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Privatization CP – 1NC (1/2)
Text:______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Only privatization can effectively explore and develop space.  Government control dooms the space program.

Garmong 5 (Robert Garmong, Ph.D. in philosophy, is a writer for the Ayn Rand Institute, Intellectual Conservative, July 22, http://www.intellectualconservative.com/2005/07/22/privatize-space-exploration/)

As NASA scrambles to make the July 31 window for the troubled launch of space shuttle Discovery, we should recall the first privately funded manned spacecraft, SpaceShipOne, which over a year ago shattered more than the boundary of outer space: it destroyed forever the myth that space exploration can only be done by the government.  Two years ago, a Bush Administration panel on space exploration recommended that NASA increase the role of private contractors in the push to permanently settle the moon and eventually explore Mars. Unfortunately, it appears unlikely that NASA will consider the true free-market solution for America's expensive space program: complete privatization.  There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their creative thinking and judgment. Yet, by funding the space program through taxation, we necessarily place it at the mercy of bureaucratic whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals.  The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing special interest groups, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors -- which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments -- which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well.  Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them -- but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf.  There is reason to believe that the political nature of the space program may have even been directly responsible for the Columbia disaster. Fox News reported that NASA chose to stick with non-Freon-based foam insulation on the booster rockets, despite evidence that this type of foam causes up to eleven times as much damage to thermal tiles as the older, Freon-based foam. Although NASA was exempted from the restrictions on Freon use, which environmentalists believe causes ozone depletion, and despite the fact that the amount of Freon released by NASA's rockets would have been trivial, the space agency elected to stick with the politically correct foam.  It is impossible to integrate the contradictory. To whatever extent an engineer is forced to base his decisions, not on the realities of science but on the arbitrary, unpredictable, and often impossible demands of a politicized system, he is stymied. Yet this politicizing is an unavoidable consequence of governmental control over scientific research and development.  Nor would it be difficult to spur the private exploration of space -- it's been happening, quietly, for years. The free market works to produce whatever there is demand for, just as it now does with traditional aircraft. Commercial satellite launches are now routine, and could easily be fully privatized. The X Prize, which SpaceShipOne won, offered incentives for private groups to break out of the Earth's atmosphere.  But all this private exploration is hobbled by the crucial absence of a system of property rights in space. Imagine the incentive to a profit-minded business if, for instance, it were granted the right to any stellar body it reached and exploited.  We often hear that the most ambitious projects can only be undertaken by government, but in fact the opposite is true. The more ambitious a project is, the more it demands to be broken into achievable, profit-making steps -- and freed from the unavoidable politicizing of government-controlled science. If space development is to be transformed from an expensive national bauble whose central purpose is to assert national pride to a practical industry, it will only be by unleashing the creative force of free and rational minds.  The creative minds that allowed SpaceShipOne to soar to triumph have made the first private steps toward the stars. Before them are enormous technical difficulties, the solution of which will require even more heroic determination than that which 
tamed the seas and the continents. To solve them, America must unleash its best minds, as only the free market can do. 
Privatization CP – 1NC (2/2)
Government funding relies on coercive taxation

Bovard 11 (James, author and policy advisor to The Future of Freedom Foundation, “Defining Coercion Down” 3/18/2011 http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd1012c.asp)

Coercion is the essence of government in the same way that profit is the essence of private businesses. The state can impose new prohibitions and restrictions, create new penalties, or impose taxes in order to finance benefits. It is misleading to conceive of politicians as offering both carrots and sticks: Government must first use a stick to commandeer the money to pay for the carrot. Every increase in the size of government means an increase in coercion — either an increase in the amount of a person’s paycheck that government seizes or an increase in the number of types of behavior for which a government can jail, imprison, or fine a citizen. Every increase in government spending means an increase in political power — and a new pretext to seize private paychecks.In order to understand the contemporary concept of the state, it is important to recognize the radical changes in the concept of coercion that have occurred over the past century in federal courts. The common use of the word “slavery” in the disputes of the Revolutionary period captured colonists’ hatred of the arbitrary coercive power vested in British government officials and Parliament members. Even if that power was not used by every British colonial official on a daily basis, the mere fact that power existed in the statute books fatally compromised the colonists’ freedom. In the mid 1800s, Southerners’ habit of referring to slavery as “the peculiar institution” indicated their squeamishness about admitting the degree of coercive power that that institution required. In modern times, we have a new “peculiar institution”: government coercion. Many political thinkers’ fixation on government benevolence obscures the reality of the growing subjugation of American citizens to government employees. Federal agencies have been able to seize far more power over citizens in part because judges and others have redefined many forms of government coercion out of existence. 
Rejecting coercion key to prevent extinction

Rand 66 (Ayn, author and lecturer on Objectivist philosophy, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal p. 42-43)

It is true that nuclear weapons have made wars too horrible to contemplate. But it makes no difference to a man whether he is killed by a nuclear bomb or a dynamite bomb or an old-fashioned club. Nor does the number of other victims or the scale of the destruction make any difference to him. If nuclear weapons are a dreadful threat and mankind cannot afford war any longer, then mankind cannot afford statism any longer. Let no man of good will take it upon his conscience to advocate the rule of force—outside or inside his own country. Let all those who are actually concerned with peace—those who do love man and do care about his survival—realize that if war is ever to be outlawed, it is the use of force that has to be outlawed. 

***Privatization Good

Private Good- N/B Uniqueness

The age of NASA exploring space is over – money, boredom.

Morrison 11 (Richard, writer @ NYT, Mars is the next stop on the way to the final frontier. Where do I book my ticket?, da: 5-28-2011, dw: 5-20-2011, Proquest, lido)
Now, just half a century after Gagarin made his historic orbit of Earth, the space-travel dream seems to be gurgling down a black hole. The Obama Administration is backpedalling frantically on the US Government's commitment to manned space flights. Very soon Nasa won't have the ability to launch people into space. It will rely on unproven private firms to do the job. For an organisation that once aspired to lead humanity to the stars, it's a huge humiliation. The Russians face financial problems too, and who knows what the Chinese are doing? The thrill of watching rival superpowers vying to hurtle their astronauts towards the planets now seems like ancient history. Cost isn't the only reason. The Challenger and Columbia catastrophes were traumatic jolts to confidence, and they prompted sceptics to wonder if human space travel was ever more than a gimmick. After all, robots can gather more information at no risk to life. But I think it was chiefly public boredom that killed space exploration. Back in 1969, when Neil Armstrong's boot hit the lunar dust, Mars and Venus seemed in our sights. It was a thrilling moment in humanity's shared history.

Private Good- Lower Costs

Private flights will cost less because of competition.
Brandolph 11 (Adam, staff writer, As cost falls, final frontier will open, da: 5-28-2011, dw: 5-7-2011, Proquest, lido)

Flying to outer space likely will become more affordable as private entrepreneurs compete with government agencies and each other, the first private female space explorer said on Friday during a visit to Pittsburgh. "A new era of space exploration is starting," said Anousheh Ansari, 44, whose 2006 spaceflight also made her the first Iranian in space and the first self-funded woman to fly to the International Space Station. "It's very expensive (to go to space), so that's been an overall hindrance. But as more private entrepreneurs get into space exploration, the cost will come down." Ansari, the chief executive of technology firm Prodea Systems, was the keynote speaker yesterday at the Carnegie Science Center's 2011 Science Awards. A Plano, Texas, resident who came to the United States at age 16, she co-founded the Ansari X Prize, a competition that gave a $10 million prize in 2004 to the first private organization that successfully put a manned ship into space twice within two weeks. Ansari spoke to about 50 astronomers, technology professionals and high school students at a breakfast sponsored by Eaton Corp. and the Pittsburgh Technology Council. The awards ceremony was held in the evening at the Carnegie Music Hall in Oakland. While private spaceflight is still expensive -- billionaire Richard Branson's Virgin Galactic, for example, charges $200,000 per person for its future flights -- private competition will drive down costs that eventually will make it affordable for everyone, Ansari said. Other private spaceflight companies include Blue Origin -- established by Amazon.com founder Jeff Bezos -- InBloon and Bigelow. The first flights are set to begin as soon as next year. "Competition always brings efficiencies, brings prices down. We've seen that in other industries and the same thing will happen in spaceflight. Costs will come down, and there will be new technological innovations," Ansari said. "Once this nascent industry really takes shape, competition will be a good thing."

Private Good- More Effective

Privitized companies are better – money not wasted, competition.

Dyson 11 (Esther, staff writer, Free-market economy of space exploration, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 1-25-2011, proquest, lido)

The message is not just that STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math) education is necessary, but also that this achievement by a private company cost just a fraction of NASA's budget in money and time. Governments are great at funding and carrying out research, but competitive private companies motivated by profit and glory tend to be more efficient and speedier in applying the results. One notable example: right before the launch, SpaceX engineers found a few cracks in the second-stage engine nozzle extension. Rather than haul the spacecraft back to the shop for repairs, they simply analysed the flaw, trimmed off the affected section, and proceeded with the launch. (To be sure, they might have acted differently had the Dragon been carrying humans.) The message of the Dragon moment is not that NASA is clueless, but that government research agencies are not the right type of organisation to run routine operations that could be better handled by businesses. (NASA in particular has been constrained by years of political infighting and patronage in the US Congress.) Of course, I must confess a personal interest in this question. I am writing this from Cape Canaveral, Florida. As a member of NASA's Advisory Council, I am currently visiting its Kennedy Space Centre, badly in need of upgrading and repairs. Yet right now NASA is spending $475 million on a programme that has already been cancelled instead of on the centre. The reason: a congressman managed to introduce a legal provision that prohibits NASA from stopping the spending until a new budget has been approved. So the cancelled programme continues to be funded. Imagine how those workers must feel: grateful to be paid, but completely cynical about the value of the work they are doing. Why not pay them the same amount to share their knowledge and skills in high schools? That would be a more appropriate response. But back to the Dragon, which succeeded for a number of reasons. First and foremost, SpaceX is a private company. Someone's own money is at stake, so it is not wasted. Its founder, Elon Musk, an immigrant from South Africa (who in his spare time also runs Tesla, the electric car company), funded it with his own money and that of other private investors. The emphasis at SpaceX is on getting the job done, rather than just doing the job. Whereas governments and government contractors generally enjoy job security, private companies know that the money may run out.

Private Good- Better innovations

Better innovations – less money, more competition, and youth.

Brandolph 11 (Adam, staff writer, As cost falls, final frontier will open, da: 5-28-2011, dw: 5-7-2011, Proquest, lido)

"Competition always brings efficiencies, brings prices down. We've seen that in other industries and the same thing will happen in spaceflight. Costs will come down, and there will be new technological innovations," Ansari said. "Once this nascent industry really takes shape, competition will be a good thing." Ansari said young people with "energy and innovative ideas" will push the industry similar to the space race with the Soviets in the 1960s. "Those people are important because they have energy and innovative ideas that don't know any boundaries," she said. "They're willing to try something new."

Private Good- Strong Now

Private space industry is strong enough to do plan – Boeing proves

Magnuson 11 (Stew, It's Not All Bad News When It Comes to the Health of the U.S. Space Industrial Base, da: 5-29-2011, dw: Apr 2011, proquest, lido)

As for classified NRO spacecraft, which constitutes the bulk of Boeing's business, "I can tell voli there are not a lot of new starts out there that are visible to us," Cooning said. A few miles away from die Boeing facility in El Segundo, Bill Hart, vice president of space systems at Raytheon, doesn't see a downturn in business. Although it is marketing a satellite called Responder to tap into the new trend for small satellites diat can be developed and launched more quickly, the company's main space-focused business emphasizes the sensors and other instruments that are integrated onto spacecraft. Business is good, and there is no decrease in demand tor the sensors, imagers and other payioads the company manufactures, Hart said.

Private Good- Profit Motive 

Private corporations see opportunities that NASA can’t.

Milstein 9 (Michael, da: 6-14-2011, dw: 10-1-2009,  NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Private Industry, pop mechanics) 

Financial support from NASA represents an important vote of confidence that should help space entrepreneurs leverage even more money from private investors, says XCOR Aerospace CFO Randy Baker. XCOR could take astronaut trainees or scientists to the edge of space on its small, agile space planes for perhaps $250,000, compared to the many millions NASA spends on each launch. At the same time, however, Baker says the company's business plan does not hinge on government support. NASA has undergone a cultural revolution, compared to the 1980s and 1990s, in its attitude toward the private sector, says David Gump, president of Transformational Space Corp., which had an early contract with NASA to help design a new space capsule. He notes that NASA turned away Dennis Tito, the first suborbital tourist, but later tried to help pop star Lance Bass reach space. Gump says this signals the agency's emphasis on public attention and appeal, says Gump, who insists that even space exploration must have commercial value if it's going to sustain itself over the long term. Private companies, for instance, may find commercial opportunities in space--be it mining the moon or holding lotteries for trips into space--that NASA might never notice or think to exploit. Those same opportunities may pay off for NASA by helping to make mass space transportation of cargo and crews more affordable, Gump says. 

Private Good- Key To Space Race

We need more private space firms to win the race.

Dyson 11 (Esther, staff writer, Free-market economy of space exploration, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 1-25-2011, proquest, lido)
M ORE than 50 years ago (1957), the Soviets launched the world's first orbiting satellite, beating the US into space. For Americans, the so-called "Sputnik moment" was a wake-up call that pushed the United States to increase investment in technology and science education. Months later, the US launched the Explorer 1 satellite, and the race was on. Children were encouraged to study maths and science, and American know-how helped the US meet the challenge. But things have slowed down dramatically since then, and NASA has been trying since early November to get its latest shuttle ready for launch. In December, US President Barack Obama talked of the need for a new "Sputnik moment" to revitalise America's once-leading role in technology. Ironically, that moment happened two days later, but with lamentably little media coverage. However, this Sputnik moment - actually a "Dragon moment" - delivers a somewhat different message. The launch of the Dragon spacecraft was in fact a US achievement, in a traditionally American spirit. On December 8, a US company, SpaceX, founded by an immigrant and financed mostly by private US investors, successfully launched a spacecraft into orbit and then recovered it from a splashdown in the Pacific Ocean. The message is not just that STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math) education is necessary, but also that this achievement by a private company cost just a fraction of NASA's budget in money and time. Governments are great at funding and carrying out research, but competitive private companies motivated by profit and glory tend to be more efficient and speedier in applying the results. One notable example: right before the launch, SpaceX engineers found a few cracks in the second-stage engine nozzle extension. Rather than haul the spacecraft back to the shop for repairs, they simply analysed the flaw, trimmed off the affected section, and proceeded with the launch. (To be sure, they might have acted differently had the Dragon been carrying humans.) The message of the Dragon moment is not that NASA is clueless, but that government research agencies are not the right type of organisation to run routine operations that could be better handled by businesses.

Private Good- Feasible
Boeing and Interorbital systems prove space can be privatized.

Magnuson 11 (Stew, It's Not All Bad News When It Comes to the Health of the U.S. Space Industrial Base, da: 5-29-2011, dw: Apr 2011, proquest, lido)
EL SEGUNDO, Calif. - Craig Cooning, vice president and general manager of Boeing space and intelligence systems, showed off the factory where some of the nation's most secretive spy satellites are built. The facility, which began its life as a car factory, then an aircraft plant for legendary aviation pioneer Howard Hughes, now produces satellites for a variety of customers. Its enormous equipment is designed to replicate the harsh space environment. Giant shake tables and sonic blasters ensure spacecraft can survive die rigors of being launched. A massive thermal vacuum chamber subjects them to temperatures ranging from plus or minus 125 degrees Celsius. The facility employs about 5,500 workers. Traveling northeast about 100 miles, at the Mojave Air and Space Port, Roderick and Randa Milliron are developing a multistage rocket called the Neptune that they believe will take micro-satellites that weigh about 1 .65 pounds into orbit. They are working in a "temporary" building constructed by the Marine Corps' aviation branch during World War II. Their company, Interorbital Systems, has five full-time employees, plus a roster of other experts they call in when needed. "It's really like an old style rocket team rather than a top heavy contractor," said Roderick Milliron, co-founder and chief engineer, and a former aerospace worker at a major defense company. The two companies couldn't be more different other than the fact that they are both part of the nation's space industrial base. The health and welfare of the companies that produce spacecraft, payioads, rockets and ground stations for everyone from NASA to intelligence agencies has been the source of much hand-wringing during the past few years. 

Private Good- AT: Not Enough Workers

Enough workers – boeing proves

Magnuson 11 (Stew, It's Not All Bad News When It Comes to the Health of the U.S. Space Industrial Base, da: 5-29-2011, dw: Apr 2011, proquest, lido)
As far as bringing in the next generation of aerospace workers, die space and airborne division, which employs about 8,000 workers - 3,000 of them involved in space-related products - hires about 300 recent graduates each year, tapping into Southern California's technical schools. Boeing's Cooning, on the other hand, has not been hiring out of universities, but he hopes now that business is better, he can begin to do so. They would not be in great numbers, he said. He may bring on about 30 new employees next year. Cooning also hopes proposed changes to the International Traffic in Arms Regulations, that have put commercial communications satellites in the highly restricted munitions list and hampered dieir export overseas, will come to fruition this year. That would boost revenue for commercial satellites at Boeing an estimated 15 to 30 percent, he said. "It would help sustain the base. It could result in more hires," he said.

