman/2011/01/21/who-says-america-is-falling-behind-in-the-space-race/?partner=nikkei)

Great pics of the Pentagon’s  top-secret Delta IV rocket liftoff yesterday in this Daily Mail story. It was the biggest rocket ever launched from the West Coast, thought to contain an imaging satellite to replace a decade-old unit. A big deal has been made over the end of the looming end of the Space Shuttle program and how somehow this means a waning ability of the United States to operate in orbit. It only means the end of NASA. Yesterday’s launch was handled by the Pentagon, as was last year’s 7-month orbit of the secret unmanned Boeing X-37 space drone . What’s fascinating to me is that the U.S. government appears to have decided (without asking us, of course) that America’s space skills are better developed and honed from within the Pentagon rather than by a civilian space agency like NASA. The X-37 was started in NASA, then taken over by the Pentagon’s Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, then to the Air Force. That’s proof enough for me that the militarization of space has begun and that the government has no long-term plans to compete with the likes of SpaceX and Orbital Sciences when it comes to building and launching non-military payloads. Some feel that the entrepreneurs behind private space operators could even be on the path toward becoming the world’s first trillionaires. A year and a half ago in this article I suggested that the Constellation and Orion program under development at NASA would prove too expensive to complete. It’s becoming evident that virtually any manned space program won’t be able to get past government bean counters given the capabilities of robotic missions. 

The only reason privates would weaponize would be defense against space terrorism – it’s unlikely
Logsdon & Adams 3 ( John M, Space Policy Institute, Gordon, Security Policy Studies Program, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf)
The third inevitability argument is that as space systems become more and more economically important to the United States, these assets will naturally become attractive targets of attack for rival states, terrorists, and other enemies, and therefore it will be necessary to place weapons in space in order to protect them.38 American industry, commerce, and civil society do indeed depend heavily and increasingly on space systems for communications, navigation, weather prediction, and many other functions.39 However, it is far from clear that attacking U.S. commercial space assets would automatically appear worthwhile to an enemy seeking ways to hurt the United States, or that protecting them would necessarily require weapons in space.  

Low risk of space terrorism

Lewis 6 (Jeffrey, Prof Pol Science @ MIT, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2554.pdf)
Overall, however, the risk of such a scenario, according to a group of non-governmental experts from The George Washington University, “seems remote to most people involved in the US space programme since the Space Shuttle facilities are reasonably well protected and that once in space the vehicles are physically remote from any would-be attackers”.5 A more likely threat is that terrorists might attack the ground stations that are used to control space assets, either physically or through some form of hacking. 

Privatization Good – Just Needs Infrastructure

Private companies can generate profit once the infrastructure and economies of scale are in place.

Almond in 09 (Paul, “Launching anything is good:  How Governments Could Promote Development of Outer Space”, 1 November 2009) JM
 Another option is to leave it to private enterprise. Some businesses are trying to   develop a low-cost launch capability and there is a widespread view that a tourist industry will be the first market for this. There is a problem with this, however. That problem is the size of the initial market for space travel. Of course, some people would   pay to go into space, but I doubt that it would very quickly pay for the considerable   scaling up of human activity in space needed to make things take off – and there is   hardly a massive demand for satellite launches.  In the future, when space has been developed there could be a large market for space travel. For example, if O’Neill’s vision ever becomes reality there would be large numbers of people in space and significant industrial activity there. Launch from Earth would be in demand and space could be generating huge wealth. We do not yet have all   these space colonies and all this industry in space yet though, so there is no significant   market for space travel. We will not get this market for space travel until space has been properly developed with things like colonies and industry, but the companies developing   this technology need to earn money in the meantime. This is a possible catch-22 of   space development: Space travel could generate lots of wealth when there is enough   economy of scale in space, but getting to this point needs a lot of investment which   needs financing. Some advocates of private exploration of space ask governments to   stay out of it and leave them to succeed where government is perceived to have failed, but this does not address the issue of the size of the market for all this technology.
Privatization Good – A2: Cost

The cost of private space development will be affordable, the money earned from space ventures will quickly pay off the initial investment of going to space, and the number of people interested in space tourism will cause the cost of a space launch to fall. 

Space Future No Date [Advocates for the development of space, Space Future, “About Space Future,” No Date, SM, Accessed: 7/7/11, http://www.spacefuture.com/about.shtml]
The key to reducing the cost of traveling to and from space is scale - that is, for people to go there in large numbers. Fortunately, market research shows that many many people in the industrialized countries would like to take a trip to space - a majority of the population, in fact. So demand could grow to million of customers per year - enough to bring costs down drastically.  Bringing this about is basically a business problem. The cost of developing safe, low-cost, passenger launch vehicles is trivial compared to the scale of business today, but it still needs funding. The "space age" - the real space age, that is, when millions of people live and work in space - will involve a lot of investment in living and working accommodation in space - investment which of course must be paid back. So people who live in space must sell some services and products to the people on Earth (from where the investment came) on a large enough scale to earn sufficient profits to repay the investment (of course communications and broadcasting satellites already earn revenues - but only a few $billions per year for the space industry. By comparison, a single large company today has a turnover of $50 billion per year or more! Satellites also require no people in space so they won't bring about the development of the vehicles we need).  To date the two best ideas are two of the largest businesses on Earth - tourism and electricity - which are already $1 trillion per year and growing fast. So Space Future focuses particularly on the development of these two businesses - tourism in space, and delivering electric power from space to Earth, which will both grow to enormous size as launch costs fall. We also focus on the vehicles, and we support all promising efforts in this direction.  But why should we bother? Why not leave space development to the government space agencies which already have so much experience? Because, unfortunately, the space agencies are going in quite the wrong direction. Taxpayers around the world pay $25 billion in taxes every year for civilian government space activities - but barely 2% of that money is spent on trying to reduce the cost of travel to space! Yet less than one single year of that spending would be enough to develop passenger launch vehicles, and to open space up to us, the general public - who are the people paying all those taxes, year after year! 
Privatization Good – A2: Elites Control 

Privatization leads to trickle-down effect, not elitism. This prevents run away government spending, strengthens the working class, solving economic inequality.

Starr 89 (Paul, Professor of Sociology and Public Affairs, and Stuart Professor of Communications and Public Affairs, Princeton University, “The Meaning of Privatization”, Yale Law and Policy Review 6, 1989, CGW)
A final theory justifying privatization holds that privatization is desirable for its likely political effect in deflecting and reducing demands on the state. In the 1970s, some critics suggested that the Western democracies were suffering from an "overload" of pressure, responsible for excessive spending and poor economic performance. I9 In that framework privatization represents one of several policies encouraging a counterrevolution of declining expectations. In a similar vein, Stuart Butler of the Heritage Foundation has argued that privatization can cure budget deficits by breaking up the kind of public spending coalitions described by public choice theory. Privatizing government enterprises and public services, in this view, will redirect aspirations into the market and encourage a more entrepreneurial consciousness.50 The political theory of privatization has several different, overlapping elements. First, the privatization of enterprises is a privatization of employment relations. The advocates of privatization hope to divert employees' wage claims from the public treasury, with its vast capacity for taxing and borrowing, to private employers, who presumably will have more spine in resisting wage demands. Moreover, the proponents hope for a trickle-down of entrepreneurship from the newly privatized managers to the workers; for that very reason, privatizers often are perfectly willing to sell to the workers, at an advantageous price, whole enterprises or at least some proportion of the shares. In addition, by shifting to private contractors even in a few selected areas, government might signal a harder line on wage concessions and thereby weaken public employee unions.
Privatization Good – A2: No Market - Tourism

There is a huge market for space tourism

Hudgins 01 [Edward, Director of Regulatory Studies Cato Institute, CATO Institute, “Space Policy and Space Tourism,” June 26, 2001, SM, accessed: 7/7/11, http://www.cato.org/testimony/ct-eh062601.html]
Private space travel offers one of the most promising potential space markets for the future. Surveys by the Space Transportation Association and other groups and scholars suggest that a majority of Americans would take a trip into space if they could afford it. Surveys that examine the prices individuals would be willing to pay to go into space place the value of that market at least at about $10 billion.  I suspect that if the actual prospect of going into space materializes, the market would grow even larger. After all, consider the place of space in popular culture. Some 20 million people each year visit the Air and Space Museum in Washington. Science fiction movies, television shows, books and magazines are enjoyed by more than a billion people worldwide and generate billions of dollars in revenue. These figures suggest that if rides on real rockets were readily available at reasonable rates, millions more would want to go. But the high costs as well as lack of availability keep those who dream of flying in space chained to the Earth. 
Privatization Good – A2: Debris

Privatization does not cause increased space debris, it is either non-unique to the status quo, or FCC regulations check.

Dinkin 04 [Sam, CEO of SpaceShot, The Space Review, “Space Privatization: Road to Freedom,” July 26, 2004, SM, Accessed: 7/9/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1]
There are also several ways to solve the debris problem. Satellite launchers can be taxed for cleanup, kind of like a bottle deposit. If the deposit money were sufficient to de-orbit a satellite, then private industry would be very keen on de-orbiting satellites after their useful life in order to get the money back. Another way to solve the debris problem is to begin to ablate or collect the orbiting debris.  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.
***Privatization Bad***
Privatization Fails – Cost

Private Companies won’t privatize space, it is simply too expensive to turn a profit, and even if they could the size of the market that could afford their products is simply too small.

Hesseldahl 03 [Arik, Reporter for Forbes.com, Forbes.com, “Privatize The Space Shuttles? Not So Fast,” February 3, 2003, SM, Accessed: 7/6/11 http://www.forbes.com/2003/02/03/cx_ah_0203space.html]
Even before the tragic events of the Space Shuttle Columbia this weekend, there was a growing chorus seeking the privatization of the shuttle business. At first glance, it would seem like a good idea: NASA could spare the American taxpayer the rising cost of maintaining the aging shuttle fleet. But even though a private operator could pick up the craft for a song, they would face the same high maintenance costs, a dwindling pool of suppliers and equipment that is unsuited to the new demands being placed on space missions.   While there will almost certainly be more shuttle flights--America has no other operational space vehicle ready to fly people into orbit--there won't be any new shuttles. The vehicles were conceived and designed during the 1970s. Building a new one based on propulsion and construction technologies that are 30 years old doesn't make any sense.   And NASA isn't really much in the shuttle business these days. Of its $15 billion annual budget, the agency spends only about $3.2 billion on the shuttle program. It spent $3.4 billion on unmanned space exploration programs like the Hubble Space Telescope. Another $1.6 billion goes to earth science.   When it does spend on the shuttles, it spends big: Estimates of the cost per flight range between $450 million and $500 million. A large part of that expenditure is on maintenance. In 1997, NASA spent $636 million, or about 20% of its $3.15 billion manned flight budget for that year, on "safety and performance upgrades," according to a 1998 General Accounting Office report. That was about $79.5 million for each of the eight shuttle missions NASA launched that year.   And maintenance costs are rising. In 1999 NASA spent $571.6 million on safety and performance upgrades but flew only three shuttle missions, for an average of $190 million per flight.   A 2002 study by Rand estimated that just maintaining the shuttles on the ground costs about $300 million annually. It said that the $1.1 billion NASA estimates it will need to continue upgrading the shuttles from 2003 to 2007 will not be enough to get the job done.   NASA has tried to get its costs more in line. Since 1996, it has handed over many of the functions related to running the shuttle program to a joint venture operated by Boeing (nyse: BA - news - people ) and Lockheed-Martin (nyse: LMT - news - people ) called the United Space Alliance. That arrangement reduced the number of contracts on the shuttle program from 29 to one. Total headcount has been reduced to fewer than 2,000 from 2,700 in 1991. It's not inconceivable that a fully privatized operation couldn't trim overhead even more than that.   Almost two years ago, NASA studied the idea of selling the shuttle fleet--with an estimated value of $2.5 billion per orbiter--to the private sector. Part of the reason for seeking privatization is the fact that so many NASA employees working on the program are nearing retirement age, taking with them valuable experience. It concluded that the program could be privatized as long as NASA kept a close working relationship with the private entity taking over, and that doing so was crucial to the shuttle's safety.   But the 2002 Rand report concluded that the only way NASA would be able to sell the fleet and related assets would be "at highly deflated prices"--pennies on the dollar.   So a private operator scoops up valued assets for chump change, turns the business around and walks into the sunset with millions, right? We've seen that movie a few hundred times.   Not so fast. The spaceships are old and the supply of necessary components is starting to dry up. Vendors that had for years become accustomed to a steady demand for space shuttle parts have found the slowdown in flight schedules bad for business. Some have sought other avenues of income or gone out of business entirely, the Rand study found.   So perhaps private operators, working with close NASA supervision could find new efficiencies to keep the shuttles flying. But what for?   The private-sector satellite launch business is growing. There were about $5 billion in launches in 2001, according to the Satellite Industry Association, and $9.4 billion was expected for 2002. But the field is crowded with lower-cost operators.   Tourism is often mentioned as the next big private opportunity in space, but at an estimated cost of $20 million per person--the price Dennis Tito paid to fly to the International Space Station--the market will undoubtedly be small. And since the shuttle carries a crew of seven, the only way to break even on tourist flights would be replace five crew members with passengers paying $100 million each.   And space manufacturing? We can't think of too many ventures that can drop a half a billion dollars getting their plant on line, only to shut it down after two weeks.   
Privatization Fails – Cost

Privatized space doesn’t work, it is too hard and too expensive for start- ups.

Freedman 10 [David, Scientific Journalist, Scientific American Vol 303 Issue 6, “Jump- Starting the Orbital Economy,” December 2010, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11]
 The shuttle is out. When NASA retires the space shuttle in the middle of next year, the U.S. will no longer be able to launch astronauts or supplies to the International Space Station. Private companies are in. The Obama administration has canceled Constellation, the planned successor to the shuttle, and instead plans to rely on private companies to ferry astronauts. Hopes are high. In theory, early government support of daring entrepreneurs could jump-start a vibrant economy centered on space travel, with competition pushing prices ever lower. Risks are, too. Yet no one knows if start-up companies will be able to deliver safe, affordable, reliable spacecraft. If they fail, human exploration of space could be set back by decades. TWO YEARS AGO DECEASED STAR TREK ACTOR JAMES "SCOTTY" DOOHAN WAS GRANTED one last adventure, courtesy of Space Exploration Technologies Corporation. SpaceX, a privately funded company based in Hawthorne, Calif., had been formed in 2002 with the mission of going where no start-up had gone before: Earth orbit. In August 2008 SpaceX loaded Doohan's cremated remains onto the third test flight of its Falcon 1, a liquid oxygen- and kerosene-fueled rocket bound for orbit. Yet about two minutes into the flight Doohan's final voyage ended prematurely when the rocket's first stage crashed into the second stage during separation. It was SpaceX's third failure in three attempts. Well, what did you expect? sneered old NASA hands, aerospace executives and the many others who hew to the conventional wisdom that safely ushering payloads and especially people hundreds of kilometers above Earth is a job for no less than armies of engineers, technicians and managers backed by billions in funding and decades-long development cycles. Space, after all, is hard. A small, private operation might be able to send a little stunt ship wobbling up tens of kilometers, as entrepreneur-engineer Burt Rutan did in 2004 to win the X-Prize. But that was a parlor trick compared with the kinds of operations NASA has been running over the years with the space shuttle and International Space Station. When you're going orbital, 100 kilometers is merely the length of the driveway, at the end of which you'd better be accelerating hard toward the seven kilometers a second needed to keep a payload falling around Earth 300 kilometers up. What, then, could the Obama administration have been thinking when it announced this past February that NASA should essentially get out of the manned-spaceship business and turn it over to private industry? Under the plan, NASA will write off most of the $9 billion invested so far in Constellation, the program to develop a replacement vehicle for the space shuttle capable of ferrying astronauts and supplies to the space station and, eventually, to the moon. Instead the agency will provide seed money to start-ups such as SpaceX, then agree to buy tickets to the space station on their rockets. It is a naive and reckless plan, a chorus of voices charged. Among the loudest was that of former astronaut and space icon Neil Armstrong, who was quick to scoff at the notion that the private sector is ready to take over from NASA. "It will require many years and substantial investment to reach the necessary level of safety and reliability," he stated. Leaving orbital ferrying in the hands of private companies, Armstrong and others insisted, would at best be setting the clock back on manned space exploration. And were private enterprise to drop the ball, perhaps even catastrophically, as many believe it would, the entire grand enterprise of sending people into space might come to a long-term or even permanent halt. Once NASA's massive manned-spaceflight machine is dismantled, rebuilding it might take far more time and money than anyone would want to spend. Yet despite these concerns, Congress reluctantly agreed to the plan this fall.
Privatization Fails – Cost
Up-start space programs fail more than they succeed, the cost is just too high.
Kivi 11 [Rose, Senior Writer for a multitude of news organizations including USA Today, Bright Hub, “A Look at the Private Space Sector: Do They Have What It Takes?” June 9, 2011, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11, http://www.brighthub.com/science/space/articles/11932.aspx]
 For all the little successes, there have been big failures and disappointments. Rocketplane Limited and Kistler Aerospace, initially a promising venture that would result in a cheap reliable reusable spacecraft (exactly what the Space Shuttle should have been), did not produce the intended K-1 vehicle. Kistler Rocketplane, bidding for NASA's COTS (Commercial Orbiter Transportation Services) program and later announcing its cooperation with Alliant Techsystems as the lead contractor for the vehicle, was eventually terminated from the program. Its future remains bleak and uncertain.  Some private space companies that failed to reach their goals were Beal Aerospace, BlastOff! Corporation and Rotary Rocket, Inc. Some merged or were acquired by more secure companies in the field and others completely abandoned work on their projects. Some smaller upstarts, like t/Space, UP Aerospace and Masten Space Systems are trying to be competitive but lack progress and funding. By the time they do have working vehicles, it might be too late. 

Privatization Fails – Complexity 

Private companies fail - Too complex to standardize

Dinerman 10 (Taylor Dinerman is a member of the board of advisers at Space Energy, writer for spacereview.com. “Space: The Final Frontier of Profit?” The Wall Street Journal, February 3 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059263418508030.html TDA)
President Barack Obama's proposed plan for NASA bets that the private sector—small, entrepreneurial firms as well as traditional aerospace companies—can safely carry the burden of flying U.S. astronauts into space at a fraction of the former price. The main idea: to spend $6 billion over the next five years to help develop new commercial spacecraft capable of carrying humans. The private sector simply is not up for the job. For one, NASA will have to establish a system to certify commercial orbital vehicles as safe for human transport, and with government bureaucracy, that will take years. Never mind the challenges of obtaining insurance. Entrepreneurial companies have consistently overpromised and under-delivered. Over the past 30 years, over a dozen start-ups have tried to break into the launch business. The only one to make the transition into a respectably sized space company is Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va. Building vehicles capable of going into orbit is not for the fainthearted or the undercapitalized.
Privatization Fails - Technology

Their evidence – including SpaceShipOne – is severely flawed. Private technology without government involvement is nowhere near ready; we might as well invest in pixie dust.
Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 7-8, PN]
A number of space enthusiasts tout free enterprise as the wave of the future in space development, and take great delight in disparaging government space projects as building the wrong capabilities for too much money. These detractors are “space cowboys” with big hats and no cattle. The authors have no doubt that free enterprise will be important to space development, but we have grave doubts that it will have a significant impact in the near future. Yes, government programs are expensive, because there are extraordinary engineering challenges to getting into space on the cheap. Some have defended the libertarian vision of private space development by mentioning such things as the federal Homestead Act. The SpaceShipOne flights are supposed evidence that private space tourism is not far in the future, and that private space travel to the Moon or Mars is not hopelessly romantic. The use of in situ resources, inflatable habitats, nanotechnology, and advances in computer tech/robotics should bring unanticipated capabilities and cost reductions. And so might pixie dust. Engineering solutions are based on technology in hand, not unobtainium beyond the horizon. The question is: “When?” Some space enthusiasts point to the rapid improvements in computer technology- -and the huge commercial industry it has spawned—as a model for projecting a coming explosion in commercial space travel. The authors urge caution. Nanotechnology is nothing more than the extension of Moore’s Law from the micrometer realm into the nanometer realm. It has been anticipated for decades. It does not represent a sudden, steep upswing in the rate of technological progress. There was none during the computer revolution in the late ‘80s, early ‘90s; it was steady, incremental progress. Moore’s Law of doubling chip capacity every two years has held for 40 years. 
Privatization Fails - Infrastructure

Privatization fails – can’t develop infrastructure without government involvement, multiple empirical warrants prove
Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 14-16, PN]
The real barrier to commercializing space is the huge capital investment that is required to develop a transplanetary infrastructure. Libertarian space cowboys imagine that private enterprise can pull itself up to the Moon and Mars by its own bootstraps. These assertions ignore the history of opening frontiers. In the early days of railroads, a private company might build a line from New York to Buffalo, but New York was already there, Buffalo was already there, and there were Albany and Schenectady in between. On the other hand, the transcontinental railroad that opened the West was a massive US government project to span a vast expanse of nothingness. Similarly, the Russian government built the trans-Siberian railroad. A French joint-stock company went bankrupt beginning the Panama Canal; the US government stepped in and finished the job. The St. Lawrence Seaway was the joint project of two national governments. The US government funded the interstate freeway system, which enabled a massive expansion of the automobile industry, trucking industry, the oil industry, and the suburbs. The airline industry initially developed under federal contracts to transport mail. The Boeing B-707 was developed under an Air Force contract as the KC-135 tanker. The Lockheed L-1011 Tristar development project bankrupted not only Lockheed but Rolls-Royce as well, which was developing the jet engines for that airliner; the US and British governments stepped in to bail out these companies. The commercial space launchers in service today were all originally developed on government contracts. Most of them began as ballistic missiles to deliver nuclear weapons to distant targets. Today, private companies build and operate trucks, ships, aircraft, launch vehicles, and satellites, but it is governments that maintain the highways, seaports, airports, and spaceports--the infrastructure that is the foundation of all of these commercial activities.
Privatization Fails – No Market 

There is not a market for space, even aerospace leaders doubt the market’s success

Kushner 11 [David, Journalist for Discover Magazine, Discover, “Launching Into the Era of Private Spaceflight,” January 5, 11, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11, http://discovermagazine.com/2010/sep/18-launching-into-age-of-private-spaceflight/article_view?b_start:int=0&-C=]
 But many politicians and pundits do not trust that private companies can get the job done safely and effectively. Their concerns range from the technological challenges to the economics of putting people into space: If NASA downsizes, where will the money come from to finance the development of a whole new industry? And if other customers do not materialize, can NASA alone keep that industry afloat? The attacks have been especially swift and sharp from senators Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) and Richard Shelby (R-AL), who represent states that currently get substantial NASA investment, as well as from former Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong and Eugene Cernan. Armstrong called the cancellation of Constellation "devastating." More surprising, even major aerospace companies have expressed doubt. John Karas, vice president and general manager of human spaceflight at Lockheed Martin, recently declared, “I don’t think there is a business case for us.” “I don’t believe this was the right way to go at this time, as it places an incredible amount of pressure on private companies,” says Scott Pace, director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University in Washington, D.C. “They say they’re up to it, and I hope they are, but government policy should not be so reliant on private business plans.”  
Privatization Fails – No Military Market

USFG independence inevitable – threats/losses stemming from ties to U.S. force the military to build for itself

Fuller et al 11 (Joseph Fuller Jr. [Founder and President of Futron Corporation], Jeffrey Foust [Program Manager at the Futron Corporation], Chad Frappier [researcher at the Futron Corporation], Dustin Kaiser [Senior Analyst at the Futron Corporation], and David Vaccaro [Senior Analyst with the Futron Corporation]. “The Commercial Space Industry: A Critical Spacepower Consideration,” Toward a Theory of Spacepower, Chapter 6, February 2011, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch6.html, TDA)
Another issue that could have effects on the commercial space industry in the future is the threat of hostile attacks against its assets, which would be detrimental to the industry. The U.S. military has continued to increase its reliance on commercial space assets, particularly communications and remote sensing capabilities. This reliance leads to concerns about attacks on commercial assets that are being used, or are perceived to be used, for military purposes. Vulnerabilities exist in the space and ground segments as well as in the transmission and sensing of data—the entire commercial industry is vulnerable, though efforts have begun to strengthen commercial space defenses against attacks. Potential attacks could range from physical to electronic attacks that destroy, deny, or disable space capabilities. If commercial assets are targeted and rendered inoperable, their operators will incur financial losses. Satellite operators who avoid working with the military may still have their assets targeted, and the consequences of attacks on noncommercial assets—for example, orbital debris—could affect commercial assets. If commercial assets are targeted, the military may be more inclined to build their own hardened spacecraft rather than purchase services from industry, meaning there will be significant consequences for the overall commercial industry.