Priv Good – AT: Militarization

Gagnon and other critics are wrong about the evils of space privatization, it will not cause exploitation or conflict

Dinkin 4 (Sam Dinkin is a regular columnist for the Space Review, The Space Review, July 26, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1)

 Gagnon worries that, “Ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the ‘shipping lanes’ on and off the planet Earth.” I think the taxpayers should assess the costs and the benefits. If the shippers are going to be paying enough extra taxes with the extra commerce in safe and protected space to warrant the protection, pay for the protection from taxpayers. If not, I will be in the vanguard of those asking for corporations to arm themselves against would-be space pirates.  Gagnon implies that privatization of off-Earth development will prepare the way for the next “war system.” This is not a disadvantage of privatization even if true. First, terrorists and rogue states will take war to the heavens whether there is public or private management of space so at best public management postpones the new war system. Second, energizing the human spirit with new challenges in space may actually result in a solar system with less conflict. Third, the next war system may provide security for Earth more economically than the existing Earth-based military.  Gagnon finishes with, “Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new “frontier” of conflict is created.”  If space attracts no investment and no colonists, I say “Down with the legal structures!” As for the serious moral and ethical questions, I say, “Bring ’em on!” 

***NASA Bad***

NASA Bad- Budget

Private solves better – NASA budget cuts.

Magnuson 11 (Stew, It's Not All Bad News When It Comes to the Health of the U.S. Space Industrial Base, da: 5-29-2011, dw: Apr 2011, proquest, lido)
How the Defense Department will energize the industry in times of fiscal constraint is die question. For the time being, defense space programs look relatively safe. The 2012 budget proposal left most programs intact. NASA has not fared so well. "I certainly believe that there are segments in the industrial base diat are threatened at the moment," said Elliot Holokauahi PuIham, chief executive officer of the Space Foundation in Colorado Springs, Colo. The Obama administration cancelled the Constellation moon exploration program last year, along with its spacecraft and rocket booster development programs. "There are a number of negative forces at play because of die uncertainty surrounding NASA s future," Pulham said. But the potential upside is the rise of commercial companies bringing on new launch vehicles. NASA has made two attempts to develop a spacecraft that can replace the shuttle, but both ended in failure. The current plan is to start over and in the meantime let commercial companies such as Space Exploration Technologies Inc., of Hawthorne, Calif. - better known as SpaceX - resupply the international space station.

NASA’s budget is being cut
Smith 11 (Josh, writer, NASA's New Mission: Exploring the Heavens on a Budget, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 5-29-2011, proquest, lido)
Although the agency's budget has risen and fallen with major space programs over the years, it has shrunk considerably since the end of the Cold War, from $22 billion in 1991 (adjusted for inflation) to $18 billion today. NASA has been an easy target for deficit hawks, who can argue that it no longer serves any essential national service. The approaching end of the 30-year-old shuttle program means that America must decide what it wants the space agency to do, but the influx of tea party freshmen--who want to cut a total of $100 billion from discretionary spending--may force NASA and Congress to face what it can do. Last year, Obama proposed giving NASA a $6 billion boost over five years to help it prepare for the manned mission to Mars, and he suggested that the government could keep costs down by privatizing the shuttles themselves. "By buying the services of space transportation--rather than the vehicles themselves," the president said, "we will also accelerate the pace of innovations as companies--from young start-ups to established leaders--compete to design and build and launch new means of carrying people and materials out of our atmosphere." Yet analysts say that NASA, often prodded by leaders in Washington, has spent too much money on programs that may be exciting but that outpace current technology. Space flight continues to be prohibitively expensive, said space-policy author Gregg Easterbrook, with an average cost of $10,000 per pound, making it difficult to take even bottled water into orbit. Easterbrook, who has criticized NASA's manned space-flight programs for years, argues that the agency, before it considers any major manned missions again, should focus on projects closer to home and develop technology that reduces costs. NASA's leaders are aware of their reputation for blowing budgets. A little-noticed report this month from the agency's major planning team concluded that although no single solution exists for all of NASA's challenges, the development of "lean" programs will be essential. In addition, the team recommended that the agency develop technologies for different kinds of missions, because politicians change their minds often about what they want from NASA. 

NASA Bad- Budget

NASA has very little money, only privatization frees up funds.

Smith 11 (Josh, writer, NASA's New Mission: Exploring the Heavens on a Budget, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 5-29-2011, proquest, lido)
Although the agency's budget has risen and fallen with major space programs over the years, it has shrunk considerably since the end of the Cold War, from $22 billion in 1991 (adjusted for inflation) to $18 billion today. NASA has been an easy target for deficit hawks, who can argue that it no longer serves any essential national service. The approaching end of the 30-year-old shuttle program means that America must decide what it wants the space agency to do, but the influx of tea party freshmen--who want to cut a total of $100 billion from discretionary spending--may force NASA and Congress to face what it can do. Last year, Obama proposed giving NASA a $6 billion boost over five years to help it prepare for the manned mission to Mars, and he suggested that the government could keep costs down by privatizing the shuttles themselves. 
NASA Bad- Satellites

Bureaucratic rules place restraints on the use of satellites—reduction in bureaucratic overregulation spurs military use of satellites.

Murad and Fahrmeier 4 (A.H. Murad and R.E. Fahrmeier, Writers for the Military Communications Conference, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/freeabs_all.jsp?arnumber=1290151)
The significant increase in military and military support activities in the Middle East and South-West Asia has resulted in an increased demand for satellite capacity, a significant portion of which is being met by well-positioned commercial satellites located over the Indian Ocean, Africa, and South-West Asia. There are a number of challenges faced by satellite network planners who are asked to bridge this gap between military and commercial satellite communications (SATCOM) planning in the design and operation of military-support traffic on commercial satellites, and handle circumstances which call for certain special considerations which are not the norm in either the commercial industry, or the military SATCOM (MILSATCOM) world. This paper discusses some real-world planning challenges, and how they sometimes require the bending or breaking of conventional planning rules to come up with feasible plans.

NASA concedes that they fail to launch satellites—precedent of crashing mid-launch.

Malik 11 (Tariq Malik, Managing Editor of Space.com, March 4, 2011, http://www.space.com /11024 -nasa-glory-climate-satellite-launch-failure.html)
Officials said it's too early to know if the malfunction that doomed the Glory mission is the same one seen in the 2009 launch. Orbital Sciences traced the previous launch failure to the system that initiates the rocket's payload fairing separation system .Because its fairing did not separate, the Taurus XL rocket was too heavy to carry the 1,160-pounds (525-kilogram) Glory satellite all the way to its intended orbit 438 miles (705 kilometers) above Earth. It did not reach the velocity required to reach orbit, and instead plunged into the Pacific, NASA officials said. NASA's Orbiting Carbon Observatory met a similar fate when its Taurus XL rocket failed two years ago. Orbital Sciences officials said they were stunned by today's failed launch attempt. After the 2009 failure, the company completely replaced the fairing separation system on its Taurus XL rockets with another proven. "We really felt that we had nailed the fairing issue," Grabe said. Investigation on tap NASA declared a contingency situation soon after the failed launch to try and understand what went wrong. "We are taking all of the data that we have from our tracking sites to be able to give whatever information that we can ascertain from the vehicle data that might give us some clues as to what may have happened and why the fairing did not come off," NASA commentator George Diller said.Luther said NASA officials carefully weighed the risk of the attempted Glory launch and felt the Taurus XL rocket was ready to fly after some repairs to fix a computer glitch that thwarted a Feb. 23 launch try.Clearly we missed something," Luther said. "We've now got to go off, find out what that is, fix it. And that is what we will do."It is also too early to tell if NASA will order a replacement satellite for Glory. NASA did order a replacement for the Orbiting Carbon Observatory, which is slated to launch in a few years, but Luther said the space agency will have to wait until the results from the Glory failure investigation to make a final decision on whether the carbon-tracking mission will launch on a Taurus XL as planned. 

***Privatization Good- Advantage Areas***

Priv Solves – Comparative Ev

Only privatization can effectively explore and develop space.  Government control dooms the space program.

Garmong 5 (Robert Garmong, Ph.D. in philosophy, is a writer for the Ayn Rand Institute, Intellectual Conservative, July 22, http://www.intellectualconservative.com/2005/07/22/privatize-space-exploration/)

As NASA scrambles to make the July 31 window for the troubled launch of space shuttle Discovery, we should recall the first privately funded manned spacecraft, SpaceShipOne, which over a year ago shattered more than the boundary of outer space: it destroyed forever the myth that space exploration can only be done by the government.  Two years ago, a Bush Administration panel on space exploration recommended that NASA increase the role of private contractors in the push to permanently settle the moon and eventually explore Mars. Unfortunately, it appears unlikely that NASA will consider the true free-market solution for America's expensive space program: complete privatization.  There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their creative thinking and judgment. Yet, by funding the space program through taxation, we necessarily place it at the mercy of bureaucratic whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals.  The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing special interest groups, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors -- which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments -- which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well.  Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them -- but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf.  There is reason to believe that the political nature of the space program may have even been directly responsible for the Columbia disaster. Fox News reported that NASA chose to stick with non-Freon-based foam insulation on the booster rockets, despite evidence that this type of foam causes up to eleven times as much damage to thermal tiles as the older, Freon-based foam. Although NASA was exempted from the restrictions on Freon use, which environmentalists believe causes ozone depletion, and despite the fact that the amount of Freon released by NASA's rockets would have been trivial, the space agency elected to stick with the politically correct foam.  It is impossible to integrate the contradictory. To whatever extent an engineer is forced to base his decisions, not on the realities of science but on the arbitrary, unpredictable, and often impossible demands of a politicized system, he is stymied. Yet this politicizing is an unavoidable consequence of governmental control over scientific research and development.  Nor would it be difficult to spur the private exploration of space -- it's been happening, quietly, for years. The free market works to produce whatever there is demand for, just as it now does with traditional aircraft. Commercial satellite launches are now routine, and could easily be fully privatized. The X Prize, which SpaceShipOne won, offered incentives for private groups to break out of the Earth's atmosphere.  But all this private exploration is hobbled by the crucial absence of a system of property rights in space. Imagine the incentive to a profit-minded business if, for instance, it were granted the right to any stellar body it reached and exploited.  We often hear that the most ambitious projects can only be undertaken by government, but in fact the opposite is true. The more ambitious a project is, the more it demands to be broken into achievable, profit-making steps -- and freed from the unavoidable politicizing of government-controlled science. If space development is to be transformed from an expensive national bauble whose central purpose is to assert national pride to a practical industry, it will only be by unleashing the creative force of free and rational minds.  The creative minds that allowed SpaceShipOne to soar to triumph have made the first private steps toward the stars. Before them are enormous technical difficulties, the solution of which will require even more heroic determination than that which tamed the seas and the continents. To solve them, America must unleash its best minds, as only the free market can do. 
Private Solves- Economy

Good for economy – Russia proves, good for local econ.

CIS defense industry weekly 9 (no auth, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 3-6-2009, Corridors of Power; Putin favors moderate protectionism in favor of Russian companies, Proquest, lido)

By the way, we are scraping the bottom of the barrel to make use of anything that could support the high technology sector of our economy. Certainly, space exploration is among the top priorities. Moreover, this is a competitive field," Putin said. The premier pointed out that the 'buy American' motto is being heard increasingly more often in the U.S. now, and some in France are proposing that French car plants in Eastern Europe be relocated to French territory. "I think this goes somewhat overboard, and this kind of protectionism has no prospects," he said. On the one hand, when competitiveness of hi-tech companies is at stake amid the economic crisis, "choices should be made in favor of domestic producers if all the other factors are equal," he said. "But this protectionism should have certain limits. From the viewpoint of manpower training, we should definitely provide our college and university graduates with the opportunity to work wherever they want. We should not limit their choice," he said.

Government space projects limit professional interest.

CIS defense industry weekly 9 (no auth, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 3-6-2009, Corridors of Power; Putin favors moderate protectionism in favor of Russian companies, Proquest, lido)
On the one hand, when competitiveness of hi-tech companies is at stake amid the economic crisis, "choices should be made in favor of domestic producers if all the other factors are equal," he said. "But this protectionism should have certain limits. From the viewpoint of manpower training, we should definitely provide our college and university graduates with the opportunity to work wherever they want. We should not limit their choice," he said.

Private costs are less
Dyson 11 (Esther, staff writer, Free-market economy of space exploration, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 1-25-2011, proquest, lido)
The message is not just that STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math) education is necessary, but also that this achievement by a private company cost just a fraction of NASA's budget in money and time. Governments are great at funding and carrying out research, but competitive private companies motivated by profit and glory tend to be more efficient and speedier in applying the results. One notable example: right before the launch, SpaceX engineers found a few cracks in the second-stage engine nozzle extension. Rather than haul the spacecraft back to the shop for repairs, they simply analysed the flaw, trimmed off the affected section, and proceeded with the launch. (To be sure, they might have acted differently had the Dragon been carrying humans.) The message of the Dragon moment is not that NASA is clueless, but that government research agencies are not the right type of organisation to run routine operations that could be better handled by businesses. 

Private Good- Competitiveness
Privatization is essential to competitiveness in space.

The Telegraph 11 (“Russia takes advantage of end of space shuttle programme” 6/16/11 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/science/space/8391185/Russia-takes-advantage-of-end-of-space-shuttle-programme.html)
Charlie Bolden the Nasa chief, said it would buy America breathing space to develop its own spacecraft to transport US astronauts to the ISS.  He said plans were in place "to ensure that American astronauts and the cargo they need are transported by American companies rather than continuing to outsource this work to foreign governments." "This new approach in getting our crews and cargo into orbit will create good jobs and expand opportunities for our American economy," Mr Bolden said. "If we are to win the future and out build our competitors, it is essential that we make this program a success." 
Private Solves- EU Cooperation
Private industry is key for U.S.-EU collaboration in space.
Wood 10 (Joseph, Senior Resident Fellow with the German Marshall Fund of the United States, “Space Is Still a Race – And a Race Needs a EU-U.S. Prize” The European Institute August-September 2010) 

Obama opted instead to turn the development of human space flight over to private industry. Private industry can produce strong results, as the June  success of Elon Musk’s new SpaceX Falcon 9 rocket demonstrated. That innovative, low-cost (by space standards) rocket may later deliver cargo and, eventually, astronauts to the ISS and low earth orbit. But profit alone cannot produce the large-scale, sustained effort required for major exploration. Obama spoke to a small crowd at Kennedy Space Center in April and suggested that NASA should go to Mars at some point in the distant future, but like his predecessor, he offered little in the way of guidance and resources to bring that goal into clear focus. Meanwhile, last year, European Union governments met in Prague and agreed to support a major investment in robotic and human spaceflight in cooperation with other space-faring nations including the United States, Russia, Japan, China, and India. The Europeans are accustomed to zigs and zags in American space policy but usually hope not to be left out of whatever course NASA seems to be on at any given moment. Like the Unites States, the EU deferred difficult decisions on resources, and the financial and debt crisis will likely make such decisions less favorable to exploration in the future. Europe and America have an opportunity to advance human exploration as well as unmanned science missions. But to do so, President Obama and his European colleagues will have to chart a new route. They must view space exploration as the work of our entire societies. And to engage the best of our societies in space exploration, we should return to that tested method of encouraging exploration -- the prize. Most of NASA’s human exploration budget, and as much as Europe can contribute, should be pulled from government-run programs and put into a fund for major space exploration prizes. Over the course of a few years, money would be available for prizes on the scale of tens of billions of dollars or euros for a successful Mars mission or a visit to an asteroid. This would attract teams of individuals and corporations whose drive for exploration exceeds by far the motivation of a government program. 
US and European companies can cooperate now.

AFP 11 (Agence France-Presse news agency, “E.U., U.S. partners plan ‘low-cost’ space launcher” 2/8/11 http://www.mnn.com/earth-matters/space/stories/eu-us-partners-plan-low-cost-space-launcher

European technology firm Astrium is teaming up with U.S. company Alliant to make a "low-cost" space rocket launcher that could one day take tourists into orbit, the Wall Street Journal reported on Feb. 8. It said the companies plan a 300-foot (91-metre) launcher dubbed "Liberty" to take astronauts and scientific payloads into space for about $180 million (132 million euros) a time, 40 percent cheaper than some current launches. The companies hope to test the new "low-cost commercial launcher" as soon as 2013, the report said. 
Private Solves- China Competition
The U.S. should use private companies to compete with China.

Hudgins 11 (Edward, former Director  of regulatory studies @ Cato Insitute, Director of Advocacy and Senior Scholar @ Atlas Society, “China’s Surge In Space” http://www.atlassociety.org/asia/china-space-program)

This year is slated to be a record year for China's space missions. A surge is underway and expected to result in an unprecedented number and variety of missions. It was only on October 15, 2003, that China joined the United States and Russia as a country capable of putting humans in space. The launch of that country's "taikonaut," Yang Liwei, harkened back to the launch on October 4, 1957, by the Soviet Union of Sputnik, the first artificial Earth satellite, and on April 12, 1961, of Yuri Gagarin, the first man into space - both ahead of the United States. Those events spurred America into a space race with the Russians that led to America's historic lunar landings. Today the U.S. government's reaction to China's challenge should not be a new space race and bigger NASA budgets. Rather, the United States should turn to private providers in a free market to open outer space to all humanity. After the American Moon landings, rather than backing out of civilian space efforts and contracting out for services with the private sector, NASA went from science and exploration to freight hauling. It developed a shuttle that, rather than bringing launch costs down, caused them to skyrocket. It planned a space station that was to cost $8 billion, accommodate a crew of twelve, and be completed in the early 1990s. Instead, it is still under construction, could cost as much as $100 billion, and houses only three astronauts safely. Thus, the Chinese achievement reminds us of three decades of lost opportunities. Still, China's Long March rockets cost a fraction of the construction and launch costs of the America shuttle. Further, China's unique manned mission design leaves in orbit a module with every flight, relying on a separate reentry vehicle to return taikonauts back to Earth. Those orbital modules no doubt will be components of a Chinese space station that could cost a fraction of the price tag for the American one. If NASA's high costs continue to price America out of outer space, and if in the long run China has more humans permanently living and working in space, then China could adversely influence the nature of the commercial and even security regime that emerges in orbit. Since NASA already is considering major changes in light of the Columbia disaster, the Chinese launch should spur it to real innovation. It should phase out its flights to orbit and instead contract out for rides on private rockets. It should place space station management and expansion in private hands. And if it needs transitional vehicles, it should look to private suppliers for versatile systems that can serve commercial purposes. American entrepreneurs can beat any government provider - whether Chinese or American - in producing cutting edge goods and services. Rather than launching a new government-lead space race, the U.S. government should unleash its private innovators who will help make us a true, space-faring civilization.

Private Solves- China/Russia

The U.S. private sector can beat China to the moon and undercut Russia’s prices.

The Economist 10 (“Moon Dreams: The Americans may still go to the moon before the Chinese” 2/18/10 http://www.economist.com/node/15543675)

When America’s space agency, NASA, announced its spending plans in February, some people worried that its cancellation of the Constellation moon programme had ended any hopes of Americans returning to the Earth’s rocky satellite. The next footprints on the lunar regolith were therefore thought likely to be Chinese. Now, though, the private sector is arguing that the new spending plan actually makes it more likely America will return to the moon. The new plan encourages firms to compete to provide transport to low Earth orbit (LEO). The budget proposes $6 billion over five years to spur the development of commercial crew and cargo services to the international space station. This money will be spent on “man-rating” existing rockets, such as Boeing’s Atlas V, and on developing new spacecraft that could be launched on many different rockets. The point of all this activity is to create healthy private-sector competition for transport to the space station—and in doing so to drive down the cost of getting into space. Another potential beneficiary—and advocate of private-sector transport—is Robert Bigelow, a wealthy entrepreneur who founded a hotel chain called Budget Suites of America. Mr Bigelow has so far spent $180m of his own money on space development—probably more than any other individual in history. He has been developing so-called expandable space habitats, a technology he bought from NASA a number of years ago. Mr Bigelow is preparing to build a space station that will offer cheap access to space to other governments—something he believes will generate a lot of interest. The current plan is to launch the first full-scale habitat (called Sundancer) in 2014. Further modules will be added to this over the course of a year, and the result will be a space station with more usable volume than the existing international one. Mr Bigelow’s price is just under $23m per astronaut. That is about half what Russia charges for a trip to the international station, a price that is likely to go up after the space shuttle retires later this year. He says he will be able to offer this price by bulk-buying launches on newly man-rated rockets. Since most of the cost of space travel is the launch, the price might come down even more if the private sector can lower the costs of getting into orbit.  The ultimate aim of all his investment, Mr Bigelow says, is to get to the moon. LEO is merely his proving ground. He says that if the technology does work in orbit, the habitats will be ideal for building bases on the moon. To go there, however, he will have to prove that the expandable habitat does indeed work, and also generate substantial returns on his investment in LEO, to provide the necessary cash.  If all goes well, the next target will be L1, the point 85% of the way to the moon where the gravitational pulls of moon and Earth balance. “It’s a terrific dumping off point,” he says. “We could transport a completed lunar base [to L1] and put it down on the lunar surface intact.” The original Apollo project was mainly a race to prove the superiority of American capitalism over Soviet communism. Capitalism won—but at the cost of creating, in NASA, one of the largest bureaucracies in American history. If the United States is to return to the moon, it needs to do so in a way that is demonstrably superior to the first trip—for example, being led by business rather than government. Engaging in another government-driven spending battle, this time with the Chinese, will do nothing more than show that America has missed the point. 
Privatization- Russia Competition
Private companies will be the United States’ only way to compete with Russia for space travel. 
RIA Novosti 11 (Staff writers, 4/11/11 “US leaves Space For Russia” http://www.space-travel.com/reports/US_Leaves_Space_For_Russia_999.html)

By the end of this year, NASA will no longer be able to send humans into space. According to Barack Obama's plan, responsibility will go to private companies, which are expected to come up with cheaper ways to ferry astronauts to low-Earth orbit. "They know they have a big step to take if they are going to put humans into space... They have a lot of work to do," says NASA Astronaut Sunita Williams. For years to come, it will be the Russian Soyuz spacecraft, which is going to be the only means for people to reach the International Space Station, which is perfectly fine with the leaders of Russia and the US, but does not sit well with many Americans. "We will be largely dependent on the Russians, and that is a terrible place for the United States to be," former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin told the Washington Post. 
Russia’s can’t innovate despite having the only way to get to the ISS.

De Carbonnel 11 (Alyssa, Reuters journalist, “Analysis: Stagnation Fears Haunt Russian Space Program” 4/10/11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/04/10/us-russia-space-gagarin-idUSTRE73910C20110410) 

But half a century after Gagarin's 108-minute voyage put the Soviet Union ahead in the Cold War space race, critics charge that reliance on Soviet designs as cash cows has stunted innovation, and that Russia has irretrievably lost its edge. "While we bask in the glory of having the only operating spacecraft, we are only making money off old rockets," said Vladimir Gubarev, the Soviet spokesman for the 1975 Apollo-Soyuz program, which achieved the first docking of U.S. and Russian spacecraft. With competition eclipsed by cooperation, Russia's space agency has survived over the past two decades by hiring out the third seat aboard the Soyuz to foreigners. Cooperation is good, but as the example of the international space station shows, it also leads to stagnation," Russian space policy analyst Yuri Karash said, according to state-run news agency RIA. Gubarev said Russia had fallen so far behind it could achieve little better than a supporting role today in the most cutting-edge projects. "In the meantime, America will take its time out and build an entirely new spacecraft, so that five or six years down the line our Soyuz will be entirely redundant," he said. "No serious money is spent on breakthrough projects." 
Private Solves- Russian Competition

Space Privatization solves Russia competition.

Hudgins 1 (Edward, director of regularly studies @ CATO, A Plea for Private Cosmonauts, da: 5-26-2011, dw: 4-5-2001, CATO, lido)
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.

Private Solves- Russia Cooperation

Private space industry offers an opportunity for cooperation with Russia. 

Wagner 10 (Brian, VOA reporter, “US Space Plan May Boost Private Space Firms” 4/16/10 http://www.voanews.com/english/news/economy-and-business/US-Space-Plan-May-Boost-Private-Space-Firms-91111434.html)

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. 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?"  Experts agree that the space race between the United States and the former Soviet Union is over, and space missions depend more and more on international cooperation. 

Private Solves- Tourism

Enough resources and company wanting for businesses to go into space.

Magnuson 11 (Stew, It's Not All Bad News When It Comes to the Health of the U.S. Space Industrial Base, da: 5-29-2011, dw: Apr 2011, proquest, lido)
In addition, the space tourism market, after decades of development, is poised to finally get under way, she said. "A lot of these companies have good business plans," she added. There are some issues to be worked out as far as liability and insurance, and how to qualify tourists to go to space. Providing diat there is not another major economic crisis, some of these companies may be ready to launch within two to three years, she said. Billionaire Richard Branson broke ground on a plant at the Mojave Air and Space Port to build spaceships for his Virgin Galactic space tourism business in November. The company is taking bookings for the $200,000 tickets. It has had 410 takers so far, die company's website said. And then there are those who don't have a fortune to spend on pet space projects such as the husband and wife team of Randa and Roderick Milliron at Interorbital Systems. They have big dreams nonetheless. They want to launch rockets from a space port in die Pacific island nation of Tonga, and build a space tourism industry there where they send paying customers into orbit.

Solves space tourism– Virgin Galactic proves.

Hennigan 11 (WJ, staff writer, Commercial spacecraft's innovation works in test, da: 5-28-2011, dw: 5-5-2011, Proquest, lido)
British billionaire Richard Branson's commercial space venture Virgin Galactic is one step closer to carrying tourists into outer space, possibly as soon as next year. For the first time, Virgin Galactic's rocket plane, dubbed SpaceShipTwo, deployed its twin tail sections in a position designed to allow it to softly return to the Earth's atmosphere from the vacuum of space. The one-of-a-kind design is vital to reducing wear and tear on the six-person rocket ship, so it can reach the company's goal of carrying scores of paying customers into outer space several times a day. The test flight took place shortly after sunrise Tuesday on the desert runway at Mojave Air and Space Port, about 100 miles northeast of Los Angeles. During the test, SpaceShipTwo was taken to 51,500 feet by a carrier aircraft and dropped like a bomb.

Priv Solves - Mars

Privatizing the Mars mission raises revenue, creates jobs, and generates public support for science and space

Wagstaff 11 (Keith, Journalist, The Utopianist, February, http://utopianist.com/2011/02/for-sale-mission-to-mars-nasa-looks-to-raise-corporate-money-for-trip/)

The Taco Bell Mars Express! The Doritos Cool Ranch Rover! Could corporate sponsorships be the future of space travel? That’s what NASA is hoping. The agency recently proposed a plan in which the agency would raise $160 billion from companies to fund a manned mission to Mars. The plan is to license broadcast rights, toys, movies, clothing, games and more, or even sell Mars’ mineral and land rights, although the latter plan seems a bit premature. NASA has never done this before and, of course, there are potential problems. Space.com quotes Timothy Nelson, who specializes in the totally awesome-sounding practice of space law, brings up a good point: ”I think it likely most people would find it difficult to conceive there wouldn’t be any government involvement in such a mission … The possession of a rocket alone would probably trip you up on the military regulations that govern the ownership of missile technology in the United States.” Not to mention the pressure to produce profits and kick off the mission quickly might be at odds with the reality of the situation–that planning and safely executing a manned mission to Mars would take a lot of time and a lot of testing. Still, with Congress proposing a $100 billion in spending cuts, the likelihood of a completely government-funded mission to Mars doesn’t seem likely any time soon. We shouldn’t be surprised in NASA’s move to partly privatize space exploration. From Blackwater to the X Prize, spheres that used to be the exclusive domain of the government are now run by private corporations, with mixed results (yes, we’re subtly hinting about Blackwater, err, I mean, Xe Services). While there is something unsettling in involving a profit motive for, say, military personnel, using corporate money to send a man to Mars seems less controversial. Hell, it’s even been done before, albeit on a smaller scale, when Pizza Hut sponsored a rocket back in 1999. And lets not forget that the Department of Defense already contracts its R&D work out to giant corporations like Northrop Grumman and Boeing. Getting private companies involved isn’t that rare and, in this case, doesn’t seem too troubling. NASA predicts that a project like this could add a total of 500,000 jobs over 10 years to the United States and renew students’ interest in science and space exploration. 

Priv Solves - Mars

Private funding for Mars is available, and eliminates need for government expenditure

Easton 4 (Pam, Associated Press, Red Orbit, February 19, http://www.redorbit.com/news/space/44964/idea_discussed_to_privatize_moonmars_mission_funds/index.html)

NASSAU BAY, Texas (AP) -- Supporters of President Bush's goal of sending manned flights to the moon and Mars told a U.S. Senate subcommittee Wednesday that private dollars should be used to help pay for such missions.  "Every dollar that comes in commercially is a dollar the taxpayer doesn't have to come up with," said Charles Chafer, president of private aerospace company Team Encounter. "Fortunately, there is money that is available."  Bush last month announced his election-year initiative to send astronauts to the moon, Mars and beyond. He wants robotic missions to the moon no later than 2008 and the first manned flight of a new spacecraft by 2014. The missions are likely to cost hundreds of billions of dollars.    Robert Lorsch, a Los Angeles businessman and space enthusiast who has lobbied for decades to commercialize the space program, contends money-raising wouldn't be hard. He suggested methods as diverse as corporate sponsorships of space missions to selling screen savers of the Mars rovers for $1 a piece.  "There is so much enthusiasm, support and good will," Lorsch told the subcommittee's chairman, Sen. Sam Brownback, R-Kansas. "There is just no way for people to express it."  

Private Solves – Mars Colony

Privatization solves mars colonization barriers.
Morrison 11 (Richard, writer @ NYT, Mars is the next stop on the way to the final frontier. Where do I book my ticket?, da: 5-28-2011, dw: 5-20-2011, Proquest, lido)
So what's the future for space travel? Utilising all that vital knowhow gained from conveying rail passengers from London to Birmingham, Richard Branson is now stepping in where Nasa fears to tread. His Virgin Galactic is taking bookings for space trips, at about Pounds 150,000 a ticket (or Pounds 7.90 if you buy an advance single). It's enterprising. But it's not the Starship Enterprise, boldly going where no man has gone before. No, I think the cause of space exploration needs a grander project than day trips for billionaires. What excites me is the growing discussion in astronautical circles about "one-way" missions to colonise Mars. At present the biggest obstacle to humans walking on that planet is the colossal cost and technical challenge of relaunching rockets from Mars. But that could be eliminated by recruiting adventurers on the understanding that they would never return to Earth. Instead, they would start a colony on Mars (which would eventually procreate and renew itself) and live out their days there. It sounds fantastical, mad, even a little inhumane. But it's very similar to the conditions imposed on the first European voyagers to America and Australia. And it would give our restless species its first permanent foothold on another planet. That's surely a thrilling prospect. I'd sign up to become one of the first Martians. Where do I buy the green face-paint and flying saucer?

Priv Solves - Colonization

Privatization is key to colonization

Dinkin 4 (Sam Dinkin is a regular columnist for the Space Review, The Space Review, July 26, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1)

Some things may be worth that transportation cost. Colonization in order to assure that our species outlasts the dinosaurs is priceless. Opening Mars to colonization will also create new opportunities for religious freedom and personal freedoms as the Pilgrims found when they immigrated to the New World. Space entertainment might pay its own way, as might suborbital tourism. Orbital hotels may be viable. Space science might be able to tag along, but science would have to be heavily subsidized. Maybe astronomical observing frequencies could be sold off on Earth to pay for a site on the far side of the Moon, but that would require much lower transport prices and higher spectrum prices than we’ve seen since the 3G crash. Suborbital point-to-point service from New York to Tokyo with a flight time less than the Concorde’s New York-to-London time may emerge some time.  There are some valuable military uses to space being explored by the Pentagon with its FALCON and RASCAL programs in addition to earth observing satellites. Further weaponization of space will probably be required to defend the US in the most economical manner and to defend the new civilian space assets. If no weaponization occurs by the US, we can definitely expect terrorists or other states to do so and for space to be stunted by lack of defensive protection.  With no privatization and no military protection, there will not be much colonization. Antarctica may be free of the intellectual pollution brought by property rights, but there are also no citizens, no development and very little in the way of commercial exports. Alaska, in contrast, hands out checks to its citizens rather than charging them taxes. Antarctica is also more inaccessible, so there may be another explanation for the disparity.  The case for public returns from public management is mixed. In any case, there are few returns to give up in space’s public sphere Texarkana offers a starker side-by-side comparison of different law leading to different levels of commerce. The city has a street running down the center of town where one side is governed by Arkansas law and the other is governed by Texas law. The main difference between the two jurisdictions is the ability to collect a high rate of interest (Arkansas caps their interest rate at 5% above the federal funds rate). This minor limitation on commerce means that there are many more stores on the Texas side of the street.  But suppose for a moment that we do have the opportunity to create a viable space economy. Gagnon continues, “Thus, after the taxpayers have paid all the R&D, private industry now intends to gorge itself on profits. Taxpayers won’t see any return on our ‘collective investment.’”  They are seeing little return now on their collective investment. Public returns will be great indeed if space development is successful. If privatization results in profits, those profits can be taxed. If private suborbital, orbital, point-to-point, lunar and planetary development lowers the price of access for public science, exploration and commerce, then that is a benefit. If colonization is successful, the public will have an insurance policy against extinction. Successful colonization will also energize the spirit of humanity. Colonizing Mars will double the amount of land available to the species and potentially more than double solar system GDP as a commerce of ideas and builds up between the growing Mars population and Earth.  Compare that to taxpayer return on public projects. What has the taxpayer return been on Social Security? It is as if the government mandated that everyone in the nation hold thousands of dollars in government bonds. Worse, the bonds pay below the market interest rate for federal savings bonds. While this is a boon to taxpayers because US borrowing is cheaper as a result, the elderly are getting a negative real return on their money. A privately-administered system with similar terms would surely have resulted in arrests and prosecutions.  