Privatization Fails – NASA Funding Key

NASA funding key
Foust 10 (Jeff Foust is a Program Manager at the Futron Corporation and the editor and publisher of The Space Review. “Recasting the Debate about commercial crew”, The Space Review, July 26 2010. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1671/1, TDA)
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.  That conclusion was echoed last week by Boeing officials in Farnborough in discussions of funding development of the CST-100. “The money that NASA has proposed being invested allows us to close the business case,” said John Elbon, manager of Boeing’s commercial crew program. “It would be very difficult for us to make a decision to move out if there is no decision in Congress to support commercial crew.”

Privatization Fails – No Innovation

Private companies have no reason to innovate

Wallace 7/8/11 (Lane Wallace is an author, pilot and entrepreneur who has written several books for NASA. “As the Shuttle Mission Ends, Analyzing the Cost of Exploration”, The Atlantic, http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2011/07/as-the-shuttle-mission-ends-analyzing-the-cost-of-exploration/241586/, TDA)

But exploration of the cosmos -- even through robotic eyes -- still takes an enormous amount of commitment and investment. Which is to say ... money. Federal, government money. Why government money? For the very same reason national laboratories, NASA, and its predecessor, the National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics, were formed in the first place. Private industry has no incentive to invest in endeavors where either: a) the result is greater scientific knowledge or understanding, but nothing that has any hope of a fiscal return on investment, or b) cutting-edge technology whose development is so nascent that its incorporation into commercial products is simply too risky to attempt.

Privatization Fails – No Settlement

Private companies are a far ways away from space settlement abilities.
Wasser and Jobes 08 [Alan, Chairman of the Space Settlement Institute, Douglas, President of The Space Settlement Institute, Journal of the Air Law and Commerce 73.37, “SPACE SETTLEMENTS, PROPERTY RIGHTS, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW: COULD A LUNAR SETTLEMENT CLAIM THE LUNAR REAL ESTATE IT NEEDS TO SURVIVE?” Winter 2008, SM, Accessed: 7/10/11]

Unfortunately, neither private enterprise nor government currently has a sufficient incentive to invest the billions of dollars  [*39]  necessary to make space settlement happen. In the private sector, even the recent accomplishments of space entrepreneurs such as Richard Branson and Robert Bigelow are but tiny steps towards settlement. n3 These billionaires may be able to get a few passengers to low Earth orbit, but it is very unlikely that they will finance technology for people to live in space, especially on the Moon or Mars. n4 They may be wealthy, but they are not that wealthy. And the U.S. government's current "Return to the Moon" plan n5 has numerous hurdles, not the least of which is whether financing will be sustained over the next decades by future administrations. In any case, the goal of the program is not a thriving settlement on the Moon, but rather a limited, government-run Moon base. n6 The government space programs of other countries are even farther behind with regard to space settlement.  
Privatization Fails – Risk-taking

Private companies are willing to take more risks and cause space to be much more dangerous. 

Malik 04 [Tariq, Staff Writer for Space.com, Space.com, “Going Private: The Promise and Danger of Space Travel,” September 30, 2004, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11, http://www.space.com/386-private-promise-danger-space-travel.html]
Yesterday pilot Mike Melvill -- the first civilian astronaut -- again flew the privately built SpaceShipOne to suborbital height in a very public launch that drew crowds of people and was broadcast live on the Internet. The flight was the first of two planned launch attempts to win the $10 million Ansari X Prize, a competition designed to spur construction of reusable manned spacecraft.  While successful, the flight had its share of danger, when SpaceShipOne went into an unexpected roll near the top of its trajectory, spinning some 20 times. The incident, combined with a control issue during a previous SpaceShipOne flight, highlights the risk inherent in space travel.  That risk, present during the entire Space Age, could grow as the industry is privatized.  "Private individuals are willing to take risks that government [agencies] can't take," explained Howard McCurdy, a space historian and professor of public affairs at American University in Washington, D.C. "I think [the X Prize] clearly has a Lindburgh effect that is drawing attention to the field." 

Private Companies are willing to take too many risks, their success rates will be less than 1 in 50.

Malik 04 [Tariq, Staff Writer for Space.com, Space.com, “Going Private: The Promise and Danger of Space Travel,” September 30, 2004, SM, Accessed: 7/8/11, http://www.space.com/386-private-promise-danger-space-travel.html]
The current spirit of today's privately funded human spaceflight efforts is akin to that of NASA's suborbital Mercury program in the 1960s, McCurdy said. But there are stark differences, too. Spaceflight then was a matter of national prestige, with NASA and the U.S. reluctant to stretch risks of both pilots or spacecraft.  Commercial firms have a little more breathing room when it comes to risk.  "We must live with these risks and the possibility to fail," Diamandis said during yesterday's SpaceShipOne flight. "Without taking risks, there are no breakthroughs."  Burt Rutan, the engineer behind SpaceShipOne, told SPACE.com in a Sept. 23 telephone interview that there is "no way" that SpaceShipOne would be as safe as a 747 jetliner. Instead, he said, he and his team are aiming at achieving the safety rates of the early airliners.  "This isn't like flying airplanes, or United," said Whitesides, of the NSS. "What they are doing is hard." He added that preparing for the new risks can mean adjustments as a culture and as a society.  "Space is risky, and somewhere, sometime over the next 10 years, we have to expect things are not always going to go well, and we have to ready for that," Whitesides said in a telephone interview.  Despite the increased risk, people will pay for a ride that goes fast and a ride that goes high, analysts say.  For example, adventure seekers and mountaineers pay upwards of $100,000 to scale mountains such as Everest or the challenging K2, knowing they might not return.  "But still, people are clamoring to go," McCurdy said. "There appears to be this incredible draw for some people."  On a regular airplane, McCurdy said, the risk of not making it to your destination is about 1 in 10 million, while on a military combat mission the odds are about 1 in 23,000. Military risk levels, rather than the current 1 in 50 for human spaceflight, could be a good target for Rutan's and other spacecraft, he added.

Privatization Fails – Leadership

Privatization ruins US space leadership – ends key NASA research

Levine 85 (Arthur L., Professor of Public Administration @ Baruch College, former chairperson of the Section on Science and Technology in Government. “Commercialization of Space: Policy and Administration Issues” Public Administration Review © Sep-Oct 1985) JM
A worrisome impact of commercialization may be that the U.S. will cease to do advanced research in important areas vital to U.S. leadership. With commercialization, industry may be expected by the administration and Congress to take on such research. Because of the cost, however, industry may not be willing to do so. This situation occurred in advanced communications satellite research in the I970s. Because of the commercial success in satellite communications, federal budget officials and Congress reasoned that industry would handle its research needs. Accordingly, the NASA program in this area ended in 1973. By the late 1970s, it was realized that industry was not doing enough research in some of the most crucial areas of communications satellite technology-the 20»°‘3U GHz frequency band-and in such innovations as on-board signal processing and switching. Such research is not only important for commercial opportunities. It is also needed to make more efficient use of scarce orbital slots to accommodate access for many nations, particularly developing countries." Thus, administration policy makers gave NASA the green light to reenter satellite communications research. In 1984, however, OMB turned the red light on again by eliminating from the NASA budget money to test flight NASA’s Advanced Technology Satellite (ATS). The main reason for OMB’s action was Hughes Aircraft’s intent to build and launch a 20/30 GHz satellite. The NASA satellite, built by RCA, is seen by Hughes as a potential competitor to its spacecraft.” Congress restored funding for ATS for fiscal l985, and the administration is keeping it in the fiscal budget. The incident points up another paradox of commercialization- NASA’s role as both purchaser of space vehicles to perform advanced research and its role as promoter of commercialization." Research gaps could develop with land remote sensing technology once it is privatized. A number of observers and firms have expressed concern over the possibility of NASA withdrawing from advanced research in this area." 

Privatization Fails – Leadership (Links to PTX)
Private companies bad - kills NASA leadership and links to politics

Sterner 10 (Eric R. Sterner is a Fellow at the George C. Marshall institute, and held senior staff positions at the DOD and NASA. “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” The Marshall Institute Policy Outlook, April 2010, Pg 11-12, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf, TDA)

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. 
Privatization Bad – A2: Innovation
Their authors concede – while private companies innovate quickly, public policy diffusion outweighs in innovation over time

Bouché & Volden 10 (Vanessa, Ph.D. candidate in Political Science @ Ohio State Univeristy & Craig, Professor of Political Science @ Ohio State University. “Privatization and Diffusion of Innovation” http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/cvolden/BVPrivatization.pdf July 2010) JM

We argue that privatization of public good provision can indeed lead to a competitive market   environment that initially promotes innovative policy choices.  However, for subnational   governments within federal systems, this increased innovativeness is counter-balanced over time in   non-privatized governments by the rapid diffusion of policies across networks of public officials   who learn from one another’s policy experiments.  Thus, while private systems may promote early   policy innovativeness, public systems may catch up over time and in some instances even surpass   the innovativeness originally enjoyed in privatized systems.    

Public officials diffuse innovative policies and ideas – private companies act in isolated contracts which restricts innovation.

Bouché & Volden 10 (Vanessa, Ph.D. candidate in Political Science @ Ohio State Univeristy & Craig, Professor of Political Science @ Ohio State University. “Privatization and Diffusion of Innovation” http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/cvolden/BVPrivatization.pdf July 2010) JM
Third, the interactions among early adopters and those who might learn from them reflect   these incentives and abilities.  As part of a community seeking to improve policy outcomes, public   officials have incentives not only to share information about the policies they have tried, but also to   learn from other governments’ experiences. Their goals and assigned tasks are often quite similar   from one jurisdiction to the next.  The nature of contracting, however, means that networks of   contractors (or of public officials who contract with specific entities) are more piecemeal.    Contractual arrangements differ significantly from one jurisdiction to the next.  Whereas one   contract may extend significant autonomy to the private contractor with respect to service provision, another contract may severely limit the contractor’s discretion.  Some contractors operate in a single   jurisdiction, while others span multiple jurisdictions.  Some are mainly focused on the task assigned   in the contract, while others (some nonprofit and religious organizations, for example) see the   contract as secondary to their main purpose.  This diversity of goals, interests, and abilities   diminishes the strength of the networks that can be constructed for policy learning.  In sum, these considerations lead to the following hypothesis:   Diffusion Counter-Balancing Privatization Hypothesis: Governments that provide their   services directly are more likely than are private providers to adopt innovations found elsewhere.    This diffusion of policy innovations counter-balances the enhanced initial innovativeness typically   accompanying privatization. 

Privatization Bad – A2: Avoids OST 

The OST makes governments responsible to see that private activities in space conform with the treaty.

Gangale & Dudley-Rowley 08 (Thomas, Masters in International Relations @ San Francisco State University & Marilyn, Ph.D. in Sociology @ The University of South Carolina, “To Build Bifrost: Developing Space Property Rights and Infrastructure” State Recognition of Private Claims to Real Property p. 3, 6/6/2008) JM
The Outer Space Treaty, Article II 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.  Article VI states: States Parties to the Treaty shall bear international responsibility for national activities in outer space, including the moon  and other celestial bodies, whether such activities are carried on by  governmental agencies or by nongovernmental   entities, and for assuring that national activities are carried out in conformity with the provisions set forth in the present   Treaty 

Under the OST, states are responsible for their private enterprises – ANY appropriation of territory violates the treaty, government or not. 

Gangale & Dudley-Rowley 08 (Thomas, Masters in International Relations @ San Francisco State University & Marilyn, Ph.D. in Sociology @ The University of South Carolina, “To Build Bifrost: Developing Space Property Rights and Infrastructure” Nongovernmental Appropriation of Real Property p. 3, 6/6/2008) JM
White states:   Article II of the Outer Space Treaty prohibits territorial sovereignty but does not prohibit private appropriation. Hence,   private entities may appropriate area in outer space or on a celestial body, although states may not.  8  Again, this argument conveniently ignores the “any other means” clause of Article II, as well as its tie to Article   VI, which obligates states to assure that national activities, including those of nongovernmental entities, are carried   out in conformity with the provisions of the treaty. Thus, states have a duty to revoke the license of a national entity,   or entity launching from its territory, that violates provisions of the treaty. As space law specialist Lawrence A.   Cooper states:   Some have argued that OST’s broad definitions allow individual appropriation of space and celestial bodies because it   only specifically prohibits appropriation  by States; however,  States are responsible for the actions of individuals, and   property claims must occur through the State’s property laws. Therefore individuals may not claim space or celestial   bodies.  9  Economist Sam Dinkin, who advocates the development of real property rights in outer space, likewise believes   that they do not exist under current treaty language:   The Outer Space Treaty of 1967, which has been ratified by 98 nations and signed by an additional 27, forbade property   rights in space. No nations can make property rights claims. Further, the conventional interpretation of the treaty is that   no one at all can make property rights claims.  10  In addition to considering arguments based on Articles II and VI, it should be noted that Article I states:   Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and  use by all States without   discrimination of any kind, on a basis of equality and in accordance with international law, and there shall be free access   to all areas of celestial bodies.  11  Shin Hongkyun has pointed out: “Appropriation of vast tracts of land for their exclusive use violates Article I,   and is unnecessary to ensure non-interference in the vicinity of an activity.”  12   Certainly the appropriation of Alaskasize and even US-size territories as advocated by Wasser’s Space Settlement Institute is antithetical to “free access.” 

Private companies appropriating territory violates the OST
Dinerman 07 (Taylor, board of advisers at Space Energy, writer for spacereview.com. “Beyond the Outer Space Treaty,” The Space Review, October 1 2007, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/965/1,  TDA)
No major organization has yet tried to implement such control, but the day may soon come when someone will try and push the limits. The OST states in Article 6 that, “The activities of non-governmental entities in outer space shall require authorization and continuing supervision by the appropriate State Party to the Treaty.” For the moment this has worked out pretty well, but when one state or group of states considers that the authorization and supervision of private activities in space by another state is inadequate or is harmful to their interests, this will lead to a legal or moral challenge to the responsible state. Such a challenge could easily lead to the first major politico-legal space crisis.
***Commercialization Good***
Commercialization Solves – USFG Not Key

USFG not key – Independent commercial growth helps government programs in the long run
Pace 11 (Scott Pace is the director of the Space Policy Institute at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, and former Associate Administrator for Program Analysis and Evaluation at NASA. “Merchant and Guardian Challenges in the Exercise of Spacepower” Toward a Theory of Spacepower, Chapter 7, February 2011, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch7.html, TDA)
The growth of commercial space capabilities calls attention to the interplay between public and private interests in dual-use space technologies, which include launch services, communications, navigation, and remote sensing. These technologies have great potential to shape which national capabilities actually occur and whether American interests are advanced or harmed as they are adopted in global markets. In contrast to when the von Braun paradigm was created, the size and scope of commercial space activity are immense. Events such as SpaceShipOne's 2004 suborbital flight and Bigelow Aerospace's 2006 demonstration of an inflatable structure in space, and private financing of new launch vehicles, such as SpaceX's Falcon, indicate the increasing sophistication of space entrepreneurs. The combination of well-established industries and dynamic new entrants is creating opportunities for governments as well. The Defense Department hopes to use the Falcon launch vehicle for small payloads, and NASA hopes to buy commercial launch services to support the International Space Station after the administration retires the space shuttle in 2010. Public interest in space tourism was not created by government policy; private citizens have expressed a desire to travel to space and have spent millions of dollars of their own money for the privilege. This interest could some day evolve into a viable market that will attract entrepreneurs, who in turn may create capabilities that governments can use without having to pay for their development.  Single government projects by themselves may be vital, but they are not always interesting or indicative of future challenges. Many commercial activities rely on government policies and actions, but they are independent of government command or direct control. Markets, funding, and even technologies are almost completely international. Government spending, while still dominant in many space markets, is not as important or even as attractive as it once was. As a consequence, it is insufficient to focus only on government space programs and budgets. Space analysts and policymakers need to address the more subtle relations between government actions and private markets. New schools of thought are needed that recognize a greater role for the private sector in creating and sustaining capabilities relevant to the Nation's spacepower. 
Private companies follow national interests – space law proves

Hertzfeld 11 (Henry R. Hertzfeld is a Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs in the 

Space Policy Institute and the Center for International Science and Technology Policy at 

George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs. “Commerical Space and Spacepower,” Toward a Theory of Spacepower, Chapter 5, February 2011, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch5.html, TDA)

Looking to the future growth of commercial space companies and the multinational aspects of commercial space raises an interesting question regarding spacepower. Specifically, will it be possible for commercial interests to supersede other national interests in space? The short answer is no. Besides the clear dual use of all space products, space law, as defined by current United Nations treaties on outer space, makes nations responsible for the actions of their citizens in outer space. To get to space and to do anything there, a company will need the formal approval of a parent nation. Since each nation may be both jointly and separately liable for certain types of damage from space objects, it will be difficult, if not impossible, for a company to operate in space without supervision. Therefore, unless the major legal tenets of space activity change, commercial interests will be subservient to national interests in space and will face major regulatory controls.

Commercialization Solves – Budget 

Commercialization is the only way to afford space exploration in the coming decades

Foust 5 (Jeff, editor and publisher of The Space Review, TSR, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/418/1)JFS
There’s just one problem with this approach: the money’s not there. Shank made that clear in his presentation as he outlined the overall exploration roadmap. “We’ve run the numbers, the budget numbers, and we can’t afford this plan—we simply can’t—if we follow the business-as-usual approach.” He didn’t go into the specifics of what made this unaffordable, although he later indicated that the problems were in the out-years beyond 2010 when NASA had to fund continued operations of the ISS and the new CEV while developing a heavy-lift launch vehicle and other systems needed for a human return to the Moon. However, as Shank put it, “If there’s one thing about Mike Griffin that industry and stakeholders are learning about, it’s that he’s not a business-as-usual kind of guy… The NASA budget is only so much per year. It is just a matter of what it is you want to do with that money. So we, NASA, need to be smarter customers.” That opens the door for alternative approaches, including the purchase of commercial services. “NASA needs commercial ISS crew and cargo operations,” Shank said. “If we assume CEV was the only vehicle, in a business-as-usual conservative costing approach, that if we didn’t take a firm fixed-price approach towards our acquisition practices on how we’re going to provide ISS crew and cargo, we could not afford to move on to the Moon. Therefore, we need to take this ISS crew/cargo procurement very seriously.” That statement is the strongest yet about the role commercialization will play in the overall Vision, a position that has evolved even during the three months Griffin has been in the administrator’s office. In a speech at a Women in Aerospace event in Washington in early May, Griffin talked positively about commercialization but seemed reticent about using commercial services in the heart of the overall plan: I cannot put public money at risk, depending on a commercial provider to be in my series path. He might decide not to show up for good and valid business reasons. Okay? I can't put return to the moon and crew exploration vehicle capability, I can't put the ability to send humans into low earth orbit on behalf of the government at risk, based on whether or not a commercial provider decides that he actually wants to do it that day. But I can provide mechanisms where if the commercial provider shows up, the government will stand down and will buy its service and its capability from the industrial provider and let them have the competition among themselves. Now, though, instead of standing down a government service in favor of a commercial service, NASA is intending to rely primarily on commercial ISS resupply services once the shuttle is retired. “For servicing the International Space Station, the CEV is only intended as a backup capability,” Shank said. “That is a hard requirement from Mike Griffin. There were significant discussions on that. So we need to make the proper investments in order to incentivize the commercial industry to be there.”

Commercialization Solves – Tourism/Mining

Tourism and mining will be driven by commercialization

Britt 3 (Robert Roy, Space.com, republished by The Free Republic, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1036069/posts)JFS
There is no agreement among scientists over the role private enterprise ought to play in human spaceflight. Yet already, commercial companies help build the machines that carry astronauts into space. Many experts think space tourism and even certain mining and manufacturing will succeed in space if only entrepreneurs are turned loose (and perhaps assisted with federal money or incentives). "Perhaps future space probes will be plastered in commercial logos, just as Formula I racers are now," Rees says. "Perhaps 'robo-wars' in space will be a lucrative spectator sport."

Commercialization Solves – ISS

Only a privatized NASA solves

Hudgins 1 (Edward L., Director of Regulatory Studies @ CATO, 4/5, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=4329)AL
No matter what the outcome, the lesson of NASA’s fight with Tito is clear. Top NASA officials will run the space station like old Soviet apparatchiks run their factories. The station’s costs will be far higher than the goods and services it produces. And those officials will have no clue or care about whether the station meets real market demands.  The solution to the problem is the same as for the old Soviet factories. When the station is complete it should be spun off as a private entity or at least be operated on a commercial basis by private companies. The Russians are rediscovering the benefits of free markets. It’s about time NASA did the same. 