Private Solves- ISS 
Solves space station - Russia proves. 

Hudgins 1 (Edward, director of regularly studies @ CATO, A Plea for Private Cosmonauts, da: 5-26-2011, dw: 4-5-2001, CATO, lido)
The passenger, American Dennis Tito, did not select the ISS as his destination of choice. Facing difficult economic adjustments, Energia had decided to scuttle its Mir space station and to accept NASA’s invitation to become an ISS partner. Fortunately, in December 1999 MirCorp, a company 40-percent owned by private Western investors and 60-percent owned by Energia, was formed to make Mir financially self-supporting. To that end MirCorp accepted Tito’s offer of a reported $20 million for a flight to Mir. Unfortunately, NASA helped block MirCorp’s efforts and in the end the Russians could not keep the station in orbit. The 15-year-old station was allowed to burn up in the atmosphere. Tito and Energia figured it would be an easy matter to simply switch stations. After all, Russia is a partner with NASA on the ISS and has supplied the modules that constitute the core of that station. But NASA objects to Tito’s trip, calling him a “tourist” and suggesting that he might endanger the station and his fellow station dwellers. But “tourist” is a misleading term. Tito is not some camera-toting joyrider. To pursue his dream of flying in space, he has been undergoing training since August 2000 in Russia with cosmonauts who don’t feel endangered by his presence. Indeed, they briefly refused to train in America for a joint mission with NASA when that space agency announced it would not let Tito fly. This situation is ironic. NASA objects to a private Russian company selling a trip into space to a private individual in exchange for private funding. But NASA itself saw no problems when it gave trips into space to Sen. Jake Garn and Rep. Bill Nelson, neither a professional astronaut, in order to secure taxpayers’ funds for its programs. (Let’s grant that Sen. John Glenn was qualified to fly, though his shuttle mission was more PR than cutting edge science.) Concerning Tito, NASA administrator Daniel Goldin asks, “Just because someone says they have that money to fly, is that reasonable?” The answer is, “Yes!” The people with money are called “customers.” They pay for goods and services. In a free market, eager entrepreneurs meet their demands. Goldin says, “The shuttle costs so much a flight” and implies that $20 million might not be the right price. But since the Russians are supplying the transportation, it is for them to determine the price of the journey. Because a NASA shuttle flight costs at least $500 million, Goldin probably finds it unbelievable that the Russians’ costs could be significantly lower. Goldin might also argue that the price of an actual stay on the station is not covered by the $20 million. But the problem is that a government station is not subject to market pricing based on demand. In any case, the $50 billion space station construction costs are high because the government is building it. 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.

Private Solves– Robot Tech

Companies can build good space robots – Astrobotic proves.

Templeton 9 (David, staff writer, OAKLAND ROBOTICS COMPANY SHOOTS FOR THE MOON, da: 5-29-2011, dw: 7-10-2009, Proquest, lido)
The space-age robotics company in Oakland already has announced its intent to win the $20 million Google X Prize by being the first to send a mobile robot to the moon and beam back to Earth video images, possibly of the Apollo 11 landing site. Now Astrobotic has announced that it will compete for a $500,000 prize from NASA with a robot it hopes will dig and dump the most simulated lunar dirt during a 30-minute workout. The NASA Regolith Excavation Challenge, set for Oct. 17-18 at the NASA Ames Research Center in Silicon Valley, Calif., will help prepare the way for robots to construct durable landing pads on the moon, possibly with banks of moon dirt known as regolith piled around the pad to protect people, habitats and equipment from landings and blastoffs. Robots also could cover human habitats with regolith to protect people from solar and cosmic galactic radiation and to dig trenches for electrical cables. So digging robots will become important tools on the moon. For now, NASA is projecting that humans will return to the moon as early as 2020. But robots could be sent there years earlier to prepare sites for human habitation. The Astrobotic moon digger, developed in collaboration with Carnegie Mellon University's Robotics Institute, is a yard long and wide and stands 2 feet high. It has a laser scanner to measure distances inside the 13-by-13-foot competition area. The robot uses a scraper to skim sand-like dirt into a hopper. Astrobotic President David Gump said the digger must climb a ramp then dump its load into a pit. The robot will be operated by a person but on a 4-second time delay to replicate the lag time in communications between the Earth and moon. During the challenge, each robot must excavate at least 330 pounds of simulated moon dirt under lunar-like conditions with limited power and bandwidth. Last year's competition ended with no robot meeting minimum requirements. Astrobotic did not compete last year. In coming months, the moon digger will be refined during field trials in the "Regolith Simulant Testbed" that the California Space Authority, a co-host of the challenge, is providing to competing teams. Astrobotic is led by William "Red" Whittaker, the noted CMU roboticist, who described his company's X Prize robot as a rolling TV studio designed to broadcast high-definition video back to Earth from the Apollo 11 site. If successful, the return trip to the site will be the first since the historic landing 40 years ago.

Private Solves - SETI

Privatization solves SETI: it’s better than government involvement and has been privatized since 93 
Schuch 5 (Dr. H Paul, PhD in astrophysics @ UC Berkeley, 9/12, http://www.setileague.org/drseti/why/index.html)

When the NASA SETI program was cancelled in 1993, the US Government accomplished three things: they reduced their science expenditures by 5¢ per US citizen per year; they reduced the federal deficit by 0.0006%; and they drew a curtain across the sky, shielding us from possible membership in the cosmic community. My initial reaction was dismay. That gave way to elation a year later, with the founding of The SETI League and the privatization of SETI.Privatized science makes good sense. When governments get involved in large-scale projects, they end up taking twice as long, costing twice as much, and working half as well. 
SETI is shifting to private along with the rest of the aerospace industry.

Leornard 11 (Andrew, Staff Writer, 4/27, http://www.californiabeat.org/author/aleonard)
The shutdown of the Hat Creek Radio Observatory facility, which was built in 2007, was not unpredicted. For years -– especially as the economy tanked –- SETI has seen funding steadily disappear. Shutdowns of space-oriented programs are becoming more abundant as the US budget shifts further toward defense funding and away from science funding, SETI supporters said.They pointed to the last Space Shuttle launch — barely two months away — and NASA’s lack of plans to restart the program. The aerospace industry, at least in the United States, is undergoing a massive shift toward privatization and is likely to continue in this direction without more public funding, said SETI supporters.

Private Solves- Satellites

Private markets will develop satellites independent of NASA

Taylor 11  (Robert, Prof of Poli Sci @ Golden Gate U, http://www.policymic.com/beta/national-politics/case-defunding-nasa)
NASA and its defenders claim, however, that this constant stream of tax revenue has benefited the American public by introducing many inventions and technological advancements, ignoring the broken window fallacy - unintended consquences that accompany percieved production. Besides, most of these innovations have actually been the result of commercial markets. Telstar I, the world’s first telecommunications satellite, was a product of AT&T’s drive to provide a better communication service (only later to be used by the Defense Department). The telephone, personal computers, the Internet, Velcro, Tang, Tempur-Pedic mattresses, hand-calculators, and thehundreds of products created from the advantage of integrated circuits and semiconductors have advanced our lives through the mutual benefit of buyer and seller. Consumers, not bureaucrats, should decide where precious resources should go. NASA also inflicts us with a misallocation of labor. The market's profit/loss mechanism is the only way that the labor involved, like scientists, is being put to its most economic and productive use. And like all government programs, it has become increasingly less efficient as time goes by and its goals have become more and more hazy; the "mission creep" of the chaotic absence of market prices.

Military demand exists for commercial satellites—they’re the most effective because they don’t require bureaucratic security clearances.

Kurtin 9 (Owen D. Kurtin, Writer for Satellite Today, Sept. 1, 2009,   http://www.satellitetoday.com/via/dollarsandsense/Military-Use-of-Commercial-Assets-Set-to-Expand_31801.html)
While the Pentagon once viewed commercial satellite service as a supplement to its own fleet, it now considers commercial service a necessity, says Rebecca Cowen-Hirsch, president of Inmarsat Government Services. This shift is driven by requirements for bandwidth-intensive applications and supported by the commercial fleet’s comparable reliability to the military fleet as well as the fact that the applications for which the military employs commercial service do not require the military fleet’s anti-nuclear hardening and other levels of security. Nevertheless, Cowen-Hirsch notes that operators increasingly are investing in security technologies driven by military use but which also provide added value for commercial customers. For Inmarsat, this includes National Security Agency Type 1 encryption command link functionality, preventing any unauthorized party from commanding the enabled satellites. She adds that while there is a place for direct relationships between operators and the Pentagon, integrators do provide clear added value in turnkey network solutions. These industry insiders point to a future of continued expansion of military use of commercial service, a continued place at the table for integrators/aggregators, and a post-DSTS-G future of multiple contracts to maintain competition among operators and providers and to continued use of the spot market by the military to preserve flexibility. The pending Quadrennial Defense Review should provide some additional predictability as to Pentagon excess capacity needs and might support greater willingness to enter into long-term contracts.  

Private Solves- SSP 

The private sector is more capable for creating SSP than the government.

SSPW 7 (Space Solar Power Workshop, part of the Space Solar Power Institute, “How to build a Space Solar Power System” pg. 5 12/19/7) 

Michael Schwaal, an energy economist with Arlington, VA-based Energy Ventures, pointed out that “there is not much enthusiasm in the U.S. government for space based solar power”, going on to point that NASA is not the best agency to take up the cause.6 The energy investment community and the SSPW would agree – NASA, DOE and JAXA are not chartered for commercial manufacturing or operation. The proper path to build SSP, is a congressionally chartered corporation; we call it SunSat Corporation.  The struggle for redirecting space transportation funding priorities toward the private sector is central to the larger struggle of building SSP. SSP is the crucially important piece necessary to solving our crushing energy and environmental problems. It would be a massive benefit to all, beginning with and especially for aerospace and energy businesses. There will be surely be job retraining required, but we all expect to retrain at least every five or ten years. As we change jobs and titles and programs this learning is part of the joy of life – like learning to ride a bicycle or trying Mexican cuisine. 
Private space industry comes first for stimulating SSP and other space businesses. 

Medin 10 (Kristin, Chief Industrial designer, NewSpace DesignLabs, “Disruptive Technology: A Space-Based Solar Power Industry Forecast” Online Journal of Space Communication Issue 16 http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/medin.html)

Development of a private spaceflight industry will parallel development of solar power satellites, since the cargo-to-space innovations needed to carry out frequent and affordable launches from earth will parallel innovations in human space transport. For example, recreational travel to space can only be developed out of accessible power sources native to space as opposed to today's method of lifting the energy needed to sustain space missions from the launch pad. Comparatively, today's model is as efficient as the days when pulling loaded wagons on the Oregon Trail during the times of the "American frontier" was necessary because there were no proven sources of food, warmth or shelter along the way. Suborbital power stations coupled with water resources recently found on the moon, with water being the key to propulsion in space, may give rise to virtual intergalactic "gas stops" for future space traffic.[7] More efficient payloads could mean more industries accepting the possibilities of space to develop new technologies, manufacturing techniques and products that improve the quality of life here on earth. There will always be a need for space research, so a government space agenda will always be needed. But the focus will be on private sector initiatives, as has been true in Research industries in agriculture and transportation, medicine and information technology. The advance guard of space-bound research may be the pharmaceuticals industry because of the possibility of space-based materials being valuable to curing terrestrial diseases and the micro and zero gravity conditions of space being necessary to the growing of larger crystals with which to make medicines.[8] Emerging nanotechnology and biochemistry related research may find increased purpose in space as well. All of these are enabled by a fully realized SBSP infrastructure.v
Private Solves- SSP

Private companies are key to space solar power.  They’re making huge advances.  

The Economist 8 (technology quarterly, a supplement that highlights technological advances. “Energy: Satellites that beam solar power to earth have often appeared in science fiction.  Will they ever become reality?” 12/4/8 http://www.economist.com/node/12673299)

Getting SSP off the ground will require the involvement of the private sector, the study observes, but private firms are unlikely to act without a demonstration project to confirm the viability of the scheme. The NSSO estimates that this would cost $8 billion-10 billion, and suggests that it could be funded by a consortium involving America and its allies—such as Canada, Japan, the European Union or Australia, all of which have shown interest in SSP in the past. In the meantime, NASA is evaluating the possibility of an experiment involving the International Space Station. George Nield of the Office of Commercial Space Transportation at the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) points out that the commercial space business, including its suppliers, accounted for over $139 billion in economic activity in 2006—up from $61 billion in 1999. (This covers everything from making launch vehicles and spacecraft to satellite-navigation systems for cars and boats.) SpaceX’s Falcon 1 rocket successfully reached orbit at the fourth attempt in September 2008, becoming the first privately funded, liquid-fuelled rocket to do so. The company is developing a much larger rocket, Falcon 9, which will be able to carry payloads of up to 12 tonnes into orbit (compared with a few hundred kilograms for Falcon 1). SpaceX is one of two companies chosen by NASA to develop crew and cargo resupply systems for the space station. It has also been contracted to launch satellites for a number of government and commercial clients. Mr Musk thinks his non-bureaucratic, low-cost approach could reduce the cost of launching payloads into low-earth orbit from around $6,000-10,000 per kilogram today to around $3,000 with Falcon 9, and eventually (by reusing more of each launcher) to around $1,000. Mr Musk has his eye on manned missions to Mars, among other things, but much lower launch costs would also have the side-effect of making SSP more viable. The NSSO estimates that a launch cost of $440 per kilogram, for example, would reduce the cost per kWh to between eight and ten cents. When Mitsubishi Electric started looking at solar power in Japan it, too, was thinking along the lines of launching giant structures and assembling them in space. After a while it balked at the difficulty and cost of that route, and in recent years it has been concentrating on the idea of launching squadrons of small satellites orbiting in formation. Mitsubishi Electric has continued to invest in SSP research, and Japan’s space agency, JAXA, is also taking the idea seriously, with talk of a working system in orbit by 2030. Space solar power is still an idea far ahead of its time. But the necessary technology already exists and is gradually falling in cost. The commercialisation of space—and, in particular, the enthusiasm building around space tourism—could be the trend that brings down launch costs and brings SSP within reach. It will take entrepreneurs as well as engineers to kick-start the public-private process needed to tap the energy of the great fusion reactor in the sky. Lots of people believe it can be done. But as Cutie the robot demonstrated, what you believe matters less than what you actually do. 
Private companies are free from budget constraints.

Hsu 11 (Jeremy, senior writer for Innovation News Daily, “Forecast for Solar Power from Space is Not Yet Sunny” 3/3/11 http://www.innovationnewsdaily.com/space-based-solar-power-decade-110201html-1775/)
The main issue, as usual, is money. In the United States, neither the military nor civilian agencies seem interested in taking a leap of faith with taxpayer dollars, which has left it to private companies to carry the torch. Elsewhere, only the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) has begun moving forward with private partners to develop space-based solar power. "Right now the big problem is there's no funding from the U.S. Department of Energy or NASA," said Marty Hoffert, a physicist at New York University and technical adviser for the company Space Energy. 

Private Solves- Helium 3

Private corporations are the only actors who can legally mine Helium-3 

D’Souza, Otalvaro, and Singh 6 (Marsha, Diana, and Deep, Worcester Polytechnic Institute “Harvesting Helium-3 From The Moon” p. 56-57 2/17/6)

However, a loophole in the UN Outer Space Treaty has given advantages to individuals and companies to hold Mineral Rights on the Moon, Mars and other celestial bodies. It stipulated that no government can own extraterrestrial property. However it neglected to mention individuals and corporations. Taking undue advantage of this error, Dennis Hope, a Lunar Entrepreneur has claimed to have started a Lunar Embassy, which sells plots on the Moon and other celestial bodies. There is also a Lunar Settlement Initiative that provides a framework for private development of the Moon.  Another individual, Dr. Resnick (former NASA scientist and current consultant to NASA) states "Space law does not allow countries to have land ownership on planets and Moons in the solar system but it does allow for the Mineral Rights to be obtained by individuals and companies. The countries party to the Space Treaty Act have agreed that none of them has either jurisdiction or ownership of any extraterrestrial body, nor samples.” He found this ambiguity in the Space Law 25 years ago that allowed him ownership of all planetary bodies outside the "Third Planet from the Sun” submitted the document to the World Court at The Hague, and to the United Nations in New York City.  For more than years no one has ever disputed Dr. Resnick’s claimed ownership. This loophole in space law has been a growing concern to scientists; however, most were unaware that Dr. Resnick had foreseen some of these issues long ago when he obtained ownership of the mineral rights (Cramer, 2004).
The private sector is key to Helium-3

D’Souza, Otalvaro, and Singh 6 (Marsha, Diana, and Deep, Worcester Polytechnic Institute “Harvesting Helium-3 From The Moon” p. 61 2/17/6)

Many space advocates insist that private commercial participation for He-3 exploitation is vital and unavoidable. In fact, former senator Harrison Schmitt, openly advises against the United States ratifying the Moon Treaty, in which ownership of celestial bodies is prohibited. He insists that only if He-3 is developed commercially as regulated by the rules of an open market will it be a viable source of energy.