Commercialization Solves – Mars

Commercialization fills holes in the budget – solves mars 

Davidson 9 (Hoyt, founder, CEO, Partner, and Managing Member of Near Earth LLC, http://www.nearearthllc.com/analysis/presentations/vol5.9.1.pdf)JFS
Pathway to Mars: The commission acknowledges human exploration of Mars as NASA’s ultimate goal, but suggests it is not a realistic first step given budgetary constraints and technical challenges. I know this will be heart breaking for many Mars enthusiasts, but unless our politicians have a mass epiphany and reallocate a hundred billion dollars or so, humans to Mars before 2030 just isn’t likely with today’s technology. Of course, they did give this amount to save AIG, but perhaps safeguarding our financial system was a higher priority. Options for the Human Spaceflight Program: The commission did not really address the humans versus robots debate, but did say human exploration beyond low-Earth orbit was not feasible with the 2010 fiscal year budget. However, they did believe meaningful human exploration beyond low-Earth orbit was feasible if we grew NASA’s budget to $3 billion above 2010 baseline by 2014 and then grew at 2.4% per year for inflation versus the current 1.4% budgeted annual increase. So, for roughly the cost of a “cash for clunkers” program (that mostly just increased Japanese car sales) we could have a meaningful human space exploration program. Sounds like a good national investment to me. The real option left unanswered by the commission is whether to (a) go first to the Moon to either develop a small colony or thoroughly explore the Moon’s surface at diverse sites or (b) adopt a more “Flexible Path” visiting many new sites such as asteroids and other near Earth objects, Lagrange points (i.e. orbital points of special gravitational properties), and moons of Mars, plus additional robotic exploration of the Martian surface. The two paths are not mutually exclusive, but it is clear that we do not have budget to do both. This will not be an easy decision and based on the discussion below, perhaps one that does not need to be made if NASA is allowed to expand its support of space commercialization.
Commercialization Solves – Moon

Commercialization solves moon bases

Taylor 98 (Larry, prof of Planetary Geochemistry, worked on Apollo, University of Tennessee @ Knoxville, http://www.utk.edu/tntoday/1998/03/09/moon-water-could-spark-commercialization-legal-issues-475)JFS
This will spur commercialization of the moon, Taylor said. some companies have expressed interest in building a moon base for planetary exploration, or even chartering travel excursions to the moon, he said.  ”To have a colony on the moon, the incentive is going to have to be commercial or some type of economic return,” Taylor said. “Basic science is not going to drive moon exploration. Even for Apollo, politics and engineering were initial drivers, not science.  ”There’s a lot of effort by companies to actually get their own flight to the moon and establish various commercial ventures,” Taylor said. “The presence of water makes it much more enticing.”

***Commercialization Bad***
Commercialization Fails – Dependability

Commercialization is dependent on the will of the market

Foust 5 (Jeff, editor and publisher of The Space Review, TSR, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/418/1)JFS
That statement is the strongest yet about the role commercialization will play in the overall Vision, a position that has evolved even during the three months Griffin has been in the administrator’s office. In a speech at a Women in Aerospace event in Washington in early May, Griffin talked positively about commercialization but seemed reticent about using commercial services in the heart of the overall plan: I cannot put public money at risk, depending on a commercial provider to be in my series path. He might decide not to show up for good and valid business reasons. Okay? I can't put return to the moon and crew exploration vehicle capability, I can't put the ability to send humans into low earth orbit on behalf of the government at risk, based on whether or not a commercial provider decides that he actually wants to do it that day. But I can provide mechanisms where if the commercial provider shows up, the government will stand down and will buy its service and its capability from the industrial provider and let them have the competition among themselves. 
Commercialization Fails – Doesn’t Solve SSP

Companies are already working towards the counterplan 

Kennedy 9 (Jack, Writer for Spaceports, http://spaceports.blogspot.com/2009/04/commercialization-of-space-based-solar.html)JFS
The utility news abounds this week with the announcement that Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (PG&E) and Solaren Corp., an eight-year-old company based in Manhattan Beach, Calif., are seeking state regulatory approval of using a space-based solar power generator in Earth orbit to power a segment of the state's energy grid in 2016. More from Scientific American.   Last year, the Virginia-based Dominion Resources utility officials heard a presentation a space-based solar power form a representative of the Pentagon's National Security Space Office and offered to support the concept in letters to members of Congress. Space advocates in Virginia are urging a partnership among Dominion Resources, Orbital Sciences Corporation, the Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport and others to use Virginia assets for space-based solar power late in the next decade as well.
***Tax Incentives Good***
Tax Incentives Popular

Counterplan is supported by the senate and corporations

Cohn 10 (Micheal, Editor in chief @ Accounting Today, http://www.accountingtoday.com/news/Astronaut-Senator-Wants-Tax-Breaks-for-Space-55282-1.html)JFS
Earlier this month, the Senate unanimously passed another bill from Nelson that would provide enough money for another space shuttle flight next year, in order to jump-start NASA’s new heavy-lift rocket design, and help develop the commercial rocket industry, aimed at saving the jobs of thousands of displaced shuttle workers. Comparable legislation has been introduced in the House. The new proposal to give tax breaks to commercial space entrepreneurs is already drawing support from the aerospace industry, including Space Florida, a state-backed organization that promotes the development of commercial rocketry and related undertakings. 

Conservatives like tax incentives
Space Politics 11 (Staff Writers, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/02/09/conservatives-for-commercial-space)JFS
A group of conservatives calling on the government to turn over more of its activities to the private sector would seem hardly surprising or newsworthy. However, in the often distorted world of space policy of the last year, such a declaration is perceived at the very least as necessary.  “It’s been a funny year in space policy,” said Rand Simberg, representing the Competitive Enterprise Institute, at a hastily-organized Capitol Hill event announcing the formation of the Competitive Space Task Force (I received the media advisory about it a full 22 minutes before it was scheduled to start.) The task force is a coalition of conservative groups and individuals seeking “a free and competitive market for spaceflight and space services enabling the country to recapture the imagination and innovation of America’s space program and foster a new entrepreneurial spirit in the emerging Space Economy,” according to its press release. “We’re here to try and change the conversation,” Simberg, chairman of the task force, said.  The task force wants to drum up support among conservatives for the administration’s proposals to develop commercial crew transportation systems and terminate the Constellation program, despite the fact that they come from a White House whose policies are generally anathema to most conservatives. In particular, they argue that commercialization efforts can help NASA get more done with limited funding and allow it to focus on cutting edge work beyond the scope of the private sector. “That’s what this effort is all about, is to add to our ability to do space, not subtract from our ability to do space,” said Bob Walker, former chairman of the House Science Committee. He added that over the last two decades NASA has become “unaffordable” because it can’t handle alone everything the country wants to do in space. 
Tax breaks for space are popular – jobs

Orlando News 10 (WESH News Station, Subsidiary of NBC News, http://www.wesh.com/r/24656143/detail.html)JFS
With 8,000 space shuttle jobs on the chopping block, tax incentives could soon come to the space coast to help those who lost their jobs.  Sen. Bill Nelson wants to create an enterprise zone in Central Florida for commercial space businesses -- businesses like SpaceX, the private rocket company that wants to launch people and cargo to the space station.  The enterprise zone would give companies, like SpaceX, tax breaks.  There are also proposals in the works to invest taxpayer dollars in commercial space businesses, and to spend 40-million dollars searching for new ideas to bring businesses to the Space Coast.  Local economic development leaders are pushing for the tax incentives, saying the plan will create new jobs.  
Tax Incentives Popular

Incentives or prizes for private companies in space are popular with NASA, the congress and the private companies

Foust 04 (Bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Prize hearing reminder”, Space Politics, July 14, 2004, CGW)

For those who missed the discussion about this hearing last week, the House Science Committee’s space subcommittee is holding a hearing Thursday morning about the role prizes and competition can play in space exploration. The lineup of witnesses is slightly different than what was reported last week, with Robert Walker and Douglas Holtz-Eakin (director of the Congressional Budget Office) added to the panel, with Craig Steidle as the only NASA representative.  During yesterday’s AIAA Commercial Space Roundtable, the prize concept was a popular topic of discussion. Most of the participants were in favor of increased use of prizes (and “prize-like” contracts that pay only on delivery). There was also some discussion of offering tax incentives for people who contribute to private prize efforts as well as creating an external foundation of some kind that would oversee prize efforts, both as ways to get around potential issues with direct government prize awards. Congressman Rohrabacher, chairman of the space subcommittee, was in attendance during for the full duration of the roundtable, and showed a particular interest in prize issues. 

Privatization incentives are popular in the congress- offsets job losses

Foust 10 (Bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Tax breaks and other incentives”, Space Politics, August 17, 2010, CGW)

Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL) is expected to announced today legislation that would provide tax brakes for the commercial space industry. The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would establish up to five enterprise zones around the country where businesses involved in the commercial space industry could get a variety of tax breaks or credits; the legislation would also provide tax credits for investment in such companies (the credits would be valued at 20 percent of their investment, which would have to remain in place for five years, according to the AP.)  The legislation faces two major challenges. One is that there’s no offset for the cost of the legislation, which would depend on just how many companies and investors take advantage of the bill. The second is that Nelson is introducing the bill very late in the current Congress: given the limited time left this year, even with a lame-duck session after November’s elections, it seems at first glance unlikely that the bill would make it through unless attached to other legislation.  In addition to Nelson’s legislation, details are emerging about the plan to provide $40 million in support to the Space Coast to help offset job losses and other economic impacts from the retirement of the shuttle. President Obama, who announced the funding in his April 15th speech at the Kennedy Space Center, asked for a plan by August 15th. Most of that money, $35 million, will go for grants to support businesses in several markets, including aviation, clean energy, homeland security, information technology and life sciences. The other $5 million would be for a proposed FAA commercial space center at Cape Canaveral, few details of which were disclosed. More details about the plan are due out today.  

Tax Incentives Popular – Boeing 

Boeing supports lower rates
Sloan and Zajac 11 (Steven, Andrew, Staff Writers @ Bloomberg, Jun 2, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-02/boeing-emerson-executives-press-congress-to-lower-tax-rates.html)JFS
Executives from Boeing Co. (BA) and Emerson Electric Co. (EMR) told lawmakers they will struggle to compete with overseas rivals if Congress doesn’t lower maximum corporate tax rates. Testifying today before the House Ways and Means Committee, the executives said the current 35 percent top corporate tax rate hampers job creation. Walter Galvin, the vice chairman of St. Louis-based Emerson Electric, said existing tax policy puts U.S. businesses at risk of being acquired by companies based in other countries with more favorable tax rates.

Boeing holds major influence in Congress

Drew 9 (Christopher, Staff Writer, NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/30/business/30boeing.html)JFS
The Boeing Company, which was hit harder by the Obama administration’s spending cuts than any other defense contractor, is pushing Congress to increase its orders for planes and fighter jets by $3 billion, industry officials said Wednesday. Boeing is trying to get more orders for C-17 cargo planes and F/A-18 fighter jets added to a supplemental war-funding bill, officials said. They said Boeing’s lobbyists contend that building the extra planes would help preserve the military’s industrial base. Several analysts said they were likely to prevail because members of Congress are seeking to preserve thousands of jobs in their districts. President Obama has pledged to halt the Bush administration’s practice of using the supplemental bills to pay for the Afghanistan and Iraq wars and to add the costs to the Pentagon’s annual budget. But White House officials said earlier this month that one final supplemental bill was needed to avoid disruptions, setting off a lobbying frenzy before the special financing door closes. Legislators have predicted that Congress will add $10 billion to $15 billion to the $83.4 billion that the White House requested, not only to keep jobs but also to block the cancellations of several of major weapons programs. Boeing has lobbied the hardest among the major defense contractors, Congressional aides and industry officials said, mainly because it stands to lose the most in a reshaping of defense programs announced this month.

Tax Incentives Solve – Innovation 
Substantial monetary prizes for private companies that develop new space technology incentivize private research. 
Sattler, No Date [TRANSPORTING A LEGAL SYSTEM FOR PROPERTY RIGHTS FROM THE EARTH TO THE STARS, pg4, http://www.space-settlement-institute.org/Articles/research_library/TransportPropRights.pdf mjf]
One incentive has already been shown to spark “entrepreneurial investment” in space technologies. In October 2004, the non-profit X-Prize Foundation awarded a $10 million Ansari X-Prize to the spacecraft SpaceShipOne, for achieving suborbital flight twice within one week.8 The Commission report estimates that over $400 million was invested by competitors in developing their technologies, a 40 to 1 payoff reward for the development of this technology.9 Corporate sponsors, including M&M Candies, paid an estimated $2 million to have their logos on SpaceShipOne. Richard Branson, CEO of the Virgin Group, which includes Virgin Airlines and Virgin Records, reportedly agreed to pay up to $21 million over the next 15 years to provide spaceships and technology for a proposed sub-orbital space airline, Virgin Galactic. Discussions are underway for similar deals with four other spaceline operators.10 A director of Virgin Galactic states that the company is prepared to invest another $100 million to develop this business. The first five-passenger flights are planned for 2008, with ticket prices set at $210,000.11 The birth of this nascent commercial space tourism industry is supported by President Bush, who on December 23, 2004 signed into law HR5382, The Commercial Space Launch Amendments Act of 2004. This new law will stimulate private investment in sub-orbital space ventures, and assist the flight of the American public into space.12 Legislation is currently pending in both the House of Representatives and the Senate which would create the Centennial Challenge, a prize program administered by the National Aeronautics and Space Foundation that would be separate from NASA and would provide up to $50 million each year in cash prizes for technological advancements. Supporters hope that increasing the amount of the cash prizes available will stimulate private financing of space missions as NASA is currently authorized to grant cash prize amounts of only $250,000 or less.13 Other private entities are offering increased prize amounts for specific accomplishments as well. In November 2004, Bigelow Aerospace announced its “America’s Space Prize” which will award a $50 million prize to a United States-based contestant who builds a spacecraft that can carry a crew and dock with an inflatable space habitat developed by Bigelow Aerospace by the January 10, 2010 deadline.14 
Incentives for private companies dramatically increase innovations and tech

Lincoln 11 (Caity, staff writer @ The Collegian (newspaper for the university of Tulsa), “Privatization seems best medicine for space race”, The Collegian, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965, 2/15/11, CGW)
The final frontier does not seem so final these days. Government agencies have long since pushed the limits of space exploration, but the Google Lunar X Prize is now sponsoring a private space race, offering a $32 million prize to the team who can make it to the moon first. This is American capitalism at its best little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery. This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape. Google is not the first to sponsor a space challenge. The X Prizes have been promoting private scientific development since 1996.The private sector is targeted in these competitions (no government funding is allowed) in order to fuel innovations. The Lunar X Prize purpose is to encourage experimentation with cutting edge techniques and new technologies that will expand the boundaries of affordable space flight giving man the opportunity to explore even deeper into the darkness of space. It should not be forgotten that while the prospect of cheaper spaceflight in the name of scientific discovery is promising, these innovations also make leaps towards the possibility of space tourism. While the thought of being catapulted into outer space may be enough to induce sheer terror in some, there are others who are willing to pay a hefty sum for this experience. Whatever the intentions of the contest sponsors, advancement in budget spaceflight and scientific discovery cannot be a bad thing. Since all of the capital invested in these projects is coming from the private sector, those who do not support the race are not affected or involved. Although investors stand to benefit personally from placing first in the space race, the human race stands to benefit far more from the advances in science and technology than a governmental push for more lunar landings could bring.
Tax Incentives Solve – Jobs 
Tax breaks and incentives revitalize the space industry and creates thousands of jobs.

King 10 (Leo, Jacksonville Space News Examiner, “Nelson unveils commercial space plan”, Aug 19 2010 http://www.examiner.com/space-news-in-jacksonville/nelson-unveils-commercial-space-plan) JM
U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, in a move to further lessen the impact from the wind-down of the space shuttle said on Tuesday a plan is aimed at boosting the commercial rocket industry and attracting thousands of jobs to Florida’s Space Coast. In meetings with representatives from NASA and various commercial aerospace ventures at Cape Canaveral on Tuesday, Nelson touted a new measure that would create up to five regional business enterprise zones around the country as magnets for commercial space ventures – which in turn would attract jobs to areas where there are lots of scientists and engineers. There are also implications for Cecil Field in Jacksonville. It is Florida’s only commercial spaceport and is FASA-licensed to be a spaceport. More specifically, his office said, the Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would allow space-related businesses - situated around places like the Kennedy Space Center (KSC) to qualify for major tax breaks and other incentives. “President Kennedy was right when he predicted that space exploration would create a great number of new companies and strengthen our economy,” Nelson said. “What we’re doing now is everything we can to ensure KSC’s continued importance to our nation’s space exploration effort, while also broadening the economic opportunities along our Space Coast.” Nelson said this new measure is the next critical step to spurring space-industry job growth in the region. Earlier this month, the Senator pointed out, the Senate quickly and unanimously passed a different Nelson-engineered plan, and the U.S. House of Representatives is considering a comparable measure. The Senate-approved plan provides enough money for another space shuttle flight next year, for jump-starting NASA’s new heavy-lift rocket, and for developing the commercial rocket industry – all of which will save jobs of thousands of displaced shuttle workers. The new proposal - to give tax breaks to commercial space entrepreneurs - is drawing the support of aerospace industry leaders including those from Space Florida, the state-backed organization charged with promoting the development of commercial rocketry and related undertakings. “The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act symbolizes a significant step forward in ensuring the right incentives are in place to attract industry to Florida, and the broader domestic marketplace,” said Frank DiBello, Space Florida president. He added, “This bill will stimulate the commercial space industry to create jobs in our state, at a time when we need it most.” 
Tax incentives would stimulate private sector involvement in space with little government risk.
Aldridge 04 [Report of the President’s Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy, A Journey to Inspire,Innovate, and Discover, pg. 32, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf mjf]
A time-honored way for government to encourage desired behavior is through the creation of incentives in the tax laws. In this case, an increase in private sector involvement in space can be stimulated through the provision of tax incentives to companies that desire to invest in space or space technology. As an example, the tax law could be changed to make profits from space investment tax free until they reach some pre-determined multiple (e.g., five times) of the original amount of the investment. A historical precedent to such an effort was the use of federal airmail subsidies to help create a private airline industry before World War II. In a like manner, corporate taxes could be credited or expenses deducted for the creation of a private space transportation system, each tax incentive keyed to a specific technical milestone. Creation of tax incentives can potentially create large amounts of investment and hence, technical progress, all at very little expense or risk to the government. 

Tax Incentives Solve – Economy 

Tax breaks revitalize the space-launch industry – it would help the economy as well

Harris 1 (Melissa, writer for Washington Bureau, The Orlando Sentinel, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2001-08-02/news/0108020188_1_commercial-space-space-travel-space-transportation-industry)JFS
Congress is considering three proposals to help the nation's struggling space-launch industry. All three involve tax incentives to spur private investment in space-related ventures. During a recent roundtable on Capitol Hill, industry leaders lobbied hard for legislation they hope would transform today's commercial rocket launches into tomorrow's airlines in orbit. "We want the Kennedy Space Center to look more like the Orlando International Airport," said Edward Hudgins, a space researcher with the Cato Institute think tank. The space-transportation industry -- which generates about $4.5 billion a year in spending in Florida alone -- consists of conventional aerospace giants such as Boeing and Lockheed Martin as well as smaller companies trying to develop cost-efficient rockets and alternatives to NASA's space shuttle. While the country's big commercial-launch companies are struggling against foreign competitors to maintain market share, the smaller companies are pressuring Congress to approve tax incentives for weary Wall Street investors concerned about the risks and costs of space travel. Nearly half a century after the first satellites began rocketing into orbit, space is still largely the domain of NASA and the military. "I had an investment banker say to me last week, `Commercial space is an oxymoron. It's government space,' " said Billie Reed, executive director of the Virginia Commercial Space Flight Authority. Reed said he thinks the three bills have the potential to revitalize what he considers a "collapsed" industry. The Spaceport Equality Act, sponsored in the House by Rep. Dave Weldon, R-Palm Bay, was introduced in the Senate last week by Bob Graham, D-Fla. It aims to give spaceports, including Spaceport Florida Authority, the same tax-exempt bond status that airports enjoys. The Invest in Space Now Act would provide tax breaks until 2007 equal to the amount of a space-related investment. The Zero-Gravity Zero-Tax Act, also introduced last week, would remove federal taxes on all "uncommon" commercial space activities, such as tourism. 

Tax Incentives Solve – CSJIA 
The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would generate thousands of jobs and revitalizes the private space industry after the shuttle shutdown. 

King 10 (Leo, Jacksonville Space News Examiner, “Nelson unveils commercial space plan”, Aug 19 2010 http://www.examiner.com/space-news-in-jacksonville/nelson-unveils-commercial-space-plan) JM
U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, in a move to further lessen the impact from the wind-down of the space shuttle said on Tuesday a plan is aimed at boosting the commercial rocket industry and attracting thousands of jobs to Florida’s Space Coast. In meetings with representatives from NASA and various commercial aerospace ventures at Cape Canaveral on Tuesday, Nelson touted a new measure that would create up to five regional business enterprise zones around the country as magnets for commercial space ventures – which in turn would attract jobs to areas where there are lots of scientists and engineers. There are also implications for Cecil Field in Jacksonville. It is Florida’s only commercial spaceport and is FASA-licensed to be a spaceport. More specifically, his office said, the Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would allow space-related businesses - situated around places like the Kennedy Space Center (KSC) to qualify for major tax breaks and other incentives. “President Kennedy was right when he predicted that space exploration would create a great number of new companies and strengthen our economy,” Nelson said. “What we’re doing now is everything we can to ensure KSC’s continued importance to our nation’s space exploration effort, while also broadening the economic opportunities along our Space Coast.” Nelson said this new measure is the next critical step to spurring space-industry job growth in the region. Earlier this month, the Senator pointed out, the Senate quickly and unanimously passed a different Nelson-engineered plan, and the U.S. House of Representatives is considering a comparable measure. The Senate-approved plan provides enough money for another space shuttle flight next year, for jump-starting NASA’s new heavy-lift rocket, and for developing the commercial rocket industry – all of which will save jobs of thousands of displaced shuttle workers. The new proposal - to give tax breaks to commercial space entrepreneurs - is drawing the support of aerospace industry leaders including those from Space Florida, the state-backed organization charged with promoting the development of commercial rocketry and related undertakings. “The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act symbolizes a significant step forward in ensuring the right incentives are in place to attract industry to Florida, and the broader domestic marketplace,” said Frank DiBello, Space Florida president. He added, “This bill will stimulate the commercial space industry to create jobs in our state, at a time when we need it most.” 
Tax Incentives Solve – Long-Term

Governments lose interest in space travel and give up – companies are key to long term success in space

CSM 4 (Christian Science Monitor, Staff Writers, http://www.csmonitor.com/2004/0616/p08s03-comv.html)JFS
On June 21, outer space may no longer be a frontier only for wealthy governments. For the first time, a private piloted craft will try to reach the black edge of space, rocketing upward 62 miles in a historymaking suborbital flight. The timing is perfect. This week, a White House commission recommended NASA's missions be supplemented by private entities, which could be supported by such incentives as tax breaks. The huge costs and risks of space travel aren't for the faint of wallet. In fact, next week's flight, by a craft called SpaceShipOne, is backed by Paul Allen, the billionaire cofounder of Microsoft. The flight is one of many planned by groups vying for a $10 million private prize set up in 1996 to reward the first private space flight. Money is only half the problem in space travel. The attention span of democracies to support such ventures can be short. Perhaps only long-range commercial incentives and market demands can sustain the human use of space in the 21st century. (Congress will need to pass a pending bill that would allow private spaceports.)