Private sector should lead on Helium-3

Schmitt 4 (Harrison, chariman of the Interlune-Intermars Intiative, Inc.“Mining the Moon” Popular Mechanics P. 58-59, 61 October 2004)
Although the president’s announcement did not mention it explicitly, his message implied an important role for the private sector in leading human expansion into deep space. In the past, this type of public-private cooperation produced enormous dividends. Recognizing the distinctly American entrepreneurial spirit that drives pioneers, the President’s Commission on Implementation of U.S. Space Exploration Policy subsequently recommended that NASA encourage private space related initiatives. I believe in going a step further. I believe that if government efforts lag, private enterprise should take the lead in settling space. We need look only to our past to see how well this could work. In 1862, the federal government supported the building of the transcontinental railroad with land grants. By the end of the 19th century, the private sector came improvements in rail transport that laid the foundation for industrial development in the 20th century. In a similar fashion, a cooperative effort in learning how to mine the moon for helium-3 will create the technological infrastructure for our inevitable journeys to Mars and beyond. With such tremendous business potential, the entrepreneurial private sector should support a return to the moon, this time to stay. For an investment of less than $15 billion—about the same as was required for the 1970s Trans Alaska Pipeline—private enterprise could make permanent habitation on the moon the next chapter in human history.

Private Solves- Helium 3

A private initiative solves helium-3 better than government.

Schmitt 3 (Harrison, chariman of the Interlune-Intermars Intiative, Inc., Testimony of Hon. Harrison H. Schmitt: Senate Hearing on "Lunar Exploration" http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=10924)
I am skeptical that the U.S. Government can be counted on to make such a "sustained commitment" absent unanticipated circumstances comparable to those of the late 1950s and early 1960s. Therefore, I have spent much of the last decade exploring what it would take for private investors to make such a commitment. At least it is clear that investors will stick with a project if presented to them with a credible business plan and a rate of return commensurate with the risk to invested capital. My colleagues at the Fusion Technology Institute of the University of Wisconsin-Madison and the Interlune-Intermars Initiative, Inc. believe that such a commercially viable project exists in lunar helium-3 used as a fuel for fusion electric power plants on Earth. Lunar helium-3, arriving at the Moon as part of the solar wind, is imbedded as a trace, non-radioactive isotope in the lunar soils. There is a resource base of helium-3 about of 10,000 metric tonnes just in upper three meters of the titanium-rich soils of Mare Tranquillitatis. The energy equivalent value of Helium-3 delivered to operating fusion power plants on Earth would be about $4 billion per tonne relative to today's coal. Coal, of course, supplies about half of the approximately $40 billion domestic electrical power market.  A business and investor based approach to a return to the Moon to stay represents a clear alternative to initiatives by the U.S. Government or by a coalition of other countries. A business-investor approach, supported by the potential of lunar Helium-3 fusion power, and derivative technologies and resources, offers the greatest likelihood of a predictable and sustained commitment to a return to deep space. 

***Impact Modules***

Satellites Impact Module- Drone Strikes (1/2)

Commercial satellites are key to effective drone strikes and innovative security initiatives, but bureaucratic regulations get in the way of contracts—hampers counterterrorism.
Berlocher 8 (Writer for Satellite Today, Sept. 1, 2008, http://www.satellitetoday.com /via/supplement/Military-Continues-To-Influence-Commercial-Operators_24295.html)
The hunger for bandwidth is not expected to slow anytime in the near future as new warfighter initiatives and the increased usage of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) are expected to drive additional demand. As troops are drawn down in Iraq and Afghanistan, their absence likely will be supplemented by more widespread use of UAVs, which consume vast amounts of bandwidth and can require a full transponder to send high-definition video and sensor data back to their controllers on the ground. And UAVs are not the only the reason bandwidth needs will grow in the future. The U.S. government’s mandated implementation of next-generation Internet Protocol, IPv6, will enable a number of new applications such as RFID tagging and sensor monitoring, creating even more demand for bandwidth. Due to security needs, the military would like to carry as much traffic on its own satellites as possible, but the current and planned in-orbit capacity can satisfy only a fraction of the demand. U.S. Department of Defense planners had hoped that the Wideband Global Satcom (WGS) fleet of six satellites would significantly decrease the military’s reliance on commercial satellites. Each WGS satellite has the capacity to transmit information at rates of more than 3 gigabits per second, more than 10 times the capacity of the Defense Satellite Communications System. During testing of WGS 1, the first operational satellite, the government transmitted a 440 megabits-per-second communications signal through the satellite.  With WGS leading the way for a new-generation of military satcom programs, the Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense, Network Information and Integration, says a quantitative assessment of the Pentagon’s future reliance on commercial satellite operators is difficult. The three most influential factors will be the supply of military satcom capacity available, total military demand for communications and the amount of funding available to procure commercial service. “With the projected growth in [military satcom] capacity as a result of the WGS deployment, the [Department of Defense] is developing a strategy to migrate users from commercial satcom to WGS,” the office says. “The results of this activity will be an identification of the users that transition to WGS, the users that stay on commercial satcom and the funding needed by the users to lease the capacity on commercial satcom.” The transfer of users to WGS will be delayed somewhat, as budget constraints have slowed the development of the program. WGS 1 just entered service over the Pacific Ocean region. WGS 2 and 3 have been completed and are scheduled to be launched in October and April 2009, respectively. The remaining three WGS satellites are scheduled to be launched between 2011 and 2013, which includes a spacecraft that will be funded by the Australian Defence Ministry in order for Australian military forces to have access to the U.S. military satcom system. Although the WGS, Advanced Extremely High Frequency Satellite and Mobile User Objective System satellite systems will significantly increase military capabilities when they become fully operational, it is clear that military satellites alone will not provide enough bandwidth to meet all of the government’s needs. Government acquisition of commercial space segment and associated services is done via short-term contracts, which can sometimes hamstring the ability of military planners to secure bandwidth. The tremendous growth in high-definition television has decreased the number of available transponders in regions around the globe, and in some areas, such as the Indian Ocean region, capacity is sold out. 

Satellites Impact Module- Drone Strikes (2/2)
Drone strikes are the key internal link to success in Afghanistan and Middle East stability.

Mulkin 11 (Andrew Mulkin, Sophomore at the School of Foreign Service, April 12, 2011, 
http://www.thehoya.com/mullikin-drone-attacks-critical-to-american-success-in-afghanistan-1.2164554)

On the other hand, the Pakistani government views these strikes as a violation of their sovereignty and claims that collateral damage is too high despite American efforts to protect noncombatants as much as possible. After meeting with American intelligence officials Monday, a Pakistani general in charge of intelligence efforts in the country demanded that UAV strikes be stopped immediately. He also called for all clandestine U.S. operatives working in Pakistan — including CIA officers, special operations forces and civilian contractors working for the CIA — be immediately withdrawn. The new Pakistani demands signal a major setback in the war in Afghanistan. Effectively waging a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan means being able to provide security and well-being for local Afghans. With Taliban and other extremist militants operating within easy striking distance of Afghan towns, ISAF troops cannot provide that security. Not only is time on the militants' side, so are tactics, including the safe havens for training and operational planning that insurgents and terrorists have used so effectively in Waziristan and other parts of Pakistan's Federally Administrated Tribal Areas give them a secure base from which to launch strikes across the Durand Line into Afghan territory. Without negating the strategic benefit of these safe havens, American operations in Afghanistan will be doomed to failure. For now, drone strikes are the only means American commanders have at their disposal for negating the benefits of these safe havens. Without putting boots on the ground in a counterinsurgency campaign, there is no way to effectively prevent militants from striking into Afghanistan while using Pakistani territory as a staging ground. Simply stepping up border defense is ineffective — not only is the border between northeastern Afghanistan and FATA extremely rugged and operationally challenging, the border itself is very hard to find. Without a geographic boundary between the two nations, it is far too difficult to operate exclusively in Afghanistan while working to combat extremist militants. American success in  Afghanistan is rooted in a successful strategy for combating the militants who operate out of Waziristan and other Pakistani border areas. Without drone strikes, the United States and its allies are left without an effective means to counter these modern-day outlaws. To succeed in Afghanistan, we are left with no more viable option than to use drones in Pakistan. Thus, if Pakistan keeps to its desire to stop UAV strikes in border areas, our prospects for success in Afghanistan will continue to dim.   
Commerical Satellites Good- Military

Commercial satellites critical to military success—encryption checks all security challenges. 

Hoernig 99 (Otto Hoernig, 1999, "Military Applications of Commercial Communications Satellites, Page 1”)

The increasingly global role of the US Military has put an added emphasis on the communications infrastructure to meet the administrative, intelligence, and operational communications requirements of the forces deployed around the world. The Military’s tactical communications assets are unable to cope with the increased demand for communications resources and, in any case, must be reserved for tactical and strategic war fighting needs. The commercial communications assets have been expanding at a much faster rate both in terms of global coverage and capacity, and, hence, offer an attractive option to supplement the Military’s tactical assets. This paper presents a succinct survey of the commercial assets available to fulfill the Military’s needs and the benefits of using these assets. The commercial communications assets with global coverage are comprised of constellations of low earth orbit (LEO) and geostationary earth orbit (GEO) satellites. These assets are capable of operating with personal communications devices such as pocket-sized phones and low speed data transceivers, suitcase-sized terminals, or readily deployable earth stations for larger bandwidth applications. The Military requirement for security can be easily met through the use of approved encryption equipment. The value and feasibility of commercial assets has been amply demonstrated on several missions such as Desert Storm, Desert Watch, and the Bosnia peacekeeping operation. Commercial telecommunications companies such as Spacelink maintain an inventory of commercial transportable earth stations that can be deployed in a matter of days to enable the Military to set up duplex communications links where terrestrial communications infrastructure is poor or even nonexistent. The commercial transportable earth stations range in size from 1.8 to 5.6 meters and afford the advantage of readily matching the end user capacity requirements. Use of commercially available communications assets offers many benefits to the Government. By leasing these commercial resources, the Government does not have to incur capital expenditures, nor maintain an inventory, to meet the deployment and surge requirements. Another benefit is in vastly reduced infrastructure costs such as personnel, training and logistics. 

Commercial Satellites Good- Genocide/Laundry List

Commercial satellites are inevitable, the only question is effectiveness: They bring attention to genocide, global warming and North Korean brinkmanship.  

Eisler 8 (Peter Eisler, Writer for USA Today, 11/6/08, http://www.usatoday.com /tech/news /surveillance/2008-11-06-googleearth_N.htm)
The number of sources for satellite imagery continues to grow, fueled not only by government customers in the USA and worldwide, but by an explosion in public usage. This month, GeoEye launched the most advanced commercial satellite yet — able to distinguish home plate on a baseball field — and the NGA paid half the $475 million cost. Digital Globe will launch a satellite with similar resolution and other new capabilities next year on its own dime. The use of commercial imagery relieves some of the burden on the U.S. government's classified satellite network, says Rick Oborn, spokesman at the National Reconnaissance Office, which runs the system. "We're oversubscribed," Oborn says, noting that intelligence and security missions get priority and often need the higher resolution and quicker returns offered by the government's own satellites. "Anytime the broader area stuff can be taken commercially, so much the better." The appetite for commercial imagery from the general public continues to grow as more people realize the technology has uses far beyond picking out your home on Google Earth. Non-governmental organizations have used commercial imagery to show devastating attacks on villages in Darfur by the Janjaweed militia. Security experts have used it to show development of new missile bases in North Korea. Environmentalists have used it to document effects of global warming. "In a way, those sort of things also have a lot to do with national security," says Steven Aftergood, an intelligence expert at the Federation of American Scientists. "It's an extraordinary tool (for) bringing transparency to government. … And it's here to stay." 

***Aff CP Answers***

Priv Bad - Militarization

Privatization will lead to militarization and concflict over space resources

Gagnon 4 (Bruce Gagnon is the coordinator for Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, Impact Press, Fall, http://www.impactpress.com/articles/augsep04/space8904.html)

Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone" where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction. And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost of creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth.  After Columbus returned to Spain with the news that he had discovered the "new world," Queen Isabella began the 100-year process to create the Spanish Armada that would protect the new "interests and investments" around the world. This helped create the global war system.  Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more. Privatization really means that profits will be privatized. Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created. 

Priv Bad - Debris 

Space privatization leads to a debris cloud blocking all access to space

Gagnon 4 (Bruce Gagnon is the coordinator for Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, Impact Press, Fall, http://www.impactpress.com/articles/augsep04/space8904.html)

The news brings us the story of "space pioneers" launching privately funded craft into the heavens. A special prize is offered to the first private aerospace corporation who can successfully take a pilot and a "space tourist" into orbit.  Is this "privatization" of space a good thing? Is there any reason to be concerned about the trend? Are there any serious questions that should be raised at this historic moment?  Three major issues come immediately to mind concerning space privatization: space as an environment, space law, and profit in space.  We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk, where over 100,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 mph. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close. Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris.  As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations, the chances of accidents–and thus more debris–become a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. The time has certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. 

Priv Bad – Links to Coercion

Privatization doesn’t avoid coercion, the public sector has already funded the basis for privatization

Gagnon 4 (Bruce Gagnon is the coordinator for Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, Impact Press, Fall, http://www.impactpress.com/articles/augsep04/space8904.html)

When the United Nations concluded the 1979 Moon Treaty, the U.S. refused–and still does–to sign it. One key reason is that the treaty outlaws military bases on the moon, and also outlaws any nation, corporation, or individual from making land "claims" on the planetary body. The 1967 U.N. Outer Space Treaty takes a similar position in regard to all of the planetary bodies. The U.N., realizing we needed to preempt potential conflict over "ownership" of the planetary bodies, made claim that the heavens were the province of all humankind.  As the privateers move into space, in addition to building space hotels and the like, they also want to claim ownership of the planets because they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars. It was recently reported that the Haliburton Corporation is now working with NASA to develop new drilling capabilities to mine Mars.  One organization that seeks to rewrite space law is called United Societies in Space (USIS). They state, "USIS provides legal and policy support for those who intend to go to space. USIS encourages private property rights and investment. Space is the Free Market Frontier."  The taxpayers–especially in the U.S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception–have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development. As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing the privatization of space, what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and let private industry begin to make profit and control space, thus the idea that space is a "free market frontier."  Of course, now that the taxpayers have paid all the research and development costs, private industry now intends to gorge itself in profits. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-California), an ally of the aerospace industry, has introduced legislation in Congress to make all space profits "tax free." In this vision, us taxpayers won't see any return on our "collective investment." 

Aff- Permutation
Double Bind: 
Either A. Plan is delayed because using private companies to do a mission to Mars causes political turmoil. Or B. Governmental control is inevitable since private companies are susceptible to political pressure.

Carberry, 10 (exec dir @ explore mars inc oct/nov, vol. 12, p. 4081-4089, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)
The question therefore is, would the private sector? Companies and private individuals are very much susceptible to political pressure and public outcry. Once it became known that a consortium or individual was going to send someone on what could be a suicide mission to Mars (even if the person funding the mission was the person making the trip), there would be a massive national and international debate on the topic. While this could have positive aspects, it could also present some very negative consequences, particularly if Congress and other bodies create legal and regulatory roadblocks – this could also hinder other space exploration efforts.>

AND Perm Solves Best: Government is key to give incentives to private companies and for mission design.

Carberry, 10 (exec dir @ explore mars inc oct/nov, vol. 12, p. 4081-4089, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)
Conclusion If the United States is going to lead a mission to Mars in the upcoming decades, it will almost certainly be achieved through the use of at least some elements of the new commercial model. However, we have now reached an era where the major question is not whether the private sector has the capacity to get a human mission done, but whether a traditional government program will be able to build enough political momentum to maintain a strong and steady program over more than a decade.  This is not to say that an entirely private program is better than the traditional approach or a public-private hybrid version. On the contrary, the hybrid method is probably the path that stands the best chance of mission success, but it is also subject to far more political turbulence concerning funding and the overall balance and focus of the program. In order to alleviate some of this turbulence, there must be more unity between the traditional and the "new space" companies. NASA and the established aerospace community should not fear or dismiss these new approaches to space exploration. The new space companies, and their advocates, need to recognize that there is strong value in how the traditional space community approaches mission design. Both need to think about new and efficient methods of designing missions, whether by reducing launch costs or embracing technologies like in situ resource utilization.  Even if the United States government does decide to embrace a true hybrid version or aim for Mars in a more traditional fashion, government should still create an environment that could stimulate a major private effort. If a Virgle-like consortium or a group of billionaires start seriously considering the feasibility of a private mission, that would be a good time to create major tax incentives or a tax-free prize as suggested. While NASA should play a substantial role in space exploration in the next few decades, finding ways to empower the private sector to also play a substantial role in exploration should be considered a vital goal of United States space policy.