Tax Incentives Solve – Private Capital

Tax breaks free up private capital – facilitates private space

Whittington 10 (Mark, writer for WaPo, USAToday, LATimes, and Houston Chronicle, Associated Content, http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/5803020/zero_taxes_zero_gravity_a_better_way_pg3.html?cat=15)JFS
The debate raging about how best to support the growth of a commercial space sector seems to focus around how much money should be spent on subsidies for commercial space firms. But perhaps the tax code provides a better answer. Congressman Dana Rohrabacher, ironically one of the few members of Congress from either party who supports the Obama administration plan to spend nearly $6 billion in subsidies to private space firms such as SpaceX to build commercial space craft, once advocated a slightly different method of supporting commercial space. Rohrabacher proposed giving commercial space companies tax breaks to enable their development. In the last Congress, the bill was HR 5310 The Zero Gravity, Zero Tax Act of 2008. The bill died in that Congress and has not, so far as anyone can tell, been introduced in the current Congress. However, it is illuminating to look at what the bill proposed to do. According to the summary: "Amends the Internal Revenue Code to: (1) exclude from gross income space-related income from products or articles produced, or services provided, in or from outer space; (2) allow an investment tax credit for the purchase of stock in a space company that has average annual gross receipts not exceeding $100 million and that derives more than 70 percent of its gross receipts from space-based business; and (3) exclude from gross income gain from the sale or exchange of any stock of certain space corporations." "Zero Gravity, Zero Taxes" would, in effect, turn outer space into an enterprise zone, excluding from taxes, for example, the Bigelow private space station. It would furthermore provide tax breaks for investment in private space firms, freeing up sources of private capital. Beyond certain guidelines of what constitutes a "space company," the United States government would not be in the business of picking winners and losers. Contrast this approach to the Obama approach. Under the Obama "commercial" space policy, the government would not only promise launch contracts to the International Space Station for those firms able to fulfill them, but would provide funding to subsidize the development of private space craft. The Obama plan does not lift a finger to assist in the development of private sources of capital for space firms or the development of private markets. Any such would happen despite, rather than because, of the Obama plan, as with the recent deal between Boeing and Space Adventures to take paying customers on Boeing's proposed space craft. The fight over how and how much the government should spend to support commercial space enterprises should allow for a step back and a reexamination of how that should be accomplished. The Bush era COTS program, which limited the amount of money paid out to space firms to help develop private space craft, and demanded that the same firms meet certain milestones was more sensible and more hands-off than the Obama plan. Under the COTS program, companies that failed, such as RP/Kistler, were allowed to fail. Under the Obama plan, as NASA administrator Charles Bolden is reported to have told Apollo astronaut Gene Cernan, the government would spend what it takes to make the selected space firms succeed. Perhaps a better way to enable a commercial space industry would be a combination of the Bush era COTS program and "Zero Gravity, Zero Taxes." With the Republicans on the verge of taking over at least the House, but perhaps the Senate as well, this may be a way to place their own stamp on commercial space policy and answer the calumnies that they are somehow anti-commercial space for opposing the Obama plan. 
Tax breaks supercharge private investment
Wheeler and Pallone 10 (Jason, Greg, Staff Writers, CFNews, http://www.cfnews13.com/article/news/2010/august/138158/Nelson’s-job-plan:-Tax-breaks-for-commercial-space-industry)JFS
The senator’s plan involves tax breaks for companies looking to fill the vacuum left after the space shuttle program retires. The focus is on the emerging commercial space  flight industry, which is being touted as the way to create jobs and allow NASA to focus on exploring space. The Senate approved the plan last week, and the House has a similar plan on the table.    Nelson says it will supercharge the space industry and boost commercial efforts to build and launch human rated rockets. The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would provide incentives for businesses to come to the area near the Kennedy Space Center, which is what Nelson calls a regional business enterprise zone.  Nelson’s plan would set up five regional business enterprise zones around the country, including the Kennedy Space Center. Those zones would then serve as hubs for commercial, space-based businesses. The five areas already have the scientists and engineers in place, and the tax breaks and incentives would spur on those businesses.   
Tax Incentives Solve – Private Capital

Tax incentives allow for investment in high-risk space ventures

Giarrusso and Hudson 94 (Frederick, doctoral candidate @ Stanford, Gary C., entrepreneur in space, The Freeman, January, Vol. 44, Issue 1, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/columns/the-space-program-no-prize/)JFS
There are at least two options. Assuming a continuing drive for some form of federally funded space effort, the maximum leverage of taxpayer dollars might come from a system of prizes. In combination with this approach, tax incentives for investment and tax breaks for profits earned from commercial space ventures could stimulate the flow of significant private dollars for high- risk projects. We should recognize that the free market has been distorted by tax policy which inhibits investment in high-risk, high-payoff industries. Indexing capital gains, or better still, following the Japanese lead and eliminating all tax on long-term investments would be a useful start. While we prefer a hands-off policy, these options would help to undo the decades-old damage of the present space program.
Tax Incentives Solve – NASA Fails

Government spaceflight has failed – private competition driven by tax incentives is key

Gingrich 6 (Newt, former Speaker of the House, Current Congressman, interview with Gregory Anderson of the Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/623/1)JFS 
TSR: In January, 2004, President Bush delivered a speech arguing the US should establish a base on the Moon and go on with manned flights to Mars. He also established what seemed to many to be a reasonable timetable, complete with benchmarks along the way. What is your position on the Vision for Space Exploration (VSE)? Gingrich: I am for a dramatic increase in our efforts to reach out into space, but I am for doing virtually all of it outside of NASA through prizes and tax incentives. NASA is an aging, unimaginative, bureaucracy committed to over-engineering and risk-avoidance which is actually diverting resources from the achievements we need and stifling the entrepreneurial and risk-taking spirit necessary to lead in space exploration. TSR: In that same speech, Mr. Bush held out the possibility of pursuing VSE with international partners. Given the history and cost overruns of the International Space Station project, what do you think of internationalizing VSE? On the other hand, ISS is flying, with a crew, and holding Antarctica as a sort of international trust seems to have worked well. Could that Antarctic model be applied to at least the early days of permanent habitation of Luna, and the initial period of manned Martian exploration? Gingrich: I believe that incentives work as a means to inspire Americans to meet great challenges. If these pioneers want to achieve their goals with multinational companies, that is fine. I am, however, against government-to-government committee-led long-term bureaucratic models of non-achievement that waste resources and, even more importantly, waste time. TSR: Some argue that in order for VSE to succeed over several years, and at least two presidencies, the private sector must be brought into the very heart of the effort. What do you think? If you support that, how could that be done? Should private, for profit corporations be given a voice in the decision-making process of the program? What kinds of legal rights should corporations that participate in the program be granted as incentives to encourage their participation? Should they, for example, be given tracts of land on the Moon, upon which they could establish mining operations, or hotels to attract tourists, or pharmaceutical research facilities and factories—much as railroad companies in the nineteenth century were given huge tracts of land in exchange for building railroads and helping to open the American West to settlement and commerce? Gingrich: We should have very large prizes for achievement. If you had priced the space station as a purely private achievement and paid for it only upon completion you could probably have had three or four companies building systems in one-third to one-fifth of the time for the same total amount of money or less. There ought to be tax credits for manufacturing in space and tax credits for developing commercial flights into near space for space tourism so we build a very robust launch program in the private sector. We need a lot of competitive players, not simply one or two cumbersome large bureaucratic government contractors.
NASA is a bureaucratic failure – tax incentives for private investment solve
Gessing 4 (Paul J., Director of Govtl Affairs, Natl Taxpayers Union, Chicago Tribune, http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2004-01-16/news/0401160354_1_ideal-policies-space-agency-manned)JFS
No matter how much money is poured into the space agency, NASA will always be hampered by the fact that it hires some of the finest technical minds in the world and then burdens them with useless and contradictory rules that are the product of Congress' need for political expediency and tendency to meddle. Manned space flight may or may not be the most efficient and cheapest means of exploring outer space, but the contrast between the Spirit rover's success in photographing Mars and the agency's checkered history with manned missions is striking. NASA's government-sponsored space research monopoly, however, makes both learning from past mistakes and financial prudence a challenge. Before digging the nation further into debt with a costly mission to Mars, President Bush and Congress should embark on significant legislative reforms that will make space exploration safer and more cost-effective. The Invest in Space Now Act is one initiative that would provide tax incentives to investors willing to back private space ventures. While tax credits aren't always ideal policies, this proposal is a far better alternative than pumping more funds into the federal space monopoly. 

Tax Incentives Solve – Laundry List

Tax incentives are key to space exploration, technological innovation, beating China, and solving the deficit

Graves 11 (K. Leslie, author, Yahoo, http://shine.yahoo.com/channel/none/chinas-role-if-the-usa-does-not-mandate-tax-incentives-a-bold-prediction-by-author-k-leslie-graves-in-the-novel-mars-moon-colony-one-carmens-revenge-2482142)JFS
USA pride is not about hating China, but they will surpass us, unless... K. Leslie Graves says: China uses "focused Capital," something we can't do unless we mandate tax incentives for private money and then focus on the Governments' coordination and oversight role. Do you see my point? Otherwise, where is the money for our efforts to come from?   Give generous tax incentives to private money for outer space development and we will all eat, work and gain.  The US Social Security deficit would be eliminated in 20 years and forever if we did this now.  Sometimes, the best way to make a point is through fiction. Rather than bore anyone with my political views, as we all have them, I choose to entertain you through my novels. I take you into outer space where we have colonies and large scale mines and agricultural grow panels on the Moon and on Mars. While there have been plenty of problems with man's quest to get to that point, the result is highly desirable, the end of world hunger. After much pain, in my future world, we, the races of mankind, have learned that we are one species. Our understanding of that fact comes just in time as there are other worlds and other species who would love to make us their dinner. I’m just kidding. But actually, our survival as a species depends upon our ability to unite, cooperate and use our hearts and minds as one, great species that goes forth into the universe with our universal truths and our sense of the worth of each individual.  All of the world economies would grow rich if we had international cooperation and had mining and agricultural grow panels in those two places. The shipping, the processing of the ore and the technology development alone would create millions of new job opportunities. But the bottom line should be that no human goes hungry. Trust me, if I did not have to spend money on food, I'd spend it on something else.  Private industry and wealthy individuals have all the money in the world now. And why shouldn't they? We would all take their place if we could. Let's stop the blaming and recognize what they want is more, more money and more power. As long as I can eat, send my children to the best school they qualify for and have a growth opportunity career, they can have it. Just let me come along. We are here now so let's subsidize space development with tax rebate incentives for private money and believe me, they will take us to the Moon, to Mars and anywhere else we want to go. Why? It is our human nature, to explore, to develop and to recreate ourselves. After going to the demonstration or after voting, read my future series and let's get this thing going. The conservatives will say if you feed everyone, no one would work. Give me a break. I beg to differ. If we modeled self-actualization, and saluted it, the process of becoming your best self would be celebrated.  
Tax Incentives Solve – Moon Bases

Tax incentives are key to moon trips – NASA fails
Tomlinson 4 (Rick, founder, Space Frontier Foundation, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/82/1)JFS
The “how?” of returning to the Moon partially determines the “why?” For example, if the timeline is too long, the budget too large, the end goal too amorphous, and the whole project is run by the usual suspects in the usual way, the end result will be an uninspiring, over-budget dead end like the International Space Station (ISS). To make a Return to the Moon permanent, inspiring, economical and beneficial to the taxpayers who pay for it all, we must do certain things: First, we must ignore the whining of those who say they need a lot more money and time. We went from a standing start to standing on the Moon in under ten years—forty years ago! Keep in mind, when Kennedy asked the NASA of that time if it could be done, they told him no, and then they went and did it when ordered to. Next, we must restructure NASA, as the agency in its current form cannot handle the job. The center-based structure of today must be ended and several non-relevant centers closed or handed over to other agencies. Activities such as aeronautics and Earth studies must be handed off to the FAA and NOAA. Planetary robotic exploration should be given to JPL and the National Science Foundation (NSF). NASA must shed operational activities such as LEO transport and running the space station. The Orbital Space Plane should be canceled—now. Prizes, multiple source contracts, investment and tax incentives must be put in place to encourage the new “Alt.Space” firms to take over human transport to space, and drive the traditional aerospace giants to modernize or get out of the field. The space station should be mothballed, handed to our partners, or be taken over by a quasi-commercial Space Station Authority as a destination for commercial and university users. ISS and other NASA pet projects must not be grafted onto a moon project simply because they exist. If they really support it they are in, if not, they are out.
Tax Incentives Solve – Moon Bases

Private sector development is key to lunar bases – federal government will fail

Hudgins 4 (Edward, formerly director of regulatory studies for the Cato Institute, The Atlas Society, http://ayn-rand.info/ct-795-Return_the_Moon_Not_with_this_NASA.aspx)JFS
One reaction to President Bush's plan for a permanent Moon base and a trip to Mars is "Great! It's about time NASA stops going around in circles in low Earth orbit and returns to real science and exploration." Unfortunately, there's not a snowball's change in the sun that the same agency that currently is constructing a down-sized version of its originally planned space station, decades behind schedule, at ten times its original budget, a few hundred miles up in orbit will be able to build a station several hundred thousand miles away on the Moon. If Americans are again to walk on the Moon and make their way to Mars, NASA will actually need to be downsized and the private sector allowed to lead the way to the next frontier. The lunar landings of over three decades ago were among the greatest human achievements. Ayn Rand wrote that Apollo 11 "was like a dramatist's emphasis on the dimension of reason's power." We were inspired at the sight of humans at our best, traveling to another world. In announcing NASA's new mission President Bush echoed such sentiments, speaking of the American values of "daring, discipline, ingenuity," and "the spirit of discovery." But after the triumphs of Apollo, NASA failed to make space more accessible to mankind. There were supposed to be a shuttle flight a week; instead there have been about four per year. The space station was projected to cost $8 billion, house a crew of twelve and be in orbit by the mid-1990s. Instead, its price tag will a $100 billion and it will have only a crew of three. Worse, neither the station nor the shuttle does much important science. Governments simply cannot commercial goods and services. Only private entrepreneurs can improve quality, bring down the prices and make accessible to all individuals cars, airline trips, computers, the Internet, you name it. Thus to avoid the errors of the shuttle and space station, NASA's mission must be very narrowly focused on exploring the Moon and planets and perhaps conducting some very basic research, which also might serve a defense function. This will mean leaving low Earth orbit to the private sector. Thus the shuttle should be given away to private owners; the United Space Alliance, the joint venture between Boeing and Lockheed-Martin that refurbishes the shuttle between flights, would be an obvious candidate. Let a private owner fly it for paying customers— including NASA if necessary—if it is still worth flying. NASA also should give up the money-draining space station, and sooner rather than latter. The station might be turned over to the international partners or, better still, to the mostly private Russian rocket company, Energia, and the western investors who were in the process of commercializing and privatizing the Mir space station before the Russian government brought it down for political reasons. If need be, NASA can be a rent-paying station tenant. NASA centers that drive up its budget but that do not directly contribute to its mission should be shut down. If the government wants to continue satellite studies of the climate and resources or other such functions, they could be turned over to other agencies like EPA and Interior Department. NASA and the rest of the government should contract for launch services with private companies, which would handle transportation to and from low Earth orbit. Contracting with private pilots with private planes is what Post Office did in the 1920s and '30, which helped the emerging civil aviation sector. Further, to facilitate a strong private space sector, the government needs to further deregulate launches, export licensing and remove other barriers to entrepreneurs. Creating enterprise zones in orbit would help make up for government errors of the past. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA) proposes a "Zero Gravity, Zero Tax" plan that would remove an unnecessary burden from out-of-this-world" risk-takers. NASA will also need to do business in new, innovative ways. For example, if a certain technology is needed for a Moon mission, it could offer a cash prize for any party that can deliver it. The federal government used such an approach for aircraft before World War II, modeled after private prizes that helped promote civil aviation. Even if the federal government foots the bill for a Moon base, it should not own it. Rather, NASA should partner with consortia of universities, private foundations and even businesses that are interested in advancing human knowledge and commercial activities. NASA could simply be a tenant on the base. Or consider a radical approach proposed by former Rep. Bob Walker (R-PA). The federal government wouldn't need to spend any taxpayer dollars if it gave the first business to construct a permanent lunar base with its own money a 25-year exemption from all federal taxes on all of its operations, not just those on the Moon. Think of all the economic activity that would be generated if a Microsoft or General Electric decided to build a base! And the tax revenue from that activity probably would offset the government's revenue losses from such an exemption. If we're true to our nature, we will explorer and settle planets. But only individuals with vision, acting in a free market, will make us a truly space-faring civilization.

Tax Incentives Solve – SSP 
Tax incentives would effectively spur SSP

Environment 911 10 (Environmental Education website, http://www.environment911.org/98.Solar_Panel_Innovation_Making_Solar_Power_on_the_Moon)JFS
A Japanese firm has recently proposed making solar power on the moon, using an existing solar panel innovation. The innovative technology maximizes solar energy generation, and addresses the world’s ever-growing need for energy. Solar panels, also known as photovoltaic panels or modules, have always been a promising means of generating power, for a world that is continuously growing in population, and in constant need of a sustainable source of energy. The benefits of using such a solar panel innovation is tempting, for a wide range of consumers including homeowners and large corporations. Solar panels, unlike most other power generators, do not give off harmful emissions that are detrimental to human health and the environment. Compared to traditional energy plants that use fossil fuels, like coal, natural gas, and oil, such a solar panel innovation relies on sunlight that is totally renewable and sustainable. Some governments also advocate the use of this solar panel innovation, and promote it through various tax incentives. The United States government, for example, gives tax breaks and grants. Grants can be as much as $2,000, delivered in the form of a tax credit to private organizations and homeowners, who are interested in investing in solar panels. A number of cities, in the United States and other parts of the world, as well as organizations and commercial groups, are gradually switching to the use of this new solar panel innovation, because of its advantages and long-term benefits.
Tax credits solve SSP 

SSP Workshop 7 (Workshop assembled to report to congress on the state of SSP, http://www.sspi.gatech.edu/sunsat-how.pdf)JFS
This is why we suggest separate legislation to provide an 85% subsidy to new private or public/ private businesses, such as SunSat Corp, which are contracting for space photovoltaic arrays and 30 % subsidy to established businesses contracting for space photovoltaic arrays. These funds would go to those businesses buying space photovoltaic arrays as tax credits, for example. (Another 85% subsidy would be provided to new private or public/ private businesses, such as SunSat Corp, to discount the price of space transportation.) Virtually all energy forms now being manufactured are being subsidized by the government, with the notable and glaring exception of SSP - the only clean baseload solution.

Government tax incentives are key

Rouge 7 (Joseph D., Acting Director, National Security Space Office, Report on SBSP, http://science.ksc.nasa.gov/shuttle/nexgen/Nexgen_Downloads/SBSPInterimAssesment0.1.pdf)JFS
The SBSP Study Group recommends that consistent with the U.S. Government incentives provided to other carbon‐neutral energy technologies, it is critical for the U.S. Government to provide similar incentives to encourage private U.S. industry to co‐invest in the development of SBSP systems. Specifically, the following incentives should be provided to U.S. industry as soon as possible to encourage private investment in the development and construction of SBSP systems: Legislation at both the federal and state level that specifies— and clarifies existing law as specifying — that SBSP is eligible for all pollution credits, carbon credits, and carbon off‐sets that are available to other clean and renewable energy sources such as wind, hydro, ground solar, and nuclear. A federal loan guarantee program of up to 80% should be created for U.S. companies engaged in the business of developing, owning and operating SBSP systems. This program should either be an extension of, or modeled after, the existing loan guarantee program provided to the nuclear power industry. The U.S. Government should enact a 30‐year tax holiday on any profits made by U.S. industry in the successful operation of space‐based solar power systems. 

Tax Incentives Solve – SSP

Tax incentives are key to keep costs down
SHSG 11 (Solar High Study Group, think tank about SSP, http://solarhigh.org/resources/16KwordBrief.pdf)JFS
Serious studies of SBSP are under way in several countries, including Japan, China, India and the European Union. Continued US neglect of this vital technology means that we will not only suffer all the economic, political and strategic consequences of abdicating our leadership in space but also abandon control of our energy future. What we do about these issues in the next few years will determine whether we will restore American initiative or become a debt-ridden, second-rate nation that must import electricity as well as petroleum. There are three important roles for government agencies in making SBSP happen:  NASA and ARPA-E should be working on advanced enabling technologies that can make SBSP even more effective, as NACA once did for aviation. Examples include improvements to reusable, economical rocket engines, reentry systems, gossamer space structures, and lightweight, efficient microwave transmitters.  NASA, NOAA and the DoD should offer performance-based contracts in advance for a sufficient number of commercial launches to justify private development of suitable reusable vehicles. This will save money, compared to continued reliance on expendable launch vehicles. This policy is analogous to the use of airmail contracts in promoting the airline industry.  The Congress should reduce risks for large private investments in power satellites by offering loan guarantees, tax holidays and other incentives. Note that these functions do not include large upfront Federal expenditures on system studies or power satellite development programs.
Tax Incentives Solve – Mars

Tax incentives solve Mars

Carberry, Westernberg, and Ortner 10 (C.A., Exec Director of Explore Mars, Inc., Artemis, President of Explore Mars, Inc., Blake, Project Leader, ISRU Challenge, Journal of Cosmology, Vol 12 pg 4081-89, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)JFS
In a proposed piece of tax legislation drafted by Joseph Webster (2001) for The Mars Society, called the "Mars Exploration Tax Policy Act of 2001," he proposed:  1) A limited exception from all federal income taxes with a carefully tailored cap for the first corporation to successfully conduct a human mission to Mars. 2) An exception from all federal income taxes for all mission related revenues earned by corporations competing to conduct a human mission to Mars. This bill proposed that in addition to the tax incentives, competing companies could earn revenue by selling media rights, sponsorships, excess payload and crew space (Webster 2001).

***Tax Incentives Bad***
Tax Incentives Unpopular
Tax breaks are politically unpopular – expensive and hated by major lobbies

Harris 1 (Melissa, writer for Washington Bureau, The Orlando Sentinel, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2001-08-02/news/0108020188_1_commercial-space-space-travel-space-transportation-industry)JFS
All three bills are given only a slim chance of passing, anyway. Only the Graham/Weldon legislation, with seven co-sponsors in the Senate and 18 co-sponsors in the House, has a realistic chance of making it through Congress this year, said Mike Gold, a lobbyist and attorney for several space-transportation companies. But Congress is at least starting to take notice of the situation and may tie the strength of the commercial space-launch business not only to economic interests but also to national security interests. Playing the national security card might be enough to persuade legislators to support the Graham/Weldon legislation, which for now would affect only a handful of states with spaceports, including Florida, California, New Mexico, Virginia, Montana, Oklahoma and Alaska. "It's the only piece of legislation that's tied directly to a constituency," Gold said. Still, he added, any tax-related act submitted during this Congress faces an "uphill battle." The United States now controls only about 35 percent of the worldwide commercial space-launch market. That's partly because a predicted boom in commercial rocket launches never materialized in the late 1990s. Also, European, Russian and Chinese companies can often launch satellites at lower costs. The cost of sending cargo into space is still considered too high -- as much as $10,000 a pound, depending on a payload's size. According to Ali, only the Invest in Space Now Act has the potential to jump-start the market financially. If investors use the tax credit effectively, he said, it would benefit smaller companies that wouldn't otherwise attract support because their potential profits are several years off. But large companies such as Boeing and Lockheed are staying silent on the bill because, in the short-run, it could reduce their market share by helping small competitors. And without the support of Boeing and Lockheed, lobbyists for the smaller companies fear, the legislation with the most financial promise is unlikely to get off the ground, especially because it carries a hefty price tag: $4.4 billion.    

Both parties and Obama are looking to stop tax breaks

Reuters 11 (Jeff Mason, Laura MacInnis, Reporters, Sandra Maler, editor, july 6, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/06/usa-debt-obama-idUSN1E7650LI20110706)JFS
The White House said on Wednesday it believed there were enough Democrats and Republicans in Congress who would support eliminating some tax breaks in order to pass a broad deal to cut the deficit. The White House is locked in a dispute with congressional Republicans about how to cut the deficit and reach a deal to raise the U.S. debt limit before the United States runs out of borrowing capacity on Aug. 2. President Barack Obama wants to get rid of tax breaks for the wealthiest Americans, but Republicans say that would hurt the economy. Obama has called a meeting at the White House on Thursday with top congressional leaders to discuss the issue. Republican House of Representatives Speaker John Boehner, who met with Obama to discuss the deficit standoff on Sunday, said the upcoming meeting would be "fruitless" if the president continued to call for closing $400 billion in tax breaks. The White House is sticking to that demand, and spokesman Jay Carney said there were enough lawmakers who supported that to reach an agreement. "We believe that there are enough members of both parties in both houses who support the idea that a big deal has to be balanced and therefore include spending cuts in the tax code," Carney told a briefing.

Democrats hate the counterplan

Rucker and Montgomery 11 (Phillip and Lori, Staff Writers @ WaPo, May 10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/senate-democrats-push-to-end-tax-breaks-for-big-oil-companies-to-cut-deficit/2011/05/10/AFiL42hG_story.html)JFS
Senate Democrats unveiled a plan Tuesday to save $21 billion over the next decade by eliminating tax breaks for the nation’s five biggest oil companies, a move designed to counter Republican demands to control the soaring national debt without new taxes. With the proposal, Democrats sought to reframe the debate over debt reduction to include fresh revenue as well as sharp cuts in spending. For the first time, Democratic leaders suggested an equal split between spending cuts and new taxes — “50-50,” said Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (Nev.). That represents a larger share for taxes than has been proposed by either President Obama or the bipartisan commission he appointed to recommend how to cut the national debt. So far, the Democratic tax agenda is focused on ending subsidies for big oil companies, a hugely popular proposal involving what Democrats see as a prime example of wasteful giveaways in the tax code. By raising the issue, Democrats are trying to force Republicans either to drop their rigid stance against new taxes or to defend taxpayer subsidies for some of the world’s most profitable corporations, including Ex­xon Mobil, Shell, BP, Chevron and ConocoPhillips.
Tax Incentives Unpopular

Tax breaks for space are politically unpopular

Florida Today 10 (Florida Newspaper, Staff Writer, republished on Social Packs, http://www.socialpacks.com/2010/08/17/tax-breaks-proposed-for-space-businesses/)JFS
Senator Bill Nelson has proposed the Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act, which if passed, would give tax breaks for commercial space-related businesses. This would mean that businesses around centers like Kennedy Space Center would qualify for major tax breaks and other incentives.  The Democrat from Florida said he would discuss his plan at the Kennedy Space Center on Tuesday. The Bill will work across five regional business enterprise zones, to grant increased tax breaks or tax credits for areas like equity investment, research, depreciation, and education and job training for the commercial space industry.  Nelson pointed out that the attempt was to ensure that KSC would continue to contribute to the nation’s space exploration work while simultaneously broadening the reach of economic opportunity in the field. He referred to President’s Kennedy’s quote about space exploration creating a great number of new companies and strengthening the economy to drive his point home.  It is expected that the new bill will not be received too warmly in Congress, in the light of the $13 trillion debt that it faces. The bill’s cost will vary depending on how many space related businesses and investors target it to take advantage of the tax breaks it will offer. The passing of the bill would also mean that investments in space related businesses would increase. Sources in the space industry see this as a great incentive for drawing capital to the growing space industry.

Lawmakers don’t support tax breaks for space

Wheeler and Pallone 10 (Jason, Greg, Staff Writers, CFNews, http://www.cfnews13.com/article/news/2010/august/138158/Nelson’s-job-plan:-Tax-breaks-for-commercial-space-industry)JFS
The senator’s plan involves tax breaks for companies looking to fill the vacuum left after the space shuttle program retires. The focus is on the emerging commercial space  flight industry, which is being touted as the way to create jobs and allow NASA to focus on exploring space. The Senate approved the plan last week, and the House has a similar plan on the table.    Nelson says it will supercharge the space industry and boost commercial efforts to build and launch human rated rockets. The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would provide incentives for businesses to come to the area near the Kennedy Space Center, which is what Nelson calls a regional business enterprise zone.  Nelson’s plan would set up five regional business enterprise zones around the country, including the Kennedy Space Center. Those zones would then serve as hubs for commercial, space-based businesses. The five areas already have the scientists and engineers in place, and the tax breaks and incentives would spur on those businesses.   Included in the plan is up to $100 million to spur economic growth and the creation of jobs in the aerospace industry.  It also includes providing Space Florida with $1.25 million to refurbish launch complexes 36 and 46 to launch both solid and liquid propelled rockets. That’s the plan, but it may have a tough go back in Washington. Nelson said he has worked nonstop trying to keep space industry jobs in Florida, and he has had some success among fellow senators, including getting a bill passed that would add another shuttle flight in 2011, as well as put the new heavy-lift rocket on the fast track. But the tax breaks and incentives the senator unveiled Tuesday morning at the Kennedy Space Center Visitor’s Complex may not have as warm a reception as his previous plans. As things stand, there is no outline on how to pay for it, and lawmakers aren’t rushing to add to a growing national deficit, especially with an election less than three months away.
Tax Incentives Fail – Spending

Tax breaks spend millions

Wheeler and Pallone 10 (Jason, Greg, Staff Writers, CFNews, http://www.cfnews13.com/article/news/2010/august/138158/Nelson’s-job-plan:-Tax-breaks-for-commercial-space-industry)JFS
The senator’s plan involves tax breaks for companies looking to fill the vacuum left after the space shuttle program retires. The focus is on the emerging commercial space  flight industry, which is being touted as the way to create jobs and allow NASA to focus on exploring space. The Senate approved the plan last week, and the House has a similar plan on the table.    Nelson says it will supercharge the space industry and boost commercial efforts to build and launch human rated rockets. The Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act would provide incentives for businesses to come to the area near the Kennedy Space Center, which is what Nelson calls a regional business enterprise zone.  Nelson’s plan would set up five regional business enterprise zones around the country, including the Kennedy Space Center. Those zones would then serve as hubs for commercial, space-based businesses. The five areas already have the scientists and engineers in place, and the tax breaks and incentives would spur on those businesses.   Included in the plan is up to $100 million to spur economic growth and the creation of jobs in the aerospace industry.  It also includes providing Space Florida with $1.25 million to refurbish launch complexes 36 and 46 to launch both solid and liquid propelled rockets.

Tax Incentives Fail – No Investment
Tax incentives won’t drive investment – too risky, prolonged, and small payoff
Mackenzie 5 (A.J., Staff, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/300/1)JFS
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.  

***Prizes Good***
Prizes Popular

Space lobbies support the counterplan

Berger 6 (Brian, staff writer, Space.com, http://spacefrontier.org/2010/04/21/obama-champions-private-enterprise-in-space-over-bipartisan-support-for-socialist-nasa-program)JFS
About 40 members of the grassroots space advocacy group ProSpace are descending on Capitol Hill to promote a legislative agenda big on prize competitions and other government-backed efforts intended to foster commercial space transportation services.  ProSpace has been lobbying Congress every March for the past decade, pushing initiatives meant in one way or another to open space to the average citizen. Prize competitions were featured prominently in ProSpace's 2005 "March Storm" agenda with the group urging lawmakers to give NASA authority to put up cash prizes in excess of $250,000 as a way to foster creative solutions to some of the agency's technological needs.  The NASA Authorization Act of 2005, which became law late last year, granted the U.S. space agency $10 million in prize-making authority and permits the agency to put up even bigger prizes if it first gets approval from its congressional oversight committees.  ProSpace wants to see expanded use of prize competitions to spur space innovations. As such, the group is urging lawmakers to give NASA the full $35 million the agency originally envisioned spending on the Centennial Challenges prize-competition program in 2007. The White House budget request, sent to Congress Feb. 6, seeks only $10 million for the program. 

Incentives or prizes for private companies in space are popular with NASA, the congress and the private companies

Foust 04 (Bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Prize hearing reminder”, Space Politics, July 14, 2004, CGW)

For those who missed the discussion about this hearing last week, the House Science Committee’s space subcommittee is holding a hearing Thursday morning about the role prizes and competition can play in space exploration. The lineup of witnesses is slightly different than what was reported last week, with Robert Walker and Douglas Holtz-Eakin (director of the Congressional Budget Office) added to the panel, with Craig Steidle as the only NASA representative.  During yesterday’s AIAA Commercial Space Roundtable, the prize concept was a popular topic of discussion. Most of the participants were in favor of increased use of prizes (and “prize-like” contracts that pay only on delivery). There was also some discussion of offering tax incentives for people who contribute to private prize efforts as well as creating an external foundation of some kind that would oversee prize efforts, both as ways to get around potential issues with direct government prize awards. Congressman Rohrabacher, chairman of the space subcommittee, was in attendance during for the full duration of the roundtable, and showed a particular interest in prize issues. 

Prizes Solve – General

Federal prizes for private action solve any aff

Kalil 6 (Thomas, Spec. Asst. to Chancellor for Science and Tech @ Berkeley, Former Deputy Asst. to Clinton, The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-8)JFS
Among all federal agencies, NASA has shown the greatest interest in using prizes to achieve its goals. With the passage of its 2005 authorization legislation, NASA can sponsor a prize of any dollar amount. It can also accept matching funds from the private sector. In 2004, NASA launched the Centennial Challenges program with prizes in several different categories. These prizes range from Flagship challenges that are large enough to encourage major private sector space missions, to Quest challenges designed to get more young people interested in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. NASA is also teaming with private organizations to sponsor nine competitions for technologies such as flexible astronaut gloves, space elevators, a simulated lunar lander, personal air vehicles, and others. Finally, NASA is exploring another six competitions with prizes totaling fourteen million dollars. The goals include a lunar all-terrain vehicle, low-cost space suits, a lunar night power source, and a micro reentry vehicle capable of returning viable samples from orbital research platforms. For example, to win the Micro Reentry Vehicle Challenge prize of two million dollars, the reentry vehicle must return six of twelve eggs safely to Earth from a starting point of two hundred kilometers above the surface of the Earth (NASA 2006). NASA has been very imaginative in its use of prizes. I propose that it now also move forward with some more ambitious competitions that are under discussion, such as an Earth-Moon solar sailcraft race and a lunar lander-rover. Under this plan, NASA would devote at least one hundred million dollars of its $16.8 billion annual budget to prizes. Assuming that the initial experience is positive and that there are other appropriate ideas for competitions, NASA would eventually allocate 2–3 percent of its annual budget to prizes. Below are two examples of the more ambitious competitions that NASA should pursue: (1) Earth-Moon solar sailcraft race: A fifteen million dollar prize pool would be offered to the first two teams whose solar sailcraft circle the moon and return to a specified Earth orbit. Solar sailcraft would be useful as monitoring stations that would provide advanced warning of solar storms, and for future outer planet or even interstellar missions. (2) Lunar lander-rover: A twenty million dollar prize would be established for the first team to land a robotic rover on the lunar surface that is able to travel ten kilometers and send a video signal back to Earth. It has been more than thirty years since the United States conducted exploration on the surface of the moon, and such a competition could provide NASA with innovative, low-cost technology options for renewed exploration. An analysis conducted for NASA (X PRIZE Foundation 2003) notes that, in 2000, a start-up firm called BlastOff was created to place a robotic explorer on the Moon, but, having been created after the dot-com implosion of the late 1990s, it was not able to raise sufficient funds. A prize would make it easier for entrepreneurial firms to raise the money for this mission by making sponsorships and media sales more attractive to private funders. The two most compelling advantages of prizes, for NASA, are the potential to increase public interest in science and technology, and the possibility of attracting a broader range of researchers and entrepreneurs to work on innovation related to NASA’s work. For example, Team Snowstar, a team of undergraduates from the University of British Columbia who performed the bulk of their work in a dorm room, was voted “most likely to succeed” on the basis of their performance in the 2005 space elevator competition. Given that students have been responsible for Netscape, Yahoo!, Google, Napster, and many other successful technology companies, it is vital to engage students and other nontraditional performers. In the short run, of course, NASA is unlikely to rely on prizes for innovations that are on their critical path for important missions, and will need more experience with prizes before making them a mainstream tool. 

Prizes augment the private industry – key to innovation and NASA success

Keating 4 (Raymond J., The Freeman, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/has-a-new-era-of-space-venture-arrived/)JFS
Today an independent space industry does not really exist. Instead, we have various government-funded space programs and their vendors. Over the next several decades—if the exploration vision is implemented to encourage this—an entirely new set of businesses can emerge that will seek profit in space. This new space industry will reduce the cycle-time for critical technology innovation. It will immeasurably augment NASA’s ability to explore the universe. Despite the unfortunate fact that the commission envisions private industry as the servant of NASA, the report highlighted four ways that government could encourage commercial space activities. One was prizes, patterned along the lines of the Orteig prize, which was won by Charles Lindbergh for his solo flight over the Atlantic, and the $10-million, privately funded X-Prize, which will be awarded to the first privately financed team that takes three people—or the equivalent—into space twice within two weeks. The Rutan-Allen team, and others, are pursuing the X-Prize. In late July, Rutan announced that his group would make its attempt in late September and early October.

Prizes Solve – General

Prizes stimulate the private sector

Sargeant 8 (Benjamin, Member of Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics in House of Representatives, http://www.tcc.virginia.edu/WashIntern/docs/papers/Sargeant_08_r.pdf)JFS
Although the progress made thus far by the Centennial Challenges program is significant, NASA has only begun to tap the potential of innovation prizes. The agency has a number of options for improving its current innovation prize program. These include holding several largescale prizes to generate public interest and spur major development, establishing private foundations that would conduct promotional efforts and seek private funding, and using the experience and knowledge of a worldwide community of individual problem-solvers. The program could be expanded to include several large-scale prizes between $10 million and $25 million for a robotic lunar landing, a return of a sample from a near-Earth asteroid, or a human orbital flight (Kalil, 2006, 8; NASA Contests and Prizes, 2004, testimony of Steidle, 23; Leary, 2005). Large-scale prizes often open up follow-on opportunities and new marketable technologies following the competition (Davidian, 2005, 3). These major challenges could spur additional interest in and commitment to developing a robust private spaceflight industry that is capable of assisting NASA with low-Earth orbit operations.  

Prizes stimulate private action
Britt 5 (Robert Roy, Senior Science Writer, Space, http://www.space.com/899-nasa-details-cash-prizes-space-privatization.html)JFS
Space industry leaders, including many who are putting their money into programs they know won't pay off for years to come, don't have a solid handle on how commercialization beyond Earth-orbit will pay off. But much of the smart money is on space tourism rather than scientific exploration, satellite deployment or the White House's Mars plans. "There are many more passengers than there are satellites," said Jeffrey Greason, president and CEO of XCOR Aerospace, which is developing a craft it plans to use for transporting paying customers just beyond the fringe of Earth's atmosphere. Other companies are eager to win the NASA prizes to add precious revenue to their start-up companies. Charles Miller, president and CEO of Constellation Services International, plans to compete. His company plans to ultimately deliver cargo into space that will be needed by other missions. "We're not sexy," Miller said. "But the people who made money in the Gold Rush were the guys who sold Levis to the miners. We're the guys who deliver the Levis." Welcome change The new use of NASA funds is a welcome shift to many space experts. Looking back NASA's early successes in human spaceflight and looking forward to more of it, legendary physicist and space colonization visionary Freeman Dyson suggested the space agency has crucial roles to play in the future. "Keep the space science going," the 81-year-old Dyson advised the agency. And "build the infrastructure" and set policies that encourage private enterprise to enter space.

Prizes Solve – General

NASA prizes solve all affs and reduce spending 

Dinerman 6 (Taylor, space writer regarding military and civilian activities, TSR, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/559/1)JFS
Before the US Congress passed the NASA authorization bill in December of last year, the space agency was only allowed to organize competitions with awards of $250,000 or less. Now NASA is theoretically able to give prizes of as much as $50 million dollars. These large prizes are referred to as the “Flagship Challenges” and are intended to encourage “major private space missions”. Other elements of the project include Keystone Challenges of between $500,000 and $5 million for technology development, smaller Alliance Challenges with collaborating institutions, and Quest Challenges, which are intended to stimulate student efforts in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM). At the February 8, 2006 meeting of the NASA Advisory Council, they passed out sets of cards praising some historic prizewinners such as Louis Bleriot, Charles Lindbergh, and Burt Rutan, and explaining some of the ongoing Alliance Challenges. Of particular interest are the two challenges intended to begin development of lunar in situ resource utilization (ISRU) technology. The Moon Regolith Oxygen (MoonROx) Challenge is being organized under the auspices of the Florida Space Research Institute (FSRI) , a state-chartered nonprofit organization. The $250,000 prize will go to the team that can extract five kilograms of breathable oxygen from (an FSRI supplied) lunar regolith simulant within an eight-hour period. There will be limitations on the amount of power supplied, the use of consumables, and the total mass of the MoonROx equipment. This challenge, which runs through the beginning of June 2008, represents a small step towards realistic lunar ISRU. There have been other efforts in the past, notably by Bob Zubrin and the Mars Society, but this, along with the similar Regolith Excavation Challenge being supervised by the California Space Education and Workforce Initiative, is obviously intended to produce a cadre of men and women with hands-on experience in ISRU design and development. Some of the other challenges in this category are for beam power, tether technology, and a planetary unmanned aerial vehicle, as well as the previously announced astronaut glove challenge. The inclusion of a prize for a personal air vehicle seems intended to show that NASA is not entirely forgetting its mission to support the aviation industry, but so far it’s the only non-space prize. Frankly, it’s more of an afterthought and just brings up once again the question: should the space agency have any role in promoting America’s civil aviation industry? The Quest Challenges will be the most difficult to properly structure. They will have to be exciting and competitive, while at the same time be difficult enough to be truly educational. To make them into a sort of an easy-to-play game will defeat the purpose. They should be hard enough so that student will have to work hard to win, but not so difficult as to discourage kids from learning to appreciate the nature of the space endeavor. The Flagship and Keystone prizes are the ones NASA needed special authorization to initiate. Some of the proposals include demonstrating the technology needed for an on-orbit fuel depot for LOX and liquid hydrogen, a micro-reentry vehicle that will carry an egg back from orbit, a solar sail, a human lunar all-terrain vehicle, a low-cost pressure suit, a lunar night power source, a lunar lander analog, and a nontoxic rocket engine. From this list it is obvious that NASA badly want this process to substitute for the usual systems development sequence. This slow and detailed requirements formulation process, followed by contractor bids and design, development, and manufacturing will not produce the technology needed to make the lunar outpost missions, now planned for sometime around 2020 or 2021, a reality. The goal of these missions is to build a base on the Moon, probably near the south pole, and is to today’s NASA what “flags and footprints” were to the agency during the Apollo days. NASA believes that with prizes, competitors will invariably spend more than the prize itself is worth. After all, Paul Allen spent more than $20 million to win the $10 million Ansari X Prize, and there are lots of other historical and contemporary examples. There are a couple of dangers to this promising approach. The first is that after the prize is awarded the winners will find that they will not have clear and unambiguous ownership of the intellectual property and/or patents involved. The second is that there will be so many of these competitions that “prize fatigue” may set in. On the whole the agency is to be applauded for grasping this opportunity to reach beyond its usual stable of contractors. Sometime between now and the moment when George W. Bush and Mike Griffin leave office the first of these prizes should—hopefully—be awarded. That will be the time to judge whether this concept is just a passing fad or if it should be a normal part of the way NASA and the rest of the government do business.
Prizes Solve – Innovation 
Prizes key to innovation and low cost missions – empirics prove

Cain 4 (Fraser, publisher of Universe Today, Universe Today, http://www.universetoday.com/9536/nasas-x-prize-looking-for-ideas)JFS
The NASA program that offers cash prizes for the development of new capabilities to help meet the agency’s exploration and program goals is conducting its first workshop June 15-16 at the Hilton Hotel, Washington. Centennial Challenges is a novel program of challenges, competitions, and prizes. NASA plans to tap the innovative talents of the nation to make revolutionary, breakthrough advances to support Vision for Space Exploration and other NASA priorities. “Centennial Challenges is a small but potentially high-leverage investment by NASA to help address some of our most difficult hurdles in research and exploration,” said NASA Administrator Sean O’Keefe. “I look forward to stimulating competitions and very innovative wins that advance the nation’s Vision for Space Exploration,” he added. The goal of Centennial Challenges is to stimulate innovation in fundamental technologies, robotic capabilities, and very low-cost space missions by establishing prize purses for specific achievements in technical areas of interest to NASA. By making awards based on achievements, not proposals, NASA hopes to bring innovative solutions from academia, industry, and the public to bear on solar system exploration and other technical challenges. “From 18th century seafaring, early 20th century aviation to today’s private sector space flight, prizes have played a key role in spurring new achievements in science, technology, engineering, and exploration,” said Craig Steidle, NASA’s Associate Administrator for Exploration Systems. “The Centennial Challenges Program is modeled on the successful history of past prize contests, and I am proud the Office of Exploration Systems is shepherding this path-finding program for NASA,” he added.
Prizes empirically solve – encourage rapid technological innovation.