Aff - Permutation

Perm do both- government and private can coexist, dependence on the private sector is bad because it undercuts leadership.
Chow 11 (Denise, staff writer for Space.com, “NASA faces awkward, unfortunate spaceflight gap” 4/14/11 http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42594882/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasa-faces-awkward-unfortunate-spaceflight-gap/)

"Currently, NASA is not permitted to replace the space shuttle with any mode of human transportation," said Michael Griffin, who served as the administrator of NASA from 2005 to 2009. "The decision has been made to acquire it commercially. I'm one of the strongest supporters on record of acquiring human transportation services commercially when that capability becomes extant. But, even when it becomes extant, I do not want to see government capability go away." Griffin expressed support for the decision to hand over to the private sector the responsibility of transferring cargo and eventually crew to the International Space Station and other destinations in low-Earth orbit. But, he objects to policy decisions that require NASA to procure these services solely from commercial companies.  Instead, Griffin advocated that the government and commercial industry should develop spaceflight capabilities in tandem.  "I'm fond of pointing out that in my time at the (Department of Defense), I spent a good deal of time being flown around on military aircraft," Griffin said. "And, I spent a good deal of time buying commercial tickets. Both can find ways to coexist. I'm not in favor of a policy which believes there is only one approach to do something."  But NASA has a responsibility to continue its legacy of exploration, Simpson said, and human spaceflight is an inextricable part of that.  "We cannot forget that from an international perspective, the world looks to us to lead," Simpson said. "They recognize that however they might disagree with what they see us do or hear us say, they expect us to build a pathway. They're afraid that if we lose our way, they lose their way. If we can't navigate our way through this, then civil space is not just in trouble here, it's in trouble in lots of other parts of the world."  
Aff- Private Fails

Government is key- economic motivations prove that private space exploration will not happen.
Hickman 99 (Ass. Prof of G @ Berry College, The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects Journal Of Evolution And Technology Vol. 4 November 99) 
Attempting to persuade investors to risk enough capital to finance the construction of a very large space development project would run up against the same capitalization problems now faced by entrepreneurs seeking capital for ordinary space development projects such as launching communication satellites.  Investors and lenders seek to maximize economic returns from capital while avoiding risk.  The cost of capital is higher for riskier investments.  Persuading investors and lenders to part with their capital requires making credible promises that they will receive better returns than they would have received from making alternative investments during the same time period commensurate with risk.  While investors often accept higher levels of risk than do lenders, they do so in the expectation of even better returns.  Ordinary space development projects confront not only the risks that their businesses might not make money and that the technology might fail to work as projected, but also that they might not attract enough investment because the necessary capital investment is too “chunky.”  In other words, the “up-front” capital investment necessary to proceed with even an ordinary space development project tends to be relatively large and to take a relatively long time period before generating cash flows or profits (Simonoff 1997: 73-74; U.S. Department of Commerce 1990: 55-60; McLucas 1991).  It is important for the subsequent discussion that the reader note that many investors typically understand the phrase “long time period” to mean “5 years” (Marshall and Bansal 1992: 99-100). If attracting capital for projects using proven technologies like communications satellites remains difficult, imagine the difficulty of attracting sufficient capital to construct a mining facility on the Moon or terraforming Mars or Venus.  Such projects are extraordinarily “chunky” in that they would require massive amounts of capital to be invested “up front” and would take long or very long time periods before generating economic returns.  The total amount of capital available for investment in anything is finite and the private investors and lenders who control most of it normally enjoy multiple investment opportunities.  Investors and lenders are typically reluctant to concentrate their risks on a single project.  Investors and lenders are also reluctant to lock up their capital in very long time investments or loans because this increases their opportunity costs. The lesson is that, ceteris paribus, very large space development projects are probably too unattractive as investments for private investors and lenders.  For the current generation of space development enthusiasts, indoctrinated in the principles of neo-classical or free market economics popularized in the Reagan years, this is a very disquieting conclusion.  Many exhibit a fierce libertarianism.  They share an ideological conviction that private enterprise and unfettered markets are capable of overcoming almost any technological or economic obstacle.[4]  Government appears less as the driving force for space exploration than as the political and bureaucratic obstacle to technological innovation and the commercial development of space.  Given the disappointing performance of NASA in the 1970's and 1980's, convictions such as these are hardly surprising (Kay 1995:161-171).  Space development enthusiasts watched as government funding for NASA programs declined steadily while important opportunities for commercial launch capability and space industrialization in near Earth space were lost.  Yet the “lessons” drawn about from the disappointments of the 1970's and 1980's are probably the wrong lessons for space development. Government participation in the economic development of space is essential.  Why else would promoters combine libertarian denunciations of the government’s role in space development with political demands for indirect subsidies in the form of tax credits for space commerce and the privatization of public assets in the form of the International Space Station (Lehrer 1999). Complaints about the role of government in space development would be more convincing if private sector efforts in space had produced comparable results.  Government space programs can point to records of successfully launching interplanetary probes and spacecraft with human crews. Even after all the excuses have been made, the record of private sector accomplishments in space is unimpressive.  Of course, identifying space sector efforts as “private” is somewhat problematic because many employ technology developed with government funds, or employ castoff parts and borrowed facilities from government programs, or anticipate that the government will be their primary buyer. The fundamental problem in opening any contemporary frontier, whether geographic or technological, is not lack of imagination or will, but lack of capital to finance initial construction which makes the subsequent and typically more profitable economic development possible.  Solving this fundamental problem involves using one or more forms of direct or indirect government intervention in the capital market.
Aff- Government Key

Government is needed to lower the capitalization barrier. Without government help, the timeline for large private development in space is the next century.

Hickman 99 (Ass. Prof of G @ Berry College, The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects Journal Of Evolution And Technology Vol. 4 November 99) 
The crucial difference between governments and private firms is not that governments are better at managing very large projects, but that they are better at financing very large projects.  Sovereign national governments may print currency, sell or mortgage public assets, or levy taxes on property and persons within their territories.  Governments may borrow from private lenders or other governments against future tax revenues or guarantee payment of loans made between private lenders and private borrowers against future tax revenues.  Governments may issue bonds backed by nothing more than their promise to redeem at face value.  Governments are not liquidated when they are bankrupt.  Governments may offer a wide range of direct and indirect subsidies as incentives for private investment.  In effect, governments exercise the kind of power over the movements of money that is tailor made for expensive development projects.  Given the problems inherent in trying to finance very large space projects with entirely private borrowing or investment, it makes sense to look to government for direct and indirect assistance. If the construction of any very large space development project is to be attempted in the next century, three objectives or tasks involving the use of government will have to be achieved.  The first objective would be to persuade a sponsoring space-faring power or powers with the economic wherewithal, presumably the United States, European Union, or Japan, to absorb as much of the initial costs of the project, including exploration, technology development, planning, and infrastructure construction, as politically possible.  The old fashioned term “power” is used here because the European Union is not a nation-state.  It is not necessary that the power make a firm commitment to complete the entire project so long as it pays for some of the up front costs. Offsetting any of the costs at the beginning of the project would be valuable.  However, project promoters should be able to exploit sunk costs arguments to appeal for additional assistance from the sponsoring power.  If the sponsoring power could be persuaded to continue funding the project until completion through grants or low interest loans then the capitalization barrier is breached.  Given the enormous sums of capital involved in the proposals for most very large space development projects, full funding from the sponsoring power seems unlikely. Yet each additional contribution would not only reduce the total amount of capital borrowing but would help to persuade private lenders that the project is credit worthy (Sweetman 1999:77). 
Aff- Profit Motive fails 

Private profit motive can’t solve space exploration because the distances of space travel prevent profit.

Hickman 99 (Ass. Prof of G @ Berry College, The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects Journal Of Evolution And Technology Vol. 4 November 99) 
Warren Salomon (1996:243-259) presents a tongue in cheek but still interesting proposal for the political economy of very large space development projects in their most daunting form: the prospects for developing interstellar trade conducted using spacecraft moving at less than the speed of light.  While anticipating that governments will finance the initial voyages to stars with habitable planets, Salomon speculates that subsequent interstellar voyages will be paying propositions because they would transport goods paid for with interstellar letters of credit beamed as “lasergrams” between star systems as well as investors busy exploiting relativistic time dilation to build wealth through compound interest on their investments in different solar systems.  These investors would be joined on the outward bound leg of the interstellar journey by the immigrant poor whose fares would be paid by governments interested in reducing welfare rolls.  Proprietary colonies would provide a possible mechanism for financing the initial colonization of the destination planets.  Three problems with Solomon’s proposal are apparent.  First, positing that governments will pay for the initial round of interstellar voyages of discovery assumes what ought to be explained.  Why should governments on Earth bother to go to the expense of sending people in spacecraft when sending robotic probes will probably do that job less expensively?  Persuading governments to pay for interstellar robot probes which might take decades or centuries to return data will be an impressive undertaking by itself.   Second, and crucially, it is improbable that the total value of goods transported across interstellar distances would ever be sufficient for the kind of lasergram banking that Salomon proposes.  Our current electronic banking system makes sense only because the money being moved electronically ultimately represents exchange value-the ability to purchase some tangible commodity.  The time and energy expenditure involved in moving tangible goods between stars would make that improbable.  Autarky rather than interdependence is thus a more reasonable expectation for the economies of solar systems and that probably spells doom for proprietary interstellar colonies.  Investors want to be able to move their money where they can spend it or where it will earn the highest rate of return.  Why own part of a distant proprietary colony from which one can derive no benefit? [3]  Third, future advances in biomedical research may present investors with the means here on earth, suspended animation and longer lives, to exploit compound interest over long periods of time without the dangers of traveling between the stars.  Means that are either more humanitarian or less humanitarian, and in either case less expensive, than subsidizing immigration to the stars are likely to be preferred policies of governments when dealing with the poor of the next centuries. 
Aff- Privatization Bad

Tax incentives are used to encourage privatization and leads to a never-ending cycle creating ever greater and deeper incentives.

Butler 85 (Stuart, Domestic Policy Studies @ The Heritage Foundation, Cato Journal 5.1, p. 331)
These privatization coalitions are the mirror image, so to speak, of the public-sector coalitions. And they are at the heart of the strategy create a “privatization ratchet” to counter the federal ratchet. By providing a targeted benefit (such as a tax incentive or some regulatory relief) to those who demand or provide a private alternative to government, considerable rewards can be guaranteed to individuals within the coalition, Members of that coalition can be expected to press for deeper incentives and to oppose any move to eliminate existing incentives. Similarly, near beneficiaries can be counted upon to demand inclusion under the terms of the incentive. On the other hand, the cost of the incentives spread thinly and widely—even assuming, for the sake of argument, that tax relief for one group implies an additional burden for everyone else. So there is little will to resist the coalition’s demands. Privatization thus turns conventional political dynamics on its head. Lobbying pressure develops for less taxation (if a tax incentive is given), and for private, not public, programs. Moreover, each legislative victory won by the coalition, however small, serves to strengthen it, thereby adding to its capacity to achieve further legislative concessions and a corresponding growth in the private program. 
Private companies are too worried about their own profits to see the harms tax subsidies have on the economy.

Keating 11 (Bill, US Congressman Massachusetts, p. capecodtoday, http://www.capecodtoday.com/blogs/index.php/2011/03/17/how-big-oil-tax-breaks-hurt-the-economy?blog=94)

My belief and my experience listening to individuals in our region consistently emphasize the need for jobs and deficit reduction. The effects of failing to address these issues in the present and the future will have the result of shrinking our middle class. One of the most striking examples of this is the way we are approaching our energy needs. Take, for instance, the current tax subsidies afforded to Big Oil. Everyday Americans are watching as prices at the pump creep higher and higher. As we see more money flying out of our wallets to pay for these increases, oil companies are seeing it fly right into their pockets. It should come as no surprise that an increase in oil prices directly translates into an increase in the profits to big oil companies. In fact, for the past seven years, a time period marked by great difficulty for American manufacturing, the oil industry has seen record profits specifically because of the escalating oil prices in our country. It has been estimated that ending these tax subsidies for oil companies will save the country $43.6 billion over the next ten years. In 2008, the US imported 4 million barrels of oil a day at a cost of approximately $150 billion. Increased importation of oil is increasing our deficit and directly linking our economic recovery to our consumption of foreign oil. Currently, we are spending approximately $1 billion a day on oil overseas instead of investing the funds here. So why hasn't this entitlement program for Big Oil been addressed? It has been estimated that ending these tax subsidies for oil companies will save the country $43.6 billion over the next ten years. On March 1, 2011, I introduced an amendment that would end these egregious tax benefits. Even the former CEO of Shell, John Hofmeister, agreed that the subsidies should end, stating recently: "The fear of low oil prices drives some companies to say that subsidies should be sustained, and my point of view is that with high oil prices such subsidies are not necessary." Yet, my amendment was defeated 176 to 249.  Economists on both sides of the aisle are predicting that if the House majority moves forward with these policies [tax subsidies], it will cost our country approximately 700,000 jobs by the end of next year. The current budget proposal being advanced by the House majority makes cuts to many critical domestic programs at the expense of our middle-class families. Economists on both sides of the aisle are predicting that if the House majority moves forward with these policies, it will cost our country approximately 700,000 jobs by the end of next year according to a February 28th report by Moody's Analytics chief economist Mark Zandi. Clearly, that is moving in the wrong direction. The focus of our current debate needs to shift away from big businesses and back to our middle class families, our small business owners and our unemployed friends and neighbors who simply want to work again.

Aff- Private Fails- Schmitt Indict

Schmitt’s arguments aren’t adequately supported.

Hickman 99 (Ass. Prof of G @ Berry College, The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects Journal Of Evolution And Technology Vol. 4 November 99) 
Harrison H. Schmitt’s (1996:2 8-30) “Millennium Project” combines mining of Helium-3 on the Moon to be used as fuel in future fusion reactors and the establishment of an “outpost” on Mars as prelude to colonization of the planet. Where capital for constructing the mining facility on the Moon is to come from is left unstated. But Schmitt does write that the first Mars missions will cost a mere one percent of the annual gross national product (GNP) of the United States.  Presumably the subsequent missions to Mars to maintain the outpost would also cost one percent of United States annual GNP.  Just how that one percent is to be extracted from the economy of the United States and spent on the Mars missions is also left unstated.
***Coercion Net Benefit***

Govt Bad - Coercion

Government spending has no moral grounds
Williams 95 (Walter, Prof of Economics @ George Mason U, “Morality of Taxation” 12/30/95 http://econfaculty.gmu.edu/wew/articles/95/moral-tax.htm)
The debate over the form of taxation we should have legitimates the level of government spending. It is spending, not taxation, that is the true measure of the burden of government. After all there is no necessary reason why government has to tax in the first place. At one extreme Congress could acquire all the resources it needs simply by printing currency. Or Congress could borrow and require citizens and other entities to hold a portion of their holdings in government securities. Of course there would be severe problems associated with either of those methods but the point is that government spending, not taxation, is the proper measure of the burden of government activity. That is the major problem that needs to be addressed. Some might ask what congressional spending should be cut so that we would not have to worry about the form of taxation. A French philosopher, Frederic Bastiat, gave us the best guide, in a little book titled, The Law, wherein he suggested a way of identifying legal plunder saying, "See if the law takes from some persons what belongs to them, and gives it to other persons to whom it does not belong. See if the law benefits one citizen at the expense of another by doing what the citizen himself cannot do without committing a crime." Clearly, at least two-thirds of all federal spending fits Bastiat's description of legal plunder or what I call legalized theft. So if we eliminated legal plunder from the scope of congressional activity, the form of taxation could easily be a non-issue. Some may wish to quarrel with my description of Congress' business as legal plunder. If you do so, just ask yourselves how does Congress get money for, say, farm subsidy programs, S&L bailouts or foodstamp programs. It uses intimidation, threats and coercion to take what rightfully belongs to one citizen and gives it to another to whom it does not belong. The mission of virtually every cabinet department is to distribute the loot. There is neither moral or constitutional authority for Congress to commit plunder. 
Government spending is immoral and socially destructive.