Aldridge 04 [Report of the President’s Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy, A Journey to Inspire,Innovate, and Discover, pg. 32, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf mjf]

The Commission heard testimony from a variety of sources commenting on the value of prizes for the achievement of technology breakthroughs. Examples of the success of such an approach include the Orteig Prize, collected by Charles Lindbergh for his solo flight to Europe, and  the current X-Prize for human suborbital flight. It is estimated that over $400 million has been  invested in developing technology by the X-Prize competitors that will vie for a $10 million prize  – a 40 to 1 payoff for technology. The Commission strongly supports the Centennial Challenge program recently established by  NASA. This program provides up to $50 million in any given fiscal year for the payment of cash  prizes for advancement of space or aeronautical technologies, with no single prize in excess of   $10 million without the approval of the NASA Administrator. The focus of cash prizes should be on maturing the enabling technologies associated with the vision. NASA should expand its Centennial  prize program to encourage entrepreneurs and risk-takers to undertake major space missions.  Given the complexity and challenges of the new vision, the Commission suggests that a more substantial prize might be appropriate to accelerate the development of enabling technologies. As an example of  a particularly challenging prize concept, $100 million to $1 billion could be offered to the first organization to place humans on the Moon and sustain them for a fixed period before they return to Earth. The  Commission suggests that more substantial prize programs be considered and, if found appropriate,  NASA should work with the Congress to develop how the funding for such a prize would be provided 

Prizes Solve – Moon

Prizes can incentivize moon exploration
Reuters 4 (Reuters News Service, re-published on Chron, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/2639196.html)JFS
Within hours of the first private flight to outer space today, a NASA official said the agency might offer millions of dollars in prizes to encourage commercial missions to orbit the Earth or land on the moon. Michael Lembeck of NASA's office of exploration systems said such prizes would go to private explorers for such landmarks as "the first soft landing on the moon, or for returning a piece of an asteroid to Earth." "What we're looking for is innovation like what Burt Rutan brought to the table today," Lembeck said, referring to the legendary aerospace pioneer who designed the rocket plane SpaceShipOne that entered outer space 62 miles above the Mojave Desert in California. Lembeck said NASA would consider offering $10 million to $30 million in prizes to encourage private investors to develop space vehicles. There was even discussion of offering "a couple hundred million dollars for the first private orbital flight," he said in a telephone interview. Such prizes appear compatible with the vision for space exploration released last week by a White House commission that studied President Bush's plan to send Americans back to the moon and possibly to Mars. Among other recommendations, the commission suggested that private industry play a larger role in future space exploration, and urged Congress to create "significant monetary prizes."

Prizes Solve – Lunar Mining

NASA prizes spur H3 mining

Klotz 4 (Irene, Author Discovery News, Space Daily, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/lunar-04z.html)JFS
The lunar system could be used to precision-land robotic cargo ships, said Jim Bensen, president of SpaceDev, of Poway, Calif., which has several lunar projects on its drawing board. The company already built and operates a science research satellite in Earth orbit, called the Cosmic Hot Interstellar Plasma Spectrometer or CHIPSat. Our vision is that we need competitive commercial suppliers selling services to NASA as well as other customers, Gump said. NASA should issue their top-level program goals then offer pay-on-delivery contracts and prizes to jumpstart the commercial sector. For example, to develop technology to mine helium-3 from the moon robotically, NASA could offer a cash prize to the first team that brings back 10 grams of helium-3 by a certain date. If no one delivers, no one is paid. It puts the cost of the mission and the schedule burdens on the private sector, Gump said. Shifting perceptions about the role of private enterprise in space is one of the goals laid out by a presidential commission, headed by former Air Force Secretary Edward Pete Aldridge, which issued its report on the future of the U.S. space program last month. We're at a new American space age, Rick Tumlinson, founder of the non-profit advocacy group Space Frontier Foundation, told participants at his group's Return to the Moon conference in Las Vegas this past weekend. Leading the charge into the new frontier, which Tumlinson calls an alternative space program, are privately developed efforts, such as SpaceShipOne, which last month became the first non-government, manned vehicle to reach space. The vessel was designed by Burt Rutan and his team at Scaled Composites, of Mojave, Calif., and financed by Microsoft co-founder and billionaire Paul Allen. NASA was so spectacularly successful with the Apollo program, no one ever questioned if the government should be doing space or not, Gump said. It took until this year -- that many decades -- to actually raise the question: Should our path to space be done with Stalinist central planning or with the traditional American blueprint with innovative, enterprising companies? He added, We have a few wealthy individuals and if the government program is created to bring in competition, we may even get some of the major aerospace companies to get the commercial spirit. Gump called NASA's plan to build, in-house, the first lunar orbiter in the new exploration plan an inauspicious start. The agency instead could have issued a request to buy its data commercially and leave the ownership and operation of the hardware to the private sector, but he said he sees favorable signs the government is starting to change the way it does business. Having the government go back to the moon by itself means the government will pay more than it has to, said Gump, who has successfully raised money from Radio Shack and other corporate sponsors for lunar missions. The government could get its data back at much lower cost by sharing the mission, he said. In addition to supporting the government program, the private sector is eager to reach the moon to see what it really can offer commercially. When I look at the moon, I see real estate, said Randa Milliron, co-founder of Interorbital Systems of Mojave, Calif., which is developing passenger launch vehicles as well as a lunar hotel. The thing is we really are in ignorance, Gump said. We landed on the moon in six locations several decades back. We need to spend some time on the moon to see what it is good for. Right now, we just don't know.
Prizes Solve – Energy

NASA Prizes can spur energy developments

Boyle 5 (Alan, Science Editor, MSNBC, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/7280483/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasa-plans-prizes-space-breakthroughs)JFS
Borrowing a page from the playbook for the X Prize spaceship competition, NASA has set aside $400,000 over the next two years for competitions to encourage the development of wireless power transmission systems and super-strong tethers. The Beam Power Challenge and the Tether Challenge, announced here Wednesday, are the first two of NASA's Centennial Challenges, which aim to provide incentives for technological achievements that could be applied to future space exploration. Although the space agency will put up the prize money, the contests will be administered by the Spaceward Foundation, a California-based group that started planning the contests last year. "We are thrilled with our partnership with NASA, and we're excited to take the Tether and Beam Power challenges to the next level," said Meekk Shelef, president of the Spaceward Foundation. Shelef and her colleagues at the foundation hope the contests will advance the concept of a space elevator, which proposes using climbing robots powered by light beams to carry payloads into outer space. Such elevators would travel on tethers extending tens of thousands of miles above the surface of the Earth. If feasible, such a system could dramatically reduce the cost of access to space. But Brant Sponberg, program manager for the Centennial Challenges, emphasized that NASA was interested in power-beaming and high-strength-to-weight materials rather than the bigger, more speculative space-elevator concept. "Even if no one builds a space elevator or solar power satellites, it's still of benefit to NASA," he told MSNBC.com at the Flight School conference in Scottsdale. In the most common power-beaming scenario, energy in the form of light or microwaves is transmitted through space from a power source to remote receivers, where photoelectric cells convert the light energy into electricity. NASA has already tested one such system for keeping unmanned air vehicles aloft, and the technology might come in handy for long-duration aerial reconnaissance missions on Mars. The concept also be used for distributing power from, say, a nuclear power station on the moon or Mars to other outposts. "We can't take terrestrial power grids to other worlds," Sponberg explained.
Prizes key to green innovation and cost decreases in space

Steitz 11 (David, NASA News Writer, NASA Publications, http://www.nasa.gov/home/hqnews/2003/jul/HQ_03226_Reason.html)JFS
The objective of the Night Rover Challenge is to stimulate innovations in energy storage technologies of value in extreme space environments, such as the surface of the moon, or for electric vehicles and renewable energy systems on Earth. Currently, the solar-powered Mars rovers "go to sleep" during the Martian night. NASA hopes the Night Rover Challenge will generate new ideas that will allow planetary rovers the ability to take on a night shift, and possibly create new energy storage technologies for applications on our home planet. The Nano-Satellite Launcher Challenge goal is to stimulate innovations in low-cost launch technology for frequent access to Earth orbit while encouraging creation of commercial nano-satellite delivery services. Decreasing the cost of reliably sending small payloads to Earth orbit in a timely manner could create entire new markets for U.S. businesses and provide opportunities for students and researchers to harness the environment of space for technology development and innovative problem solving. Centennial Challenge events typically include media and public audiences, and may be televised on NASA Television or streamed online. NASA's agency website also covers the competitions. The competitions provide high-visibility opportunities to partner organizations and sponsors for public outreach. The organizations that will manage the challenges also will seek sponsors and teams, and conduct publicity and administration of the actual contests. Once selected, the allied organizations will collaborate with NASA to announce challenge rules and details on how teams may enter. Allied organizations generally seek sponsorships of all monetary sizes and in-kind contributions while providing public recognition to competition sponsors. Arrangements for competition sponsorships will be negotiated directly between the allied organizations and the sponsors and may include competition naming rights for significant contributors. NASA also is seeking private and corporate sponsors for the Strong Tether, Power Beaming, Green Flight and Sample Return Robot Challenges. NASA is looking for companies, organizations or individuals interested in sponsoring the non-profit allied organizations that manage the prize competitions. 

Prizes Solve – SSP

Prizes solve ssp better than the aff

Globus 10 (Al, chairman of the Space Settlement Committee of the National Space Society, Online Journal of Space Communication, Winter 2010, U of Ohio, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/globus.html)JFS
Let us suppose that America decides that SSP is sufficiently promising to match the Japanese effort. We could, of course, undertake such a project using NASA in cooperation with America's aerospace industry, utility companies and interested others. However, this project also could spend the entire $21 billion and fail to meet its goal. Even if successful, in this scenario only a single satellite would be built with no mechanism to insure that power would be produced economically. Fortunately, there is another way that might work better: prizes. The prize system I will describe will deliver at least one working powersat for each billion dollars spent. Should no one build a working powersat, then no public money will be spent. This plan is far less risky than a traditional $21 billion aerospace program and could deliver much greater benefits. Here's how it might work:

Prizes jumpstart private development

Globus 10 (Al, chairman of the Space Settlement Committee of the National Space Society, Online Journal of Space Communication, Winter 2010, U of Ohio, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/globus.html)JFS
A $21 billion public investment, structured as prizes, would in all likelihood provide an incentive sufficient to jump-start our SSP industry. Having 21 satellites in operation should be more than sufficient to set the U.S. on a course to lead the world in energy production. Supplying our own energy from space could have four great consequences: 1) an inexhaustible supply of electrical power 2) much less dependence on imported fossil fuels, 3) a huge reduction in green-house gas and other atmospheric emissions and 4) increased investment in access to space transport and infrastructure enabling a wide variety of unreachable space capabilities, including settlement.
Prizes Solve – Mars

Prizes are the fastest and most effective way to solve Mars – dodges spending link

Dinkin 4 (Sam, B.S. in Economics @ Caltech, PhD @ U of Arizona, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/164/2)JFS
How will America conduct an ambitious space agenda without having a centrally planned technology development roadmap? The Department of Space Security should offer prizes. The Aldridge report talks about a 40-to-1 multiplier of prize money to beget private sector development money. Our space goals should be contracted on a fixed-price basis and insured. If the goal is not met, we will have the money to try again. Overruns become the responsibility of the contractor. To aid planning, a futures market should be used to gauge prices of different options a la DARPA’s policy futures exchange. If the US can credibly, irrevocably post prizes, then it can just sit back and wait while a frenzy of excitement makes the activity happen without further government intervention. Posting a $10-billion Mars prize and backing it in a credible way such as paying five different insurance company consortia—including some overseas—to fund $2 billion each of the prize would make the money for all practical purposes irrevocable. Such a prize would spark the race of the century. Work your way up to that, Mr. President. Start with hundreds of millions in irrevocable prizes in 2004 and work your way up to billion dollar and multi-billion dollar prizes by 2008.
Prizes Solve – Mars 

Prizes for Mars would be the most effective method – saves billions
Carberry, et al 10 (C.A., Exec Director of Explore Mars, Inc., Artemis, President of Explore Mars, Inc., Blake, Project Leader, ISRU Challenge, Journal of Cosmology, Vol 12 pg 4081-89, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)JFS
The Mars Prize concept is an extremely ambitious version of a concept that was successful in the early days of aviation. The most commonly cited example was the $25,000 Orteig Prize. This prize was offered in 1919 to the first person to fly solo non-stop from New York to Paris. Several years later in 1927, this prize was won when Charles Lindbergh made his historic flight (Randolph 1990) . Of course, this was not the first prize for exploration projects. In 1714, the British government offered the Longitude Prize to the first person who could accurately determine longitude, which led to major advances in navigation (Sobel 1996). The key question is: Can this same concept be applied to space exploration and particularly, exploration of Mars? Over the past couple of decades, estimates for a NASA-run human mission to Mars have ranged anywhere from $150 billion to $1 trillion (Flatow 2009; Zubrin 1996; Day 2004). If this is true, it is highly unlikely that a private mission of any kind will be achievable in the near future. There are many individuals, however, who believe that a human mission to Mars can be accomplished at a dramatically lower cost if a market model is utilized. In 1994, Robert Zubrin and United States Representative Newt Gingrich came up with the Mars Prize bill that would offer a $20 billion prize to the "first private organization to successfully land a crew on Mars and return them to Earth…" (Zubrin 1996). At the time, this was quite an innovative concept. The Mars Prize bill predated the X-Prize by two years and few people were taking this type of program seriously. Although Zubrin's 1996 estimate for his Mars Direct plan for sending humans to Mars was $30 billion, he hypothesized that a privately developed mission would be substantially less expensive. Using a market model, it could cost $4 to $6 billion. This estimate was based on using Titan, Atlas, Delta, or Russian Energia launch vehicles. Zubrin's model also predated any of the current commercial launch vehicles that are now in development (Zubrin 1996). Gingrich did not actively promote the Mars Prize concept for over a decade, but he also did not abandon a prize based Mars exploration program altogether. In an April 2007 speech, Gingrich proposed a $20 billion prize again which would be tax free. He noted that being tax free is extremely important because Americans do not like paying taxes. He claimed that a tax free $20 billion prize would be psychologically more attractive than a $40 billion prize with taxes. As with the Gingrich-Zubrin concept of 1994, the first team to get to Mars and return safely would win the prize. (Gingrich 2008) It is not surprising that former Speaker Gingrich revived the Mars Prize concept. Two years after the Mars Prize bill was proposed (and essentially died), Peter Diamandis and a group of other visionaries founded the X-Prize which offered a $10 million prize to the first non-government team to successfully launch a human occupied spacecraft into space twice within a two week period. Eight years later this prize was won by Burt Rutan's SpaceShipOne, which had been financed by Microsoft co-founded, Paul Allen. In addition, over $100 million was invested in this contest by the various competing teams; $25 million was invested by Paul Allen alone (Brekke 2004). While this achievement represented only a tiny fraction of the complexity and cost of what a Mars mission would entail, it represented a paradigm shift in what was possible and what individuals and corporations may be willing to invest in. At that moment, a Mars Prize did not appear to be nearly as farfetched. It also inspired the next step for the X-Prize Foundation with the announcement in 2007 of the $30 million Google Lunar X-Prize (Diamandis 2008). When asked if the Google Lunar X-Prize could lead to Mars related prizes, Tiffany Montague, Director of Google‟s space initiatives stated, "I don't think there is any reason that it wouldn't. I do think that we need to walk before we can run. The preamble to that is demonstrating that we can send rovers successfully to the Moon" (Montague 2010). Could this concept be applicable to sending humans to Mars? In 2008, X-Prize founder, Peter Diamandis proposed Mega X-prizes including a human mission to Mars. However, in a recent interview, Diamandis stated that it was unlikely there would be a Mega X-Prize geared to a human mission to Mars. "I don't see a Mars Mega-X PRIZE… An incentive prize works when there's a long-term business model and the prize can drive numerous teams to spend the money to play. A private Mars mission is likely a $5B - $10B endeavor and you won't see multiple teams each raising this level…If we ever re-invented launch technology to reduce the cost by 100-fold, then I think a "humans to Mars prize" would make a lot of sense" (Diamandis 2010). While not likely to reduce launch costs by 100-fold, if SpaceX can deliver on its goal of dramatically reducing launch costs, it may bring a Mars mission down to the level where an X-Prize may be viable. In a September 7, 2010 email interview with the first author (Carberry), Elon Musk said he thought a privately financed mission would only cost $2 billion and that a prize would only have to be $1 billion. He added that it would take "ten years from starting fundraising to landing back on Earth." If Musk is correct, not only would hundreds of individuals in the United States alone have the means to fund such a prize, but hundreds would also be able to fund teams to compete.
A2: Prizes Unpopular – Not Perceived

Forget their arguments – prizes dodge the link completely

Newell and Wilson 5 (Richard, Asst. Prof of Energy and Environmental Economics @ Nicholas School, Nathan, advisor to Obama, http://www.rff.org/Documents/RFF-DP-05-33.pdf)JFS
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. 
A2: Prizes Fail – Spending 

Prizes transfer management and development costs to the private sector

Sterner 10 (Eric, natl security and aerospace consultant, served for Secretary of Defense @ NASA, national security analyst @ JAYCOR, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf)JFS
True support for the burgeoning commercial human spaceflight industry would significantly limit the amount of government intervention in the infant marketplace, lest the distortions created by real-, or near-monopsonistic government domination of demand and capital markets swamp free market signals. In the long run, the best approach may be to follow the XPrize model and create an award for the first company that meets certain very simple mission goals, such as carrying three people to the ISS orbit and demonstrating the ability to rendezvous and dock with another space object. Such an approach would theoretically reduce the cost of private capital by improving the possible returns on an investment. At the same time, it would reduce government financial risk by withholding cash until a winner had actually earned the prize. This differs from the COTS program in that the goal of COTS is to meet NASA-unique requirements for access to the space station, which requires intensive government oversight, whereas the prize program’s goal is to foster private sector innovation for its own sake, mandating considerably less government oversight. (The FAA would still be involved to regulate safety of passengers and the public.)

Prizes key to massive capital investment – private companies cover the majority of the cost

Worden 4 (Simon, Brigadier General, Research Prof of Astronomy @ Space and Missiles Systems Center @ LAAFB, Marshall Inst., http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/230.pdf)JFS
Now, as I mentioned, there are other private sector possibilities. We mentioned the X Prize. DARPA did its Grand Challenge prize competition for an autonomous all-terrain vehicle in California a few months ago. They got several tens of millions of dollars of research for free; nobody won their million-dollar prize. One of the interesting things about prizes is that they tend to generate a lot more investment than is won in the prize. NASA has requested authority to offer prizes and a lot of us are pretty enthusiastic about this idea and we hope we can get legislative support for it. Another option is a maybe a little more controversial: private sponsorship. Senator Brownback held a field hearing in Houston, Texas several months ago and an individual who had been working on this for quite some time suggested that we allow private sponsorship of space missions. He used an example that, I understand, he has copyrighted. I am told by NASA that there have been more than 10 billion hits on the Mars websites in the last few months, representing at least a hundred million independent IP addresses. Bob Lorsch proposed that we allow people to link from the Mars Lander Website to something like a publicly chartered foundation supporting NASA and state that for a dollar, the foundation will send you a cool picture they have taken for a screensaver once a month, just as the National Parks Foundation supports parks. It we could figure out a way to do this tastefully, we’d have a real moneymaker. That’s the level that a lot of people might buy into. We are not talking about placing Nike “swooshes” on the side of the shuttle, but potentially soliciting sponsors in a tasteful manner, the way the Olympics does. Again, these are ideas that could generate a significant amount of capital and capital investment. 
***Prizes Bad***
Prizes Unpopular

Congress is opposed to giving large prizes

Zimmerman 4 (Robert, Space Daily, Staff, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nasa-04zt.html)JFS
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. 
Prizes Fail – No Incentive

The prize doesn’t incentivize – no prestige or financial gain

Foust 3 (Jeff, editor and publisher of Space Review, TSR, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/50/1)JFS
That might work if the prize’s monetary value or overall prestige was so high as to attract people primarily or solely interested in winning it. Initially, the prestige of the Heinlein Prize will be relatively low, since the prize is new and its name-recognition factor is limited to the relatively small community of science fiction aficionados. By comparison, while many people in various fields eagerly compete for the Nobel Prizes, the vast majority enter their fields of endeavor for reasons other than to win a Nobel. The relatively small size of the prize also seems unlikely to attract new individuals to commercial space ventures. An individual who does achieve “practical accomplishments” in commercial space should also profit from them. Accomplishments worthy of the Heinlein Prize would presumably be great enough that the individual should have made millions in the process. In such a case, it’s hard to see how winning an additional $500,000 would prove to be a great incentive for entrepreneurs.
Prizes Fail – Bureaucracy

Congress will water down the prize until it is worthless

Newell and Wilson 5 (Richard, Asst. Prof of Energy and Environmental Economics @ Nicholas School, Nathan, advisor to Obama, http://www.rff.org/Documents/RFF-DP-05-33.pdf)JFS
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.

Prizes Fail – Spending 

Prizes cost millions

Wired News 4 (Science News, http://www.wired.com/science/discoveries/news/2004/06/63949)JFS
Within hours of the first private flight to outer space Monday, a NASA official said the agency might offer millions of dollars in prizes to encourage commercial missions to orbit the Earth or land on the moon. Michael Lembeck of NASA's office of exploration systems said such prizes would go to private explorers for such landmarks as "the first soft landing on the moon, or for returning a piece of an asteroid to Earth." "What we're looking for is innovation like what Burt Rutan brought to the table today," Lembeck said, referring to the legendary aerospace pioneer who designed the rocket plane SpaceShipOne, which entered outer space 62 miles above the Mojave Desert in California. Lembeck said NASA would consider offering $10 million to $30 million in prizes to encourage private investors to develop space vehicles. Such prizes appear compatible with the vision for space exploration released last week by a White House commission that studied President Bush's plan to send Americans back to the moon and possibly to Mars.
Prizes Fail – Can’t Solve SSP

Can’t solve – not enough prize money

Globus 10 (Al, chairman of the Space Settlement Committee of the National Space Society, Online Journal of Space Communication, Winter 2010, U of Ohio, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/globus.html)JFS
The primary risk is that the prize is too small to stimulate SSP development, i.e., that $1billion at $5/kw-hr is insufficient to fund the first satellite, even when matched by private sector investment. However, it is encouraging to note that PG&E, a major power company in California, announced in 2009 a deal to purchase 200 megawatts of electricity for a 15-year period from Solaren Corp., an 8-year-old company based in Manhattan Beach, California (California, 2009). This level of power production is expected to be available beginning in 2016. While the exact price PG&E agreed to pay is unknown, it is certainly far less than $0.50/kw-hr, suggesting that $5kw-hr for the initial prize will be attractive to potential providers. In the above scenario, as successful contestants are free to sell power on the open market once they’ve received all the prize money to which they are entitled, they could simply sell subsequent power to PG&E or other utilities at the same price Solaren Corp. is receiving.
***Property Rights Good***
Property Rights Solve – General

Government grants of land are key to any private sector development

Keating 4 (Raymond J., The Freeman, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/has-a-new-era-of-space-venture-arrived/)JFS
Finally, the importance of property rights was acknowledged. The report noted that the 1967 UN Treaty on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, which the U.S. government signed, prohibits claims of national sovereignty on any extraterrestrial body. Moreover, the 1979 Moon Treaty disallows any private ownership on the moon. The commission reported that the United States “has not ratified the 1979 Moon Treaty, but at the same time, has not challenged its basic premises or assumptions.” As a result, “the legal status of a hypothetical private company engaged in making products from space resources is uncertain.” The commissioners observed: “Potentially, this uncertainty could strangle a nascent space-based industry in its cradle; no company will invest millions of dollars in developing a product to which their legal claim is uncertain.” The report concluded that if property rights are not addressed appropriately, “there will be little significant private sector activity associated with the development of space resources, one of our key goals.”

Property rights are the key issue for companies

Aldrige 4 (Edward, Undersecretary for Acquistion, Tech, and Logistics @ DoD, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf)JFS
Because of this treaty regime, the legal status of a hypothetical private company engaged in making products from space resources is uncertain. Potentially, this uncertainty could strangle a nascent spacebased industry in its cradle; no company will invest millions of dollars in developing a product to which their legal claim is uncertain. The issue of private property rights in space is a complex one involving national and international legal issues. However, it is imperative that these issues be recognized and addressed at an early stage in the implementation of the vision, otherwise there will be little significant private sector activity associated with the development of space resources, one of our key goals.

Property rights are the fastest, cheapest, most practical method to solve the aff

Tierney 8 (John, scientific journalist, NYT http://tierneylab.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/08/29/for-sale-moon-and-mars/)JFS
Now, this might seem like a mere academic exercise for lawyers, given the current shortage of people ready to settle down on the Moon or Mars. But Mr. Wasser and Mr. Jobes argue that a formal recognition of the right to claim Alaska-sized chunks of land is the fastest and most practical way to promote extraterrestrial colonies. For now, they say, real-estate sales are about the only potentially profitable economic activity on the Moon — certainly more practical than trying to make money by mining its minerals. They note that many have already paid $19.95 per acre for “deeds” to lunar land even those these are novelty items that have no binding legal authority. Presumably, Mr. Wasser and Mr. Jobes write, people would be willing to pay more to speculate in land legally owned by a company established by a small group of settlers who had staked a claim to 384 million acrees — an area the size of Alaska, which was successfully claimed by Russia after a small fur-trading settlement of fewer than 100 people was established in one spot there. If the land went for $100 per acre, that would amount to nearly $40 billion. “Those billions of dollars of potential profits could be a powerful incentive to develop space settlements,” the authors conclude. To reassure investors in those settlements, the authors write, the United States should pass a law recognizing the property rights of future settlers. Such a law would not violate the Outer Space Treaty, they say, because the United States would not be claiming sovereignty over the land nor the right to confer title, but instead merely recognizing the validity of private land claims (in the same that the way the U.S. recognizes the validity of land claims in foreign countries). Moreover, they argue, this law would not violate the Outer Space Treaty’s requirement that extraterrestrial bodies be settled for “the benefit of all,” because citizens of all countries would be able to stake these claims. I realize that lunar real estate is not a hot-button issue in Washington, but there is one great political merit to the authors’ proposed law: it would contribute nothing to the budget deficit, even if, as the author also suggest, Congress also offered a monetary prize for future settlements.
Property Rights Solve – Colonization

Property rights law is the prerequisite to all other colonization

SSI 6 (Space Settlement Institute, Independent Inst. For Space Colonization, http://www.space-settlement-institute.org/space-settlement-prize-act.html)JFS
The problem continues to be that there have been proposed no conceivable ventures in space that would return billions of dollars in any reasonable timeframe. Space solar power, asteroid or Lunar mining, space tourism, and so on will one day be viable businesses. But without the existing space infrastructure, which will cost billions to construct, building a hotel on the Moon right now would be like building a hotel in the Sahara Desert - only it would be a lot harder to get to. Constructing the missing space infrastructure - the gas stations, supply depots, repair shops, and rest stops on the Earth-Moon and Earth-Mars superhighways - that is the enabler for humanity's expansion into the Solar System. There is actually one asset in space that could produce a multi-billion dollar return for investors, if the proper laws were in place to enable ownership. The most potentially valuable asset on the Moon and Mars is the land itself, as real estate. Someday in the future, once there is a true permanent settlement, regular commercial access, and a system of space property rights, Lunar and Martian real estate will acquire a multi-billion dollar value. However, the incentive is obviously needed now, to spark the outward push, not later after settlement has already happened.
Property rights are key to long-term colonization

SSI 6 (Space Settlement Institute, Independent Inst. For Space Colonization, http://www.space-settlement-institute.org/space-settlement-prize-act.html)JFS
The Space Settlement Prize Act is a law proposed by The Space Settlement Institute that would create, at no cost to taxpayers, a multi-billion dollar incentive for private companies to finance and build permanent settlements on the Moon and/or Mars. Included in the legislation is the requirement that these companies build an Earth-Moon or Earth-Mars space line open to all paying passengers. One thing has become very clear in the last 30 years. For the space frontier to be opened in our lifetimes, private enterprise must begin to invest heavily in space development very soon. It is obvious the government cannot, or will not, help humanity settle space - even if their intention were to do so. At best, NASA may help us get there; the rest will be up to the private sector. The only way to interest investors in building space settlements is to make doing so very profitable. No company can throw billions into a project without a huge profit waiting down the line. Even if they could convince investors to do it, the companies that tried would obviously go bankrupt.
Property Rights Solve – Courts Evidence

Courts recognition of property rights is key

SSI 6 (Space Settlement Institute, Independent Inst. For Space Colonization, http://www.space-settlement-institute.org/space-settlement-prize-act.html)JFS
The U.S. needs to promise, now, that when and if anyone succeeds in establishing a permanent, privately funded space settlement and space line, U.S. courts will accept the settlement's claim to ownership of a substantial share of that land. This concept has come to be known as "land claims recognition". (Incidentally, the same incentive would also apply to asteroids and any other object on which a permanent space settlement could be built.) Official recognition by U.S. Courts of a private claim of land on the Moon or Mars (based legally on the occupation and use by a permanent settlement) would allow the settlement to sell deeds to their Lunar land back on Earth. This could begin as soon as - but not before - the actual settlement and space line was built. The settlement company could sell to those who intend to book passage on the settlement's ships and use their land, but also to the much, much larger market of land speculators and investors who hope to make a profit on Lunar land deeds, without ever, themselves, leaving Earth.

Property Rights Solve – Now Key

Must acknowledge property rights now – doing it after the fact doesn’t spur development

Wasser and Jobes 8 (Alan, Chairman of SSI, former CEO of NSS, Douglas, Prez of SSI, Journal of Air and Law Commerce, http://www.nss.org/settlement/moon/library/SpaceSettlementLandClaimsRecognition-Wasser2008.pdf)JFS
There appears to be one incentive, however, that could spark massive private investment leading to the establishment of per- manent space settlements on the Moon and beyond with an im- mediate payback to investors. The concept of “land claims recognition” (developed by author Alan Wasser and others over the last twenty years) seems to be the most powerful economic incentive, much more so than all the other incentives, such as government-funded prizes and corporate tax holidays combined.8 If and when the Moon and Mars are settled in the future through other incentives, the nations of Earth will eventually have to recognize these settlements’ authority over their own land. But to create an incentive now, governments would need to commit to recognizing that ownership in advance, rather than long after the fact.
Property Rights Solve – Mars

Mars solvency

Carberry, Westernberg, and Ortner 10 (C.A., Exec Director of Explore Mars, Inc., Artemis, President of Explore Mars, Inc., Blake, Project Leader, ISRU Challenge, Journal of Cosmology, Vol 12 pg 4081-89, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)JFS

There would also be a wide range of other potential ways to raise funds through a Mars mission. Joseph (2010) proposes what he calls "marketing Mars" and the creation of an independent corporation with a mandate from Congress to sell the exclusive rights to name the Mars landing crafts and to broadcast the landing on Mars. He also proposes selling Mars mineral rights and property rights. However, would this be enough to make the mission profitable (or at least break even)?

Property Rights Solve – Moon

Property rights are key to permanent lunar bases – has a whole range of economic benefits

Jobes 5 (Douglas, prez of SSI, May/June Issue of Space Times, the magazine of the American Astronautical Society, http://www.space-settlement-institute.org/Articles/LCRSpaceTimesMay2005.pdf)JFS

Creating an incentive for private industry to finance the construction of expensive space infrastructure without imposing a huge burden on American taxpayers could be achieved if Congress were to pass a lunar land claims recognition law. The Space Settlement Institute has developed a draft of such a law, called "The Space Settlement Prize Act" (www.space settlement.org/law), which could be a starting point for Congressional debate. As proposed by the Space Settlement Institute, the law would give the first private entity to establish a privately funded, permanent lunar base and space line the right to legal recognition by the United States of the entity's claim to a piece of lunar territory about the size of Alaska, approximately 4 percent of the lunar surface. Each successive  lunar base and space line established by other, subsequent private groups could receive recognition of a claim of 15 percent less land than the previous one (to place a premium on being the first to succeed in establishing a base). Such a law would ensure that, if all its conditions are met, U.S. courts will accept private entities' claims and allow private groups to recoup their investments and make profits by selling deeds to parcels of its lunar land to American citizens, and everyone else, back on Earth. It would be very desirable if as many other nations as possible joined in granting recognition. Therefore, the draft legislation strongly encourages reciprocal arrangements with other nations. Among the conditions that would have to be met to comply with international space law would be the requirement that the space line and lunar base be open to all peaceful, fare-paying passengers, regardless of nationality. U.S. recognition of land claims would be an open proposition, equally, to consortia from any nation, and, in fact, it is very likely that some lunar bases would be established by multi-national consortia and launched from non-American spaceports. Without something like the land claims recognition law, it may be a very long time before the space infrastructure that space businesses will need is financed and constructed. On February 10, Congressman Ken Calvert, the newly appointed chairman of the Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee of the House Science Committee, spoke before the Federal Aviation Administration's annual commercial space transportation conference. Calvert stated, "In 2010, the shuttle will be retired, so there is right now a need to move people into space quickly, safely, and reliably, I believe that need could be met in large part by the private sector.... The job of Congress is to pass legislation and exercise its oversight functions in such a way that will enable this industry to succeed." In June 2004, the President's Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy (also known as the Aldridge Commission) specifically recommended prizes, tax incentives, regulatory relief, and the assurance of "appropriate property rights for those who seek to develop space resources and infrastructure." It's hard to imagine a more effective way to help the private space industry succeed than by passing legislation creating a financial incentive worth billions of dollars to research, design, develop, and build vital components of the infrastructure in space. And what would motivate Congress to pass a lunar land claims recognition law? Unlocking billions of dollars in private investment for the development of the space industry and space infrastructure would create an economic boom for this country in the aerospace and technology sectors. Untold new technology jobs would be created. More young people in this country would become interested in pursuing science as a career, inspired by a private industry race to the Moon in which they could possibly participate, just as the young generation was inspired during the Apollo era. An intensive effort on the part of the private sector to develop space infrastructure will have many economic and societal benefits. A catalyst like that which a lunar land claims recognition law would provide is needed now to jumpstart the development of space infrastructure. As Anita Gale points out, "The effect of adding space infrastructure will be like building a freeway in Southern California. After the first elements of infrastructure are in place, gas stations and restaurants are built at the exits, then hotels, and finally entire towns. After the first big spaceport or settlement is established, there will be a space construction boom." We can only close our eyes and imagine - and then open them and get to work to make it happen. • 

Property Rights Solve – Satellites

Lack of property rights ensures satellite collision and failure

Scheraga 87 (Joel D., Senior Advisor for Climate Adaptation in EPA, served as Natl Program Director for EPA’s Global Change Research Program, http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj6n3/cj6n3-10.pdf)JFS

Congestion of orbital slots is the result of an absence of ownership. Consider the case of a country that has decided to invest in a satellite communications system rather than, say, a ground-based microwave transmission system. When that country’s satellite is placed in geosynchronous orbit, it adds to the congestion problem and increases the possibility of transmission interference or collision with another satellite. Although the external effect on each individual satellite in the orbit is small, the total effect on all satellites is large. The country launching the new satellite, however, does not consider the total external effect on all satellites; that is, it does not consider the social cost of one more satellite being placed in orbit. It only considers the average cost (or cost per satellite launched) it faces—that is, the private cost of the satellite system. Each individual country acting alone, in its own self-interest, will not make socially correct decisions when the orbital slots are not owned by anyone. This misallocation due to the lack of well-defined property rights is illustrated in Figure 1. 

A2: Property Rights Unpopular

Property rights law could pass without much fanfare

SSI 6 (Space Settlement Institute, Independent Inst. For Space Colonization, http://www.space-settlement-institute.org/space-settlement-prize-act.html)JFS

The Space Settlement Prize Act would cost politicians nothing at all to pass. Not one dime is required from the U.S. budget, and in fact the burgeoning space activity should provide a big boost to certain sectors of the economy. One reason the legislation is not on their radar screen, however, is the contentious nature of the international space laws that currently exist. The good news is that researchers at The Space Settlement Institute have found solutions and legal precedents that address every major objection. The objective now is to find individuals with the necessary connections to bring the legislation from a draft into real law. This is a hugely difficult mandate and help is needed.
A2: Property Rights Kill I-Law

The CP is legit under all international space law

Wasser and Jobes 8 (Alan, Chairman of SSI, former CEO of NSS, Douglas, Prez of SSI, Journal of Air and Law Commerce, http://www.nss.org/settlement/moon/library/SpaceSettlementLandClaimsRecognition-Wasser2008.pdf)JFS

The 1967 Treaty On Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,13 generally called the Outer Space Treaty, is the primary basis for most international space law. The treaty was negotiated by the United States and the So- viet Union in order to end the costly space race between them.14 There were, of course, a great many differences between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., which had to be compromised or papered-over in order to get a treaty agreement.15
For example, the U.S.S.R. wanted to ban all private enterprise space activity but the U.S. refused.16 In many cases, the solution was to insert vague language that could be interpreted whichever way the reader wanted, but would leave the enactment of any real rules to a future discus- sion. At the U.S. Senate ratification hearings for the Treaty, Ar- thur Goldberg, who led the U.S. negotiating team, was asked about Article I of the treaty, and he told the Senators that “the article [was] a ‘broad general declaration of purposes’ that would have no specific impact until its intent was detailed in subsequent, detailed agreements.”17 About a decade later, there was a serious attempt to produce such a detailed agreement, the 1979 “Agreement on the Activi- ties of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,”18 gener- ally referred to as “The 1979 Moon Treaty.”19 The agreement would have banned all private property in space, and for that reason, among others, the U.S. Senate refused to ratify it.20 No other space-faring nation ratified it either.21 Therefore, it is generally agreed today that the Moon Treaty is non-binding and not a part of international law.22 As Kurt Anderson Baca notes, The Moon Treaty outlaws property rights in any celestial body absent the establishment of an international regime. The Moon Treaty also aims at closing the avenue toward property and quasi- sovereignty left by the Outer Space Treaty. The Moon Treaty, however, has yet not been ratified by any major space power and has been signed by very few states. It is not binding as a treaty on the non-party states and the claim that it represents customary law is probably not credible.23 It has also been pointed out that the very fact that the framers of the Moon Treaty felt the need to write a new specific ban on private property indicates that they did not feel the earlier Outer Space Treaty had already accomplished such a prohibition.24

A2: Property Rights Kill I-Law

Expert consensus – the counterplan is 100% legal

Wasser and Jobes 8 (Alan, Chairman of SSI, former CEO of NSS, Douglas, Prez of SSI, Journal of Air and Law Commerce, http://www.nss.org/settlement/moon/library/SpaceSettlementLandClaimsRecognition-Wasser2008.pdf)JFS

So the question is whether it would be an exercise of sover- eignty, and therefore a violation of the Outer Space Treaty (es- pecially Article II)25 for the U.S. to pass legislation agreeing to recognize the right of privately funded, permanent Lunar or Martian settlements, regardless of nationality, to claim land around their base. Most experts now seem to agree that the Outer Space Treaty does not ban private property. The follow- ing are several examples: 1) As law Professor Glenn Reynolds and National Review colum- nist Dave Kopel say, [i]t is widely agreed by space-law scholars that the Outer Space Treaty forbids only national sovereignty—not private property rights. If, later this century, Americans settle Mars, they will acquire property rights to the land they settle . . . . The American government may choose to respect the Mar- tian settlers’ property rights, and even defend them, without violating the treaty’s terms, so long as the government doesn’t proclaim its own sovereignty over portions of Mars . . . . As independent settlers, they would not be bound by the Outer Space Treaty, which only restricts the Earth-based gov- ernments that have signed it.26 2) Joanne Gabrynowicz, a professor of law and the Director of the National Remote Sensing and Space Law Center says, “[a]s regards to property rights per se, the Outer Space Treaty is silent. It contains no prohibition.”27 3) Writing for the Fordham Law Review, Professor Stephen Gorove, former Chairman of the Graduate Program of the School of Law and professor of law at the University of Missis- sippi, School of Law, said, . . . the [Outer Space] Treaty in its present form appears to contain no prohibition regarding individual appropriation or acquisition by a private association or an international organi- zation. . . . Thus, at present, an individual acting on his own behalf or on behalf of another individual or a private associa- tion or an international organization could lawfully appropri- ate any part of outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies.28 Professor Gorove goes on to say: . . . the establishment of a permanent settlement or the carry- ing out of commercial activities by nationals of a country on a celestial body may constitute national appropriation if the ac- tivities take place under tie [sic] supreme authority (sover- eignty) of the state. Short of this, if the state wields no exclusive authority or jurisdiction in relation to the area in question, the answer would seem to be in the negative, unless, the nationals also use their individual appropriations as cover- ups for their state’s activities.29 4) At the 50th International Astronautical Congress, National Space Society (“NSS”) representatives Pat Dasch, Michael Martin- Smith, and Anne Pierce presented a report on space property rights. The presentation concluded that “[s]everal important principles have been established by customary law and treaty. First, national sovereignty stops where outer space begins. . . . Second, that national appropriation of the Moon, other planets, asteroids, etc., is forbidden. And third, that private property rights are not forbidden.”30 Dasch, Martin-Smith, and Pierce noted that the third point had been controversial for some time.31
But, they say, it is now agreed that, “The 1967 Outer Space Treaty forbids ‘national ap- propriation’ of the Moon and other celestial bodies . . . . It does not forbid private property rights on these bodies.”32 
***Property Rights Bad***
Property Rights Unpopular

Every part of the government hates new property rights

Gangale 8 (Thomas, Executive Director, AIAA Professional Member, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf)JFS

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.
Property Rights Fail – Kills I-Law

Property rights law kills i-law – decks cooperation and space exploration

Gangale 8 (Thomas, Executive Director, AIAA Professional Member, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf)JFS

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.

Counterplan decimates i-law and gets rolled back because of it

Gangale 8 (Thomas, Executive Director, AIAA Professional Member, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/ASM2008_CastlesInTheAir.pdf)JFS

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. 

Property Rights Fail – Valueless 

The property rights that the counterplan grants would be worthless – nobody would buy them

Wasser and Jobes 8 (Alan, Chairman of SSI, former CEO of NSS, Douglas, Prez of SSI, Journal of Air and Law Commerce, http://www.nss.org/settlement/moon/library/SpaceSettlementLandClaimsRecognition-Wasser2008.pdf)JFS

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

Property Rights Fail – No Buyers

No buyers – the counterplan fails to raise enough money for development

Wasser and Jobes 8 (Alan, Chairman of SSI, former CEO of NSS, Douglas, Prez of SSI, Journal of Air and Law Commerce, http://www.nss.org/settlement/moon/library/SpaceSettlementLandClaimsRecognition-Wasser2008.pdf)JFS

Another calculation Wasser ran was based on Dennis Hope’s Lunar Embassy scheme: Since 1980 a man by the name of Dennis Hope has made a small fortune selling Lunar “deeds”. He simply announced that he had claimed the Moon, set up his own “Lunar Embassy”, and has sold unrecognized Lunar land “deeds” for $19.99 an acre ($22.49 if you want your name printed on the deed). Currently, Dennis Hope’s website lunarembassy.com has sold over 2,300,000 Lunar “properties” to people in 165 countries. So Hope has proven beyond doubt that real deeds, recognized by the US and actually accessible by a then- existing commercial space line - would certainly be worth no less than $19.99/acre. 19.99 times 9,383,748,198 acres = $187,581,126,478. That is nearly $190 billion dollars - absolute minimum worst-case value (Wasser 2005-03-05). 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
Property Rights Fail – Status Quo

Companies already have property rights in space

Taylor 98 (Larry, prof of Planetary Geochemistry, worked on Apollo, University of Tennessee @ Knoxville, http://www.utk.edu/tntoday/1998/03/09/moon-water-could-spark-commercialization-legal-issues-475)JFS

NASA has announced that its Lunar Prospector spacecraft has discovered millions of gallons of water on the moon. The water, frozen in the moon’s crust, could be used to support a lunar colony, and create oxygen to breathe, rocket fuel, and a base station for exploring deep space.  Reynolds said discovery of water may raise interest about who legally owns water and land on the moon. Companies who get first access to the water conceivably could block other companies from setting up “within a reasonable distance,” he said, but that distance is not clear.  ”The general rule is that a nation cannot claim sovereignty over space objects or the moon, but that individuals can claim property rights and exercise actual possession and control over an area,” Reynolds said. “That does not mean that somebody could fly a robot to the moon and claim all the ice that is there. But certainly if a company was up there using it to make rocket fuel or oxygen to breathe, it would have a legitimate property right.”

***The Permutation Debate***
Perm Fails – Crowd Out

Perm fails- The government crowds out the private sector

McCullagh 7 (Declan, American journalist and columnist for CBSNews.com and chief political correspondent for CNET, “Do we need NASA?”, CNET News.com, October 3, 2007, http://news.cnet.com/Do-we-need-NASA/2009-11397_3-6211308.html, CGW) 

Compare the rapid progress in aviation with America's experience in space travel. Fifty years after Sputnik 1's launch in October 1957, mankind has set foot on precisely one other world (a moon, at that), the space shuttle has at best a 1-in-50 chance of disaster upon each launch, and a completed space station is still a few years out. Since the last moon landing 35 years ago, in fact, mankind has not ventured beyond low Earth orbit again. The difference? Critics say it's the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Aviation's youth and adolescence were marked by entrepreneurs and frenetic commercial activity: Lindbergh's trans-Atlantic prize money was put up by a New York hotel owner, and revenue from the airlines funded the development of the famous DC-3. The federal government aided aviation by paying private pilots to deliver air mail. Space, by contrast, until recently has remained the domain of NASA. Burt Rutan, the aerospace engineer famous for building a suborbital rocket plane that won the Ansari X Prize, believes NASA is crowding out private efforts. "Taxpayer-funded NASA should only fund research and not development," Rutan said during a recent panel discussion at the California Institute of Technology. "When you spend hundreds of billions of dollars to build a manned spacecraft, you're...dumbing down a generation of new, young engineers (by saying), 'No, you can't take new approaches, you have to use this old technology.'" Rutan and his fellow pilots, venture capitalists and entrepreneurs have undertaken a formidable task: To demonstrate to the public that space travel need not be synonymous with government programs. In fact, many of them say NASA has become more of a hindrance than a help. 