Dorn 96 (James, VP for academic affairs @ Cato Institute, “The Rise Of Government and The Decline of Morality” The Freeman 46.3)

The growth of government has politicized life and weakened the nation’s moral fabric. Government intervention—in the economy, in the community, and in society—has increased the payoff from political action and reduced the scope of private action. People have become more dependent on the State and have sacrificed freedom for a false sense of security.  One cannot blame government for all of society’s ills, but there is no doubt that economic and social legislation over the past 50 years has had a negative impact on virtue. Individuals lose their moral bearing when they are not held accountable for their actions. The internal moral compass that normally guides individual behavior will no longer function when the State undermines incentives for moral conduct and blurs the distinction between right and wrong.  More government spending is not the answer to our social, economic, or cultural problems. The task is not to reinvent government or to give politics meaning; the task is to limit government and revitalize civil society. Government meddling will only make matters worse.  Many Americans seem to have lost sight of the idea that the role of government is not to instill values, but to protect rights that are consistent with a society of free and responsible individuals. We have a right to pursue happiness, but there can be no legal guarantee that we will obtain it without depriving others of their liberty and their property. When democracy becomes unlimited, the power of government becomes unlimited, and there is no end to the demands on the public purse. Democracy then becomes crude majoritarianism in which the “winners” are allowed to impose their will and vision of the “good society” on everyone else. In such a system politics becomes a fight of all against all, like the Hobbesian jungle, and nearly everyone is a net loser as taxes rise, deficits soar, and economic growth slows. But “the emperor has no clothes”: politicians pretend to “do good,” but they do so with other people’s money. Politicians put on their moral garb, but there is really nothing there. Government benevolence, in reality, is a naked taking. Public charity is forced charity, or what the great French liberal Frederic Bastiat called “legal plunder”; it is not a virtue but a vice. 
Govt Bad - Coercion

Government services ignore the people because there’s no profit incentive.

Williams 10 (Walter, Prof of Economics @ George Mason U, “The Entrepreneur As American Hero” http://www.hillsdale.edu/news/imprimis/archive/issue.asp?year=2005&month=03)

It is only people, not businesses, who have responsibilities. A CEO is an employee, an employee of shareholders and customers. The failure of the corporate executive community to recognize this, and its willingness to engage in activities unrelated to the pursuit of profits, means national wealth will be lower, product prices will be higher and the return on investment lower.  If we care about people’s wants, rather than beating up on profit-making enterprises, we should pay more attention to government-owned non-profit organizations. A good example are government schools. Many squander resources and produce a shoddy product while administrators, teachers and staff earn higher pay and perks, and customers (taxpayers) are increasingly burdened. Unlike other producers, educationists don’t face the rigors of the profit discipline, and hence they’re not as accountable. Ditto the U.S. Postal Service. It often provides shoddy and surly services, but its managers and workers receive increasingly higher wages while customers pay higher and higher prices. Again, wishes of customers can be safely ignored because there’s no bottom line discipline of profits.  Here’s Williams’ law: Whenever the profit incentive is missing, the probability that people’s wants can be safely ignored is the greatest. If a poll were taken asking people which services they are most satisfied with and which they are most dissatisfied with, for-profit organizations (supermarkets, computer companies and video stores) would dominate the first list while non-profit organizations (schools, offices of motor vehicle registration) would dominate the latter. In a free economy, the pursuit of profits and serving people are one and the same. No one argues that the free enterprise system is perfect, but it’s the closest we’ll come here on Earth.  
Coercion is the very function of government control and spending.

Bovard 11 (James, author and policy advisor to The Future of Freedom Foundation, “Defining Coercion Down” 3/18/2011 http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd1012c.asp)

Coercion is the essence of government in the same way that profit is the essence of private businesses. The state can impose new prohibitions and restrictions, create new penalties, or impose taxes in order to finance benefits. It is misleading to conceive of politicians as offering both carrots and sticks: Government must first use a stick to commandeer the money to pay for the carrot. Every increase in the size of government means an increase in coercion — either an increase in the amount of a person’s paycheck that government seizes or an increase in the number of types of behavior for which a government can jail, imprison, or fine a citizen. Every increase in government spending means an increase in political power — and a new pretext to seize private paychecks.In order to understand the contemporary concept of the state, it is important to recognize the radical changes in the concept of coercion that have occurred over the past century in federal courts. The common use of the word “slavery” in the disputes of the Revolutionary period captured colonists’ hatred of the arbitrary coercive power vested in British government officials and Parliament members. Even if that power was not used by every British colonial official on a daily basis, the mere fact that power existed in the statute books fatally compromised the colonists’ freedom. In the mid 1800s, Southerners’ habit of referring to slavery as “the peculiar institution” indicated their squeamishness about admitting the degree of coercive power that that institution required. In modern times, we have a new “peculiar institution”: government coercion. Many political thinkers’ fixation on government benevolence obscures the reality of the growing subjugation of American citizens to government employees. Federal agencies have been able to seize far more power over citizens in part because judges and others have redefined many forms of government coercion out of existence. 
Govt Bad – Waste/Corruption

Government spending is wasteful and corrupt. 

Powell 10 (Jim, senior fellow @ Cato Institute, “Government: More Incompetent Then Ever” The Freeman http://www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/government-more-incompetent-than-ever/)

The more money government spends, the more it wastes. Politicians spend other people’s money, and it’s no secret that no one is as careful with other people’s money as he is with his own. Medicaid was started in 1965 to provide medical care for poor people, and spending skyrocketed. It reached $1 billion within a year, $6 billion in five years, and exceeds $300 billion annually now, but often the money doesn’t seem to buy very much. New York State has the most costly Medicaid program, yet a quarter of the most needy patients with chronic illnesses must wait a year to see a doctor, and two-thirds of these people end up in an emergency room. Overall, tens of billions of dollars of Medicaid funds are believed to be lost each year because of fraud that government employees seem unable or unwilling to stop. Some Medicaid doctors submit bills suggesting that they work as much as 24 hours a day. Medicaid has paid the cost of prescribing drugs for dead people. When fraud is discovered, government employees can’t be counted on to recover much. An Ohio Medicaid enforcement agency accepted $409 to settle a $500,000 overbilling case that involved an ambulance service. The same agency accepted a $155,000 settlement from speech therapy centers that had improperly billed Medicaid for $3.4 million. A Florida Medicaid enforcement agency didn’t know what happened to $133,000 in fines it claimed to have collected from various violators.
Political power tends to corrupt. As long as trillions of dollars flow through the federal government every year, corruption will flow like the mighty Amazon. There are some 35,000 registered lobbyists in Washington, and the Washington Post reports that “half the former members of Congress are lobbyists.” Entertainment industry lobbyist Hilary Rosen spoke candidly about influence peddling: “When I gave $1,000 or $2,000 to a lawmaker, I wanted him to listen to my business proposition. And when I helped organize an event that raised $50,000 or $100,000, you bet I expected their vote. Why else do it? Members of Congress are consumed with raising money for their re-elections (or if they have a safe seat, they raise money to give to colleagues to increase their internal power). Anyone, including lobbyists, who lessens that anxiety, is considered a better friend than those who don’t. No lobbying reforms will change that fact.”

Coercion D-Rules

Free individual action under the law is fundamental to morality and human community.  Lack of focus on the individual causes class war and oppression.
Machan 10 (Tibor, chair in Business Ethics and Free Enterpirse at Chapman U, “Backing The Founders: The Case for Unalienable Individual Rights” Pg. 12 Libertarian Papers Vol. 2)

Perhaps the most vocal outcry about classical liberal individualism focuses on problems of community within the framework of this political outlook. Without delving into this matter at length, it needs to be noted that because individuality is central to human nature, classical liberalism is not able to advance some general or universal theory of voluntary community life.  Indeed, as Robert Nozick observed,10 what distinguishes the libertarian political order is its hospitality to numerous experiments in human community life. And, indeed, what we find in a moderately free nation such as the United States of America is the presence of innumerable overlapping human communities to which nearly all citizens simultaneously belong. Yet, it is arguable that the only human community as such—suitable to any and every human beings—is one that does not impose particular community goals on its citizenry. It makes it legally and otherwise possible, however, to develop innumerable communities—churches, clubs, neighborhoods, corporations, professional associations, fraternities, political parties, etc., etc.  This is just what would expect in light of the fact of the essential individuality and uniqueness of human beings—that this aspect of their nature be reflected in the variety of communities their interaction generates.

Accordingly, every effort needs to be made by men and women, all of whom at least implicitly set themselves the task of flourishing here on earth, not to allow the backsliding to become dominant through contemporary culture. Such an effort must, however, be made without resorting to any violation of the individualist principles—e.g., without censorship. It must be a matter of relentless argument and application of the principles of individualism to public policies and private conduct.
Unless the momentum is maintained in sustaining the political revolution that has turned human legal institutions toward supporting the flourishing of all human individuals here on earth, there will be massive reversals toward class warfare and oppression. Some signs of those reversals are evident already and the diminished prominence of individualism among American intellectuals and political figures has made the advance of this revolution less likely now than it had been earlier. One can only hope that members of the intelligentsia will not continue be mesmerized by alternative systems that promise them greater powers over others in the name of chimerical politics, culture and economics. Calls for civility and virtue that in fact replace the initiative of human individuals and their voluntary associations with state power impede rather than advance the humanistic objectives that impelled the founders of the American republic to put freedom first, as the central public good to which nothing else must be sacrificed.

Coercion D-Rules

Individual rights are the foundation of freedom in social existence.  Government must protect rights rather than promote its own action.
Machan 10 (Tibor, chair in Business Ethics and Free Enterpirse at Chapman U, “Backing The Founders: The Case for Unalienable Individual Rights” Pg. 13-14 Libertarian Papers Vol. 2)

This is where natural rights emerge for human beings as the basic principles of their communities. What, if anything, does the fact of our moral nature—our responsibility to choose to do what is right—tell us about human community life? That only a human community the fundamental organizing principles of which incorporate the basic facts of human morality can be said to accord with human nature, be conducive to human moral goodness and thus be characterized as fitting or just. Such communities are not however ones, that are populated only by good human beings. (That could come about by way of accident: people might accidentally gather together and all at once be at their best, regardless of the organizational characteristics—constitution—of their community.) A good human community is such that it makes moral goodness more than accidentally possible while living among others human beings and thus enhances human goodness. This is where natural rights surface.  The just political community is what it is because it accurately reflects the requirements of human nature within the context of community life— that is, it meets the requirements of morally sovereign individuals by means of respecting and protecting individual human rights to life, liberty and property and dignity. These rights are the standards of justice for the organization of a human community life. They spell out everyone’s sphere of authority, one’s freedom within the community of other human beings.11

If one appreciates fully enough that adult human beings possess a moral nature—whereby it is crucial that they make their own decisions within their sphere of authority, circumscribed by their negative rights—then one can see why a just political and legal system would provide primarily protective rather than active or directive policies. Given the naturalist basis of this idea of justice and given the idea of human nature that makes the best sense, it would appear evident that a just system must be engaged in securing peace and the respect of negative rights rather than promote certain ends or objectives, something only individual choices may facilitate.

Coercion Bad - VTL
Only an autonomous life free from coercion is worth living.

Moraro 8 (Piero, Master’s Degree from the London School of Economics in Philosophy and Public Policy, and a BA from the University of Bologna, Italy. “Autonomy and Autonomy-based Duties: an argument for disobedience?”)

Raz identifies three ‘conditions of autonomy’ that must be fulfilled for the agent to be able to lead an autonomous life: (a) appropriate mental abilities, (b) adequate range of options, and (c) independence
. By (a) Raz means that the autonomous agent must be in possession of a minimum of rationality, i.e. the mental faculties to set one’s own goals, the ability to comprehend the means required to realize them, etc. More interesting in (Raz’s account is b): the idea that ‘autonomy’ requires the availability of an adequate range of options to choose from
. In order to understand this point, we should have a glimpse at Raz’s notion of well-being
: a person’s well-being depends on her being the maker or the author of her own life, and on the availability to her of a multiplicity of valuable options
. There is a direct connection, therefore, between having a valuable life and being autonomous. A life in which an agent is not in the condition to choose would be much less valuable than one in which s/he is. To be autonomous a person must not only be given a choice, but s/he must be given an adequate range of choices. Someone whose decisions are extracted from him/her through coercion is not acting autonomously: equally, someone who is paralysed and cannot take advantage of the options available to him/her lacks autonomy. If the autonomous life is about choosing, then, guaranteeing someone’s autonomy entails providing the individual with an adequate range of options from which to choose. By ‘adequate’ Raz emphasizes not the ‘number’, but rather the ‘variety’: “[a] choice between hundreds of identical and identically situated houses is no choice, compared with a choice between a town flat and a suburban house”
. Furthermore, ‘variety’ in the strict sense is not enough either: choosing between a variety of morally repugnant actions does not qualify as ‘autonomous choice’. If I am faced with a choice between applying for a PhD at the university, or killing someone, then I am not autonomously choosing what to do: for Raz, the choice between good and evil is no choice at all. 
Coercion Bad - VTL

Interventionist government causes a subjective fear and desperation that reduces humanity. 
Thompson and Kritsonis 9 (Barbara, PhD Student in Educational Leadership @ Whitlowe R. Green College of Education, and Allan, Prof in Educational Leadership @ Whitlowe R. Green, “Ayn Rand: Selfishness—your way to individual triumph” P. 6-7 National Journal For Publishing and Mentoring Doctoral Research 6.1 2009)

Government should protect man’s rights and combat the evils which men can cause to one another. Ayn Rand stated that government entities such as the police, armed services and the courts should protect man from physical violence Man has a right to his own life, liberty, property and pursuit of his own happiness as referred to in the U.S. constitution. The police protect men from criminals. The armed services protect man from foreign invaders. The law courts settle disputes among men. Today’s view of government is one where the government is the violator of man’s rights. A lack of checks and balances has led to the government being the violator. It is not guarding freedom, but instilling uncertainty and fear into the lives of its citizens. Citizens are faced with foreclosures, stock market crash, loss of pensions, and lack of appropriate healthcare. Today, government has been free to rob its citizens with high gas prices and incredible debt. Today, citizens experience the agony of not being a true human.  Government should serve as the instrument of objectivity in human relationships. It should operate with checks and balances so that it citizens can have a chance to pursue their individual rights to live one’s life, with a right to liberty, acquire property and consistently pursue his happiness (Rand, 1964).
The choices that guide a person’s life only have value if they are free from coercion.
Machan 91 (Tibor, prof philosophy @ Auburn University “Why The Welfare State Is Immoral”, The Freeman Vol. 41.6)

What exactly does individualism advocate? It maintains that each normal individual is a sovereign being so far as some very basic choices of his or her life are concerned. A person must be the final authority to decide whether to do right or wrong, to marry or remain single, to choose a career in academe or business, to volunteer for military duty or stay out of the service, to worship in line with one given religion or another, or none at all, and so on. In these matters each of us is ultimately alone. We can gain help, but make our own decisions, for which we are ultimately responsible.  Individualism sees human beings as originators of some of their crucial behavior—mostly their thinking processes by which they come to grips with the world around them and proceed to guide themselves. Even as every person learns a great deal from others who have come upon this world before, he or she needs to choose whom to listen to and whom to ignore, whom to trust and whom not to trust, and so forth. And what is best for individuals is most often going to involve extensive and close relationships with others. But even these will be of value only if the individual chooses without being coerced into them. This is the human condition.
Rights Key to Morality
Government control limits individual potential.  Individual rights create better actions that help the people more.
Machan 10 (Tibor, chair in Business Ethics and Free Enterpirse at Chapman U, “Backing The Founders: The Case for Unalienable Individual Rights” Pg. 9-10 Libertarian Papers Vol. 2)

On the broad canvas of human history, persons who have been free have, in the main, been more helpful to the rest than those who have been coerced by governments to render service. Excepting perhaps some emergencies, governments ruin the plight of the needy by thwarting the creativity of the able and willing—including the creative and ambitious traits of the temporarily helpless—at least in the long run. Slaves don’t make very efficient good Samaritans, nor do they exhibit much ambition. So the prospects for both the fortunate and the less fortunate are greater if the human right to liberty is promoted, protected, and maintained within the various legal orders that guide different human communities.   The revolution that changed the bulk of the Western world from feudal to a constitutional individualist order—attempting to secure the sovereignty not of collectives or elites but of every individual—has reached Eastern Europe, much of Asia, Latin America and even portions of Africa. This so called bourgeois revolution—when referred to by historicists such as Marxists—is the main, central, and crucial turnover of political institutions in recorded history—it shifts power from groups of human beings to individual human beings. It is the revolution that rejects the essence of nearly all old orders, namely, the view that humanity is either some whole entity (deriving in part from its characterization as a Platonic ideal standing above all particular persons) or a collection of smaller groups arranged in a hierarchical order. What is put in place of these collectivist conceptions by the “bourgeois” revolutions of the last three centuries is humanistic individualism, the view that any individual adult human being is equal in worth to any other when it comes to the possession of the rights to life, liberty and property. 
Rights Key to Morality
Individual rights are essential to morality because a person’s actions don’t have value under a system of coercion.
Sirico 10 (Reverend Roberto, president of the Acton Institute, “The Moral Basis of Economic Liberty” July 13, 2010 http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/The-Moral-Basis-for-Economic-Liberty)

It is an unfortunate consequence of the growing secularism of our time that “religion” and “oppression” are two words somehow linked in the public mind. The authentic expression of religious values and high moral principles requires that political oppression be minimized. As F. A. Hayek said: Freedom is the matrix required for the growth of moral values—indeed not merely one value among many but the source of all values…. It is only where the individual has choice, and its inherent responsibility, that he has occasion to affirm existing values, to contribute to their further growth, and to earn moral merit.[5] The term “values” assumes many meanings within the modern political context. Although the word has normative overtones, its technical meaning is simply a ranking, suggesting a subjective preference revealed in thought or action with no inherent moral content. What Hayek is suggesting, however, is that good choices and rightly ordered values can have a transcendent meaning only if freely chosen. Liberty is the source of all values because values cannot have concrete meaning in the absence of the freedom to demonstrate them in action. One’s values cannot be measured if one’s actions are coerced, because there is no way of determining whether that person’s choice is a reflection of what he values. Personal values will always be diverse, in both economics and personal morality. They are variously acquired on the basis of philosophy, family, culture, religion, personal preference, and the like. What we need is a political and economic system that allows for the free exercise of those values in a manner not inconsistent with the equal right of others to pursue theirs. All of this flows from the principle that voluntary action is more suited to moral action than coercion. Lord Acton offered this succinct expression of this view of politics: “Liberty is not a means to a higher political end. It is itself the highest political end.”[6] Lord Acton did not argue that personal liberty is itself the highest end of man, which would be a kind of hedonism. The kind of liberty Acton is upholding is not unrestricted. We are not speaking about free love or free thought. His emphasis is on the political, the sphere in which the distinguishing feature is the legal use of aggressive force. Insofar as we concern ourselves with the proper function of the state, Acton’s dictum is correct. Rights are best protected by strictly limiting the state’s power to use aggressive force. When the state is used for wealth redistribution, unjust wars, inflation, and confiscatory economic regulation, the state comes up against Acton’s dictum about the political order: Its primary purpose is the advancement of liberty. Beyond that, the promotion of virtue is best left to the natural order of liberty, meaning church, family, community, and tradition.
Individual Rights First
Individual rights must come first in every instance.  Rights subordinated to collective aims aren’t rights at all and only respect for the individual supports a good community for the collective itself.