Perm Fails – Mars Solvency

Mars missions are done cheaper and better by the private sector, Zubrin agrees, but must be done before any government program that would slash advertising interest. 

Pisaturo 01 [Ron, Philosopher for Ayn Rand’s Philosophy of Objectivism, Capitalism Magazine, “Should We Go to Mars? Wrong Question: Property Rights Key Issue in Going to Mars,” October 16, 2001, SM, Accessed: 7/9/11, http://www.capitalismmagazine.com/science/space/3288-should-we-go-to-mars-wrong-question-property-rights-key-issue-in-going-to-mars.html]
By 1999 NASA had cut its estimated cost of a manned Mars mission from $450 billion to $50 billion. One man whose technical ideas are largely responsible for this dramatic reduction is Robert Zubrin, an aerospace engineer in private industry. Dr. Zubrin has estimated that if the mission were done by more-efficient private industry, it would cost only about $5 billion. Other businessmen estimate that a private mission to Mars could probably be financed by raising $10 billion in revenue just from the sale of broadcast rights and advertising and promotion. But if the first Mars mission turns out to be a government one, marketing revenues for a private mission will disappear, because the public is not so interested in something that is second.

Perm Solves – Infrastructure

Government involvement is key – private can’t build necessary infrastructure

Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 14-16, PN]
Developing infrastructure is a huge capital investment, while maintaining and operating it has a very low profit margin at best. This is something that government is better positioned to do than private enterprise. It has long been recognized that government has a legitimate role “to promote the general welfare” by providing the public goods that enable private goods to flourish. The libertarian mantra that “government is the problem” is nonsensical. Neither is government the entire solution, but it is a necessary partner in the solution--on land and on sea, in the air and in space. Building a transplanetary infrastructure is not something that private enterprise is going to accomplish, except in the far future. First must come the political vision to build rainbow bridges to the heavens, then will come the economic incentive to travel them.
Political motivation key – Government isn’t the problem, it’s the solution. It has to getting infrastructure built, and programs off the ground.

Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 14-16, PN]
What makes libertarian rhetoric so seductive is that government seems to have dropped the ball. The Golden Age of Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo is long gone. During that time, anything seemed possible. It was anticipated that there would be a fully reusable launch system, a space station, a Moon base, and human expeditions to Mars, all by the early 1980s. The technology for all of this was either in hand or within reach, but there was no political necessity, and there certainly was no economic rationale. Clearly, if government were the problem, private enterprise failed to provide a solution. Private enterprise never built a space station or a Moon base, or sent humans to Mars. Is it likely to in the near future? Government has been getting an increasingly bad rap in the space advocacy community since the end of the Apollo Era, but in truth the mad dash to the Moon was unsustainable, and measuring subsequent progress against the Apollo standard reflects unrealistically high expectations. Apollo was a Cold War anomaly that has not been repeated, and that may have no analog in the future. Again, the central problem is infrastructure. When the Apollo program ended, it left some ground infrastructure (assembly and launch facilities later used by the Space Shuttle program) but no space infrastructure, and in that respect it was a developmental dead end. Political motivation for government to build lasting infrastructure is generated by private sector anticipation of colonizing a new human ecology in which it can produce profit. This is the common thread in all of the aforementioned government infrastructure projects. In contrast, no government has bothered to build a tunnel under the Bering Strait; there are no roads on either side, and so there is little prospect of a sustainable human ecology there. This is not to say that there will never be a Bering Tunnel, just not any time soon. 
Perm Solves – Empirically 
Private development fails without Government involvement – Empirically proven through the Soviet Union’s attempt to force economic utility.

Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 14-16, PN]
This may sound like a chicken-and-egg problem. Private enterprise is ill-positioned to develop infrastructure that it requires to thrive. Technocracy—government-directed technological development—has its limits, and may be politically motivated to develop capabilities that have little or no economic utility. A case in point is the depopulation of Siberia that has been occurring since the collapse of communism. The Soviet Union built infrastructure and forcibly moved population in a massive effort to colonize Siberia and extract its natural resources. Under a command economy, it was not clear that this was an uneconomical project, but as Russia has transitioned to a market economy, an increasing number of people have found that they cannot make a decent living in Siberia despite its vast natural wealth. There are enormous costs associated with extracting those resources in the extreme environment, and furthermore, there are considerable costs attached to transporting goods out of this remote region of the Earth to market. So, millions of Russians are abandoning the frontier to return to the bosom of Mother Russia’s European heartland. Now, Siberia is paradise next door compared to the distant and forbidding Moon and Mars, yet here private enterprise is retreating from an ecology that government established. Private enterprise only recently duplicated Alan Shepard’s 1961 suborbital flight. How credible is it that private enterprise is going to blaze trails to the planets in our lifetime?

Perm Solves – Government Key To Energy

Governmental involvement key to solve energy and technological development

Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 36, PN]
Petroleum supplanted whale oil for illumination and the lubrication of industrial machines. Nikola Tesla transformed capital further by taking us from DC to AC. If the effects from global warming and other challenges demonstrate a gradual progression of severity that is not overwhelming to the development of alternative resources and their infrastructures, then we may expect a transition from oil-based techno-economies to techno-economies originating from outer space production. Much hope is placed on new technological means of production like self- replicating, self-repairing robots that extend even into the nanotechnological range (Dudley-Rowley and Colombano 2004).26 However, the broad landscape of nanotechnology is still virgin terrain, whose rather passive applications to date are found in suntan lotion, cosmetics, protective coatings, and stain resistant clothing.Getting from those passive applications to utility in powering advanced industrial societies, adapting to epochal climate change and higher sea levels, and living off the planet is a great technological gulf yet to be bridged. In the meantime, we have a good picture of how to mount energy infrastructure on orbit and connect to ground stations to power societies. We have a promising idea that helium-3 from the Moon can provide fusion power. Both near-term and longer-term solution to Earth’s energy needs require the cost of pound-to-orbit to come down. If helium-3 is, indeed, a productive fuel, then a technology to get the contained gas off the lunar surface might be a mass driver. Sling the cargo off the Moon in a trajectory to be intercepted by a Moon-to-Earth orbit tug. However, building that infrastructure is part of the “poundage to orbit/space” problem and how it brews at the convergence of civil space, private enterprise, and oversight and cultivation of government. 
Perm Solves – Cooperation Key
The private sector can’t do it alone, government involvement is key

Singla 11 (Vinita, Masters @ City University of New York's Graduate School of Journalism, master's in political studies @ Queen's University, “NASA Takes a New Route in Space Leadership”, CNBC.com, 8 Jul 2011, http://www.cnbc.com/id/43470129, CGW)

Again, critics disagree.  "In order to retain our capabilities we need both commercial and federally-led efforts," says Dr. Mark Lewis, a professor at the University of Maryland and former chief scientist of the U.S. Air Force. “Private industry can't go it alone. It would be like expecting private industry to develop a private fighter jet on its own. It's too expensive and would require too much speculative investment.”  Space is certainly a modern growth industry, but it is a very broad one, which complicates the discussion of the space race.  The global space sector grew for the fifth straight year in 2010, up 7.7 percent to $276.52 billion, based on the Space Foundation's annual study. The industry is expected to grow 5 percent annually until 2020, according to the UK Space Agency.  The bulk of that money is from the private sector and for commercial purposes.  For every orbital launch in 2010, there were 13 active satellites, a growing number of them dedicated to serving the broadband internet connectivity — hardly a great technological leap into the unknown.  Total government spending is only a quarter of the money involved. 
U.S. makes space activities, technology, and infrastructure available  and then private companies do it

International Space University 8 (The International Space University was hosted in Barcelona in 2008 and had experts from all over the world contribute on this document, the report is available at http://www.isunet.edu/index.php/component/docman/doc_download/582-ssp08-tp-report-noumenia) 

9.2.1 Need for Government Investment The arguments made above indicate the need for governments to support space exploration and research. There are some examples of current governmental funding initiatives for space exploration. In the Strategic Plan of the Office of Space Commercialization, the U.S. Department of Commerce states “Promote and coordinate increased U.S. private sector participation in the design and development of U.S. Government space systems and infrastructures, and encourage U.S. Government agencies to make space activities, technology, and infrastructure available for private use to the maximum practical extent.” Similarly, in Europe, encouraging private investment through long-term commitments by the public authorities is one of the future priorities stated in the European Space Policy Act (Commission Green Paper of 21 January 2003 on European Space Policy); however, these initiatives are not sufficient. One way to overcome the lack of governmental support is to create public-private partnerships (PPP) between private space companies and space agencies. 9.3 Public-Private Partnerships The GLXP teams should undertake public-private partnership (PPP) lunar missions with national space agencies. These partnerships would be potential sources of revenue and technology to the teams. For the space agencies, these partnerships will help address their space mission needs. Because of budgetary constraints, space agencies are restrained in developing and deploying new missions. New missions require the allocation of scarce resources that are already stretched. Partnerships with private space companies will provide the means to pursue shared missions at reduced costs. Partnerships with private space companies will lead to quicker development of lunar-qualified technology. After the competition, GLXP teams should continue to undertake these PPP lunar missions with national space agencies. This will ensure long-term commitment from national agencies to engage with private space companies. Space agencies, GLXP teams, and other private space companies will have mutual benefits from a technological partnership. Some of these benefits are outlined in Table 9.1.  

Perm Solves – Cooperation Key
Public-private cooperation is the best option – the companies need a guaranteed market.

Almond in 09 (Paul, “Launching anything is good:  How Governments Could Promote Development of Outer Space”, 1 November 2009) JM
The best approach may be for private businesses to do what they are good at and for a   government to do what it is good at. Private businesses are good at developing   technology to compete with other private businesses for markets. Governments are   good at putting huge resources into projects. How could we combine the two? How   could we do it in a way that encourages competition rather than creating the bloating   that can often result from government intervention?  John Lewis indicated a possible approach in an essay, Asteroid Resources, Exploitation,   And Property And Mineral Rights or Keep Your Laws Off My Asteroid, which was   published in the expanded third edition of O’Neill’s The High Frontier: Human Colonies   In Space, Lewis stated:  “The government can support private space endeavors by buying scientific data, in effect   privatizing many research missions.”  6  I suggest that this should be done, but with much wider scope. Rather than the focus   being on what services private enterprise can provide, the emphasis should be on   encouraging private enterprise to develop capability as an end in itself. A government should provide a large, guaranteed market for space travel and   development. In the early stages this would really mean a guaranteed market for   launch. This is one example of how it might work:  The government announces that it has a certain amount of payload that it wants placed   in orbit each year for a number of years and that it will pay private businesses to launch   it. This is a guaranteed launch market. Private companies could then compete for their   share of this market to ship the payload into space. This might be done on a financial   basis. It might be made to work like stocks or shares, with an amount of money available   for shipping a kilogram of payload, which varies depending on the price for which space   companies in the market place are prepared to ship. This, however, is just one   possibility. There may be various standards that a company has to meet to get a share of   the market, or its share of the market may depend on a lot of factors.  

It doesn’t matter what we launch – the government needs to jumpstart a private market regardless.

Almond in 09 (Paul, “Launching anything is good:  How Governments Could Promote Development of Outer Space”, 1 November 2009) JM
What should the payload be?  It does not matter. That is the point. This is not about   getting a useful payload into space: That is almost irrelevant. It is about guaranteeing a   market for companies offering launch services to get things going. I mean this totally. If we could think of nothing better to launch, concrete blocks would be fine. My   philosophy is:  Launching anything is good.  To some readers, the idea of a government paying private industry to launch concrete   blocks into space might seem silly, but it should seem less silly when we think about the   technological development we are funding which will launch other things later.   Admittedly, the concrete block example is a bit extreme to make its point. The   government should try to use something more useful or sensible than concrete blocks, but if it cannot think of anything, or if bureaucracy would cause delays or waste of   money in developing something to be launched, then this should not be allowed to   interfere. Launching  anything now is more important than launching something very   useful eventually. What we need is the competition between private companies to   develop the technology to launch things – anything 

Perm Solves – Regulation Necessary

Government regulation is necessary, but needs to be loosened.

Aldridge 04 [Report of the President’s Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy, A Journey to Inspire,Innovate, and Discover, pg. 32, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf mjf]

Government regulation of the nascent private sector space industry is ongoing  and will be necessary in the future, but it is important to ensure that this industry not become overregulated. A key issue in the private space flight business is liability. There is a pressing need for a change in liability laws to set a reasonable standard for implied consent. People throughout society do dangerous things for fun and profit; it is not reasonable to impose governmental risk standards  on people who are willing and eager to undertake dangerous or hazardous activities. In addition, numerous laws covering occupational safety and environmental concerns should be reviewed carefully to make sure that the government is not burdening new space industry unduly with irrelevant  or unobtainable compliance requirements
Perm Solves – NASA Key

NASA funding key to privatization

Foust 10 (Jeff Foust is a Program Manager at the Futron Corporation and the editor and publisher of The Space Review. “Recasting the Debate about commercial crew”, The Space Review, July 26 2010. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1671/1, TDA)
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.  That conclusion was echoed last week by Boeing officials in Farnborough in discussions of funding development of the CST-100. “The money that NASA has proposed being invested allows us to close the business case,” said John Elbon, manager of Boeing’s commercial crew program. “It would be very difficult for us to make a decision to move out if there is no decision in Congress to support commercial crew.”
Perm Solves – Public Popular
Public support for government in space is already high, and increased in government popularity 

Dudley-Flores and Gangale in 07 [Marilyn Dudley-Flores, CEO/Chief Research Scientist of AIAA, and Thomas Gangale, Executive Director of AIAA, AIAA SPACE 2007 Conference & Exposition, 18 - 20 September 2007 “The Globalization of Space – The Astrosociological Approach” p. 7-8, PN]
The public generally supports the civil human space program, although it has little knowledge of what it is actually doing. And not only does the public not know what it is getting for its tax dollar, neither does it have any idea of what it is paying for. Polls show that the only about ten percent of the public correctly estimates that the National Aeronautics and Space Administration budget represents less than one percent of federal spending, whereas approximately twenty percent of the public believes that the NASA budget accounts for more than a quarter of federal expenditures (Launius 2003).11 This suggests that there would be much greater support for the civil space program if the public knew what a bargain they were getting, and might support spending levels several times higher than the actual ones. 

***A2: Coercion***

A2: Coercion – Taxes Moral

Modern taxation is ethical – it is less brutal and achieves good results

Nagel 81 (Thomas, Prof of Philosophy, NYU, ed. By Jeffrey Paul, “Reading Nozick”, pg. 199)JFS

Moreover, there is a big difference between suddenly expropriating half of someone's savings and attaching monetary conditions in advance to activities, expenditures, and earnings-the usual form of taxation. The latter is a much less brutal assault upon the person. Whether this kind of limitation of individual liberty should be permitted, to acquire resources for the promotion of desirable ends, is a function of the gravity of the violation and the desirability of the ends.
Taxes don’t destroy freedom – they redistribute it fairly 

Kymlicka 90 (Will, Prof of Philosophy @ U of Toronto, Contemporary Political Philosophy, p. 147)JFS

As soon as we ask that question, Flew's equation of capitalism with freedom is undermined. For it is the owners of the resource who are made free to dispose of it, while non-owners are deprived of that freedom. Suppose that a large estate you would have inherited (in the absence of an inheritance tax) now becomes a public park, or a low-income housing project (as a result of the tax). The inheritance tax does not eliminate the freedom to use the property, rather it redistributes that freedom. If you inherit the estate, then you are free to dispose of it as you see fit, but if I use your backyard for my picnic or garden without your permission, then I am breaking the law, and the government will intervene and coercively deprive me of the freedom to continue. On the other hand, my freedom to use and enjoy the property is increased when the welfare state taxes your inheritance to provide me with affordable housing, or a public park. So the free market legally restrains my freedom, while the welfare state increases it.
Taxes don’t infringe rights

Christman 86 (John, Prof of Philosophy @ Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Philosophy and Public Affairs, Spring 1986, p. 165)JFS
Also, as Kearl has pointed out, persons who gain entitlements through embedded labor may enter into a market, the function of which serves to reduce inefficiencies, reduce externalities, and lower negotiation costs which all increase the net social product produced from those entitlements without demanding extra labor from individual traders Thus, taxation which redistributes that extra product would amount to a limitation of the ownership rights of the traders over the commodities in question but not constitute an encroachment on the rights anyone has to her or his labor (since the product redistributed is from the increased efficiencies of the market mechanism, not increased labor.

A2: Coercion – Libertarianism Bad

Libertarianism allows for the potential of atrocities – ensures loss of freedom

Locke 5 (Robert, Writer for The American Conservative, TAC, http://www.amconmag.com/2005_03_14/article1.html)JFS

Libertarian naïveté extends to politics. They often confuse the absence of government impingement upon freedom with freedom as such. But without a sufficiently strong state, individual freedom falls prey to other more powerful individuals. A weak state and a freedom-respecting state are not the same thing, as shown by many a chaotic Third-World tyranny. Libertarians are also naïve about the range and perversity of human desires they propose to unleash. They can imagine nothing more threatening than a bit of Sunday-afternoon sadomasochism, followed by some recreational drug use and work on Monday. They assume that if people are given freedom, they will gravitate towards essentially bourgeois lives, but this takes for granted things like the deferral of gratification that were pounded into them as children without their being free to refuse. They forget that for much of the population, preaching maximum freedom merely results in drunkenness, drugs, failure to hold a job, and pregnancy out of wedlock. Society is dependent upon inculcated self-restraint if it is not to slide into barbarism, and libertarians attack this self-restraint. Ironically, this often results in internal restraints being replaced by the external restraints of police and prison, resulting in less freedom, not more. This contempt for self-restraint is emblematic of a deeper problem: libertarianism has a lot to say about freedom but little about learning to handle it. Freedom without judgment is dangerous at best, useless at worst. Yet libertarianism is philosophically incapable of evolving a theory of how to use freedom well because of its root dogma that all free choices are equal, which it cannot abandon except at the cost of admitting that there are other goods than freedom. Conservatives should know better.   

A2: Coercion – Extinction First

Extinction comes first – libertarians concede

Rothbard 73 (Murray, Libertarian, Dean of Austrian School, Head of Mises Inst., http://www.mises.org/rothbard/newlibertywhole.asp#p263)JFS

Many libertarians are uncomfortable with foreign policy matters and prefer to spend their energies either on fundamental questions of libertarian theory or on such "domestic" concerns as the free market or privatizing postal service or garbage disposal. Yet an attack on war or a warlike foreign policy is of crucial importance to libertarians. There are two important reasons. One has become a cliche, but is all too true nevertheless: the overriding importance of preventing a nuclear holocaust. To all the long-standing reasons, moral and economic, against an interventionist foreign policy has now been added the imminent, ever-present threat of world destruction. If the world should be destroyed, all the other problems and all the other isms—socialism, capitalism, liberalism, or libertarianism—would be of no importance whatsoever.
A2: Coercion – Key to Stop Nuclear War

Coercion stops nuclear prolif and war

Feinstein and Slaughter 4 (Lee and Anne-Marie, Foreign Affairs writers, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59540/lee-feinstein-and-anne-marie-slaughter/a-duty-to-prevent)JFS

Like intervention for humanitarian purposes, international action to counter WMD proliferation can take the form of diplomatic pressure or incentives, economic measures, or coercive action, often in combination. It can also incorporate new strategies, such as indicting individual leaders before the International Criminal Court or a special court for crimes against humanity, grave war crimes, or genocide when such charges apply, as they certainly would have with Saddam Hussein and possibly with Kim Jong Il. Still another alternative could be support for nonviolent resistance movements that are dedicated to democratizing their governments. To be effective, incentives must be tailored to a state's particular needs. Where a state seeks WMD for their perceived deterrent value, security assurances by a nation or group of nations, formally organized or not, may make adequate alternatives. Where a state trades in sensitive technologies in exchange for hard currency, economic incentives -- including assistance from international financial institutions, direct bilateral aid, and trade incentives -- may be more appropriate. Coercive action may take the form of economic penalties, including measures targeted at the state's rulers, their close associates, and their families. Curbs on financial flows or on sensitive trade that provides financial support for a state's weapons programs, including a crackdown on black-market trade, can be a very effective brake. (Counterfeiting and the illegal drug trade are believed to support North Korea's WMD programs.) Coercive action can also include embargoes, informal or otherwise, to block the transfer of weapons or relevant technologies and material. The Bush administration's Proliferation Security Initiative, an 11-nation effort to stop the shipment of WMD, their delivery systems, and related materials at sea, by air, or on land, is a step in the right direction. The initiative is intended to prevent the transfer of nuclear weapons, weapons materials, and missiles, as well as trade in contraband that supports these weapons programs. France and Germany are participating, despite their opposition to the Iraq war, but not China and Russia, whose cooperation is critical to making it an effective system.

A2: Coercion – Debate Solves

Debate solves – allows for non-coercive methods of evaluating government policy

Chambers 96 (Simone, Prof of Poli Sci @ U of Toronto, "Reasonable Democracy: Jurgen Habermas and the Politics of Discourse", p. 13)JFS

The road from philosophy to politics ends with a "case study." Here, I illustrate how abstract moral philosophy can inform both our understanding and our evaluation of real political disputes as well as our participation within these disputes. Appealing to the debt between the English and French communities in Quebec over language legislation and individual rights of expression, I trace out the argumentative dynamic of consensual public opinion formation (Chapter 14). The opening thesis of this book - the more we employ noncoercive public debate to resolve our deepest collective moral, political, and social disputes, the better - leads me to defend the idea of a discursive political culture. What I hope to show is that a discursive political culture joins the requirements of stability (that people actually believe that institutions are just) with the requirements of morality (that institutions actually are just).

A2: Coercion – Perm Solves

Private and government can join together to solve

Hudgins 99 (Edward L., Director of Regulatory Studies @ CATO, 3/22, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5477)AL

Of special significance, private firms are beginning to develop a space tourism industry. For example, the X Prize Foundation of St. Louis is raising $ 10 million to award to the first entrepreneur who sends a craft capable of carrying three persons at least 100 km. (62 mi.) into space and returning it to Earth twice in a two-week period. The first contender to test a vehicle that could go for the gold is Burt Rutan. He designed the first plane to fly around the world nonstop without refueling, in 1986.  But ultimately, space enthusiasts will have to address the future of NASA's shuttles and space station. Governments never will deliver services as well as the private sector, reacting to the needs of paying private customers. A transition could involve NASA purchasing data from the private sector rather than building more hardware. The private contractor now in charge of shuttle launch preparations could be allowed to rent the shuttle for private missions. It ultimately will involve selling off the shuttle as well as the station.  The technical skills of many who work for NASA are formidable. The ability of private entrepreneurs to offer new and ever-improving services at ever-falling costs is seen in the information revolution and U.S. history. The sooner the government allows the former to join the latter and frees the latter from regulatory restrictions, the sooner the U.S. will have a space sector appropriate for the new millennium. 