Machan 1 (Tibor, prof philosophy @ Auburn University, “Individual and Society: Irreconcilable Enemies?” The Freeman 51.10 October 2001)
Do individual rights clash with the interests and “rights” of communities? Some say that they do, at least sometimes. And some think they clash quite often. But an individual “right” that can be abrogated at will whenever others are inconvenienced or annoyed is not really a right at all but merely a temporarily awarded privilege. Is there anything natural or necessary about this apparent conflict between the individual and the community? After all, no individual has ever survived alone, utterly apart from others. Family, neighbors, tribe, village, city, country, and world—all form a vital feature of the life of every individual human being. So any basic antagonism between the individual and the various communities of which he is a member would seem to be a fiction. As individuals, we need other people. Community benefits, Aristotle observed, are natural. At the same time, we cannot exercise our full human potential if our individuality is stifled, suppressed, and banned by the mass of men who call themselves society. Creative thought, self-directedness, resistance to mindless conformity and the like are all part of what we have come to understand as human virtues. So how did individual rights and the public interest come to be the premier polar opposite of political life? Historically, then, “society” had a head start when it came to resolving allegedly fundamental clashes between it and the individual. But there are also competing views, and the issue is hardly moot. We don’t have to settle for whatever seems the traditionally dominant way of looking at the world. Instead we can and should ask: What are the standards according to which we should judge and resolve apparent conflicts between the individual and the community? And does it not matter what kind of community we are talking about? If an individual comes into conflict with the Third Reich or modern Iraq or the former Soviet Union, should such a conflict be resolved invariably in favor of the community—or is it precisely “the community’s” stance toward the individual and his rights that in part determines whether it is a good community or a bad community? In fact, what is at issue in purported conflicts between the individual and society are varying conceptions of good community life held by various individuals. It is hard to imagine any individual rejecting community life as such; it is too vital a support system. But there are people who do so and march into McDonald’s or the local schoolyard, weapons at the ready. What a normal, reasoning individual seeks is not an end to community but a community in which his own goals can be realized and his values reflected. He may also seek to impose his choices and preferences on others by force—but then it is his own choice that introduces conflict, one that rests in fact on a mistaken conception of what constitutes a healthy and viable community. What makes a community suitable is its systematic embrace of principles that make self-directed individual life possible in a social context. That means a community which pervasively respects and safeguards individual rights; that is, the ability of each sovereign individual to pursue his own life and goals without arbitrary coercive hindrance from others. 

Collectivism Bad

Collective action is the biased control of a minority that allows no constructive dissent.

Machan 10 (Tibor, chair in Business Ethics and Free Enterpirse at Chapman U, “Backing The Founders: The Case for Unalienable Individual Rights” Pg. 6 Libertarian Papers Vol. 2)

So the pragmatist/communitarian approach is more of an evasion than a viable answer for us. To start with, it is self-defeating because by its own tenets its own pronouncements have no general validity. It also rests on misconception of the human mind—as if it were a tool by which we shape rather than grasp reality. We do not know by altering the world; we know by apprehending or grasping it, leaving what we grasp unchanged unless we are careless and permit our prejudices to obstruct our understanding. Some may be able to afford an uncritical view that takes the group’s judgment for granted. Most people throughout history have had the need to get glimpses of what might be best in contrast to what the group proclaimed.  And the preference for the collective’s opinions as against any possible individual’s objectively grounded opposition is no more than some the preference of some people as against those of others, with no valid claim to better standing. Thus it is self-annihilating to insist on the view that the community is right, since no right and wrong can be established. We must look to another source for satisfactory answers, one that makes sense of the fact that sometimes communities are right as against some of their members, and at other times they are wrong and the few opponents or even just one such rebel may be correct, based on his or her willingness and skill at being objective or, in the context of ethics or politics, just. Communities cannot be the court of last resort—they too often judge with bias and intolerance. The idea of substituting solidarity for objectivity would render the very idea of a dissident incoherent—all that would be left is what the Soviet officials claimed, namely, mentally ill members of the collective who had to be cured so as to rejoin the group.
Collectivism is illogical.  Individualism comes first because collectives consist of individuals.

Reisman 6 (George, Prof Emeritus of Econ @ Pepperdine U, “Collectivism, Climate Change, and Economic Freedom” 3/26/6 http://blog.mises.org/4842/collectivism-climate-change-and-economic-freedom/)

Clearly, there is something very wrong here. What is wrong is the influence of the philosophy of collectivism. Collectivism considers the group â€” the collective â€” to be the primary unit of social reality. It views the collective as having real existence, separate from and superior to that of its members, and as thinking and acting, and as the source of value. At the same time, it regards the individual as an essentially inconsequential cell in the superior, living collective organism. It is on this basis that the loss of an individual’s life is considered to be of no great consequence, with the result that whatever the killer of an individual might be guilty of, it is viewed as not all that serious in the first place. And then, the killer’s actions, it is held, do not emanate from within himself but from the collectively determined circumstances in which he lives. By the same token, if the collective, consisting of billions of individuals consuming fossil fuels over two centuries or more, is responsible for releasing enough carbon dioxide and other gases into the atmosphere to raise the average surface temperature of the Earth, then each and every individual now alive and who consumes fossil fuels is held to be responsible for the phenomenon, because no distinction is made between the individual and the collective. This is the basis on which the owner of the appliances and vehicle is held to be “guilty.” His individual emissions of carbon dioxide are seen as part and parcel of the emissions of carbon dioxide by all the members of the carbon-dioxide emitting collective taken together and as responsible for their effect. There is a different, diametrically opposed philosophy, which has all but been forgotten. It is rarely, if ever, taught in our “culturally diverse” educational system, whose diversity consists in the teaching of numerous varieties of collectivism and the employment of many varieties of collectivists, all the while almost totally excluding this fundamentally different point of view. The name of this different philosophy is individualism. Its most important advocates are Ludwig von Mises and Ayn Rand. According to individualism, only individuals exist; collectives consist of nothing but individuals. Only the individual thinks; only the individual acts; only the life of the individual has value and is important. All rights are rights of individuals. 
Individual Rights Solve War
A philosophy of individual rights prevents war.
Rand 66 (Ayn, author and lecturer on Objectivist philosophy, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal p. 38, 42)

Laissez-faire capitalism is the only social system based on the recognition of individual rights and, therefore, the only system that bans force from social relationships. By the nature of its basic principles and interests, it is the only system fundamentally opposed to war. Men who are free to produce, have no incentive to loot; they have nothing to gain from war and a great deal to lose. Ideologically, the principle of individual rights does not permit a man to seek his own livelihood at the point of a gun, inside or outside his country. Economically, wars cost money; in a free economy, where wealth is privately owned, the costs of war come out of the income of private citizens—there is no overblown public treasury to hide that fact—and a citizen cannot hope to recoup his own financial losses (such as taxes or business dislocations or property destruction) by winning the war. Thus his own economic interests are on the side of peace.  If men want to oppose war, it is statism that they must oppose. So long as they hold the tribal notion that the individual is sacrificial fodder for the collective, that some men have the right to rule others by force, and that some (any) alleged “good” can justify it—there can be no peace within a nation and no peace among nations. 
Restrictive force on individual rights is key to preventing war, nuclear or otherwise.
Rand 66 (Ayn, author and lecturer on Objectivist philosophy, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal p. 42-43)

It is true that nuclear weapons have made wars too horrible to contemplate. But it makes no difference to a man whether he is killed by a nuclear bomb or a dynamite bomb or an old-fashioned club. Nor does the number of other victims or the scale of the destruction make any difference to him. If nuclear weapons are a dreadful threat and mankind cannot afford war any longer, then mankind cannot afford statism any longer. Let no man of good will take it upon his conscience to advocate the rule of force—outside or inside his own country. Let all those who are actually concerned with peace—those who do love man and do care about his survival—realize that if war is ever to be outlawed, it is the use of force that has to be outlawed. 
Individual Rights Solve Climate
Global warming is exacerbated by collectivist philosophy.  Individual rights and economic freedom are essential to addressing the problem.

Reisman 6 (George, Prof Emeritus of Econ @ Pepperdine U, “Collectivism, Climate Change, and Economic Freedom” 3/26/6 http://blog.mises.org/4842/collectivism-climate-change-and-economic-freedom/)

We have shown that this global warming, and any damage it may do, is still not the product of any individual human being. Nor is it the product of any such actual entity as “the human race.” There is no such actual entity. At the very most, global warming is a cumulative, unintended byproduct of human behavior for which no one is responsible. A phenomenon for which no human being is responsible is an act of nature. That is the category to which all global warming belongs. It is an act of nature. It is an act of nature whether it comes about, as it did more than once in geologic time, in the absence of human beings from the planet, or in the presence of human beings. To repeat, it is an act of nature even when it is the unintended cumulative byproduct of the actions of billions of human beings. None of those human beings is responsible as an individual and there is no human “race” that is responsible. With the interfering cobwebs of collectivism out of the way, and seeing global warming now as a phenomenon of nature, we are in a position to consider the question of how human beings should deal with global warming and with the wider question of how they should deal with climate change in general. For someday, there certainly will be climate change. If not global warming in this century, then, certainly, in some other century. And if not global warming, then a new ice age, which, according to some accounts is already overdue, and which mankind’s carbon dioxide emissions may have served merely to postpone. The question of how to deal with climate change, in turn, is subsumed by the broader question of how should human beings deal with physical reality in meeting their needs and wants. It is part of that question. Economic freedom is what is required to cope with global warming, global freezing, or any other form of large-scale environmental or social change. If global warming turns out to be a fact, the free citizens of an industrial civilization will have no great difficulty in coping with it â€”that is, of course, if their ability to use energy and to produce is not crippled by the environmental movement and by government controls otherwise inspired. (This applies even to responses to natural disasters, such as hurricanes and floods, that allegedly will occur in connection with global warming. The response of a free market would be typified by that of the Biloxi, Mississippi gambling casinos in the aftermath of hurricane Katrina. Within months of being freed of restriction to riverboats and being allowed for the first time to locate on land, they sprang into existence ready and eager for action, in the midst of otherwise unrelieved devastation and paralysis, as most property owners waited for government aid from FEMA. The casino owners were fortunate in being ineligible for such aid and so took immediate action on their own. On this subject, see my blog post of March 14, 2006.) The seeming difficulties of coping with global warming, or any other large-scale change, arise only when the problem is viewed from the collectivist perspective of government central planners. It would be too great a problem for government bureaucrats to handle, as is the production even of an adequate supply of wheat or nails, as the experience of the whole socialist world has shown. But it would certainly not be too great a problem for tens and hundreds of millions of free, thinking individuals living under capitalism to solve. It would be solved by means of each individual being free to decide how best to cope with the particular aspects of global warming that affected him. Individuals would decide, on the basis of profit-and-loss calculations, what changes they needed to make in their businesses and in their personal lives, in order best to adjust to the situation. They would decide where it was now relatively more desirable to own land, locate farms and businesses, and live and work, and where it was relatively less desirable, and what new comparative advantages each location had for the production of which goods. Factories, stores, and houses all need replacement sooner or later. In the face of a change in the relative desirability of different locations, the pattern of replacement would be different. Perhaps some replacements would have to be made sooner than otherwise. To be sure, some land values would fall and others would rise. Whatever happened, individuals would respond in a way that minimized their losses and maximized their possible gains. The essential thing they would require is the freedom to serve their self-interests by buying land and moving their businesses to the areas rendered relatively more attractive, and the freedom to seek employment and buy or rent housing in those areas. Given this freedom, the totality of the problem would be overcome. This is because, under capitalism, the actions of the individuals, and the thinking and planning behind those actions, are coordinated and harmonized by the price system (as many former central planners of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union have come to learn). 
Property Rights Key to All Rights
Property rights are the only access to all rights.

Yates 96 (Steven, Ph.D. in Philosophy, author of Civil Wrongs, “Private Property Rights, the Citadel, and VMI” Mises Institute Monthly 14.9 September 96)

The idea of property rights, central to a free society and subtly attacked in the VMI decision, has eroded even more. In a free society, every legitimate right is reducible to a property right. We first possess ownership of ourselves--and then our products, the fruits of our labors, to save or trade for other goods. Free-market transactions are, at bottom, voluntary exchanges of property for property.  The key word is voluntary. If I can forcibly seize the fruits of your labors, I have violated your property rights. Under ordinary circumstances, I am a criminal. In today's political climate, however, if I can get a federal judge to seize your property for me, I'm a successful plaintiff in a lawsuit.  When such interventions become commonplace, property rights become meaningless. To be sure, the increasing quantity of government entanglements strangling every area of society began erasing property rights long ago. But the past 25 years has seen the process accelerate, in the name of civil rights, equality, "diversity," and equal access.  Without property rights, however, there are no other exclusive rights--for anyone. There are only entitlements, which allow some to seize the property of others with the full backing of legal authorities--or destroy institutions and traditions in the name of equal access.  The end result is that, for all practical purposes, no one owns any property except the omnipresent government, parceling out favors to whoever shouts the loudest and longest. The destruction of property rights, well underway before the radical feminists came along, has made their job easier. 
Any restriction of property rights is harmful because they are vital to a just society. 

Higgs 91 (Robert, senior fellow @ The Independent Institute, “Individual Rights: The Crumbling Foundation of American Government” The Freeman 41.10)

All rights are human rights. It is in the very nature of rights, which are morally justifiable claims on the conduct of other persons, that only human beings can possess them. Property rights don’t belong to the factory in which a corporation manufactures its products; they belong to the corporation’s shareholders, the individual human beings who have surrendered other property in voluntary transactions to acquire ownership claims on the factory. A related and equally foolish idea is that government can tax “business” rather than individuals. But bricks and mortar can’t pay taxes; only persons can. “Taxing business” is just another term for taxing certain people differently from others. Property rights are the human rights to decide how property will be used, to appropriate the income or other benefits of the property, and to transfer the rights of ownership to others in voluntary transactions. Everyone realizes that some degree of property ownership is essential for sustaining human life in society. But many people suppose that once we go beyond personal property such as clothing, furniture, automobiles, perhaps houses, and arrive at “bigger” property such as land, factories, mines, and railroads, private ownership no longer is essential. The supposition is wrong. Suppression of private property rights at any level tends to have socially destructive consequences. Property rights must be lodged somewhere. Even societies that pretend to have no private rights in “bigger” property simply lodge the rights in the hands of politicians or bureaucrats. Someone, some human being, still decides how the property will be used and who will receive its benefits. But without private property rights, the link is severed between rational employment of the property and the rewards or punishments of the decision-maker. Irresponsible behavior no longer carries with it an automatic punishment. Politicians or bureaucrats are free to use resources destructively-as they have in socialist economies for decades and as they have in the socialized sectors of the United States such as public education or management of public forests or rangelands or national defense production—and still the decision-makers may thrive. 

Property Rights Solve- Environment
Property rights promote a benevolent treatment of the environment.  Forcible restriction doesn’t solve. 

Carden 2010 (Art, assistant professor of economics and business at Rhodes College, “Economics, the Environment, and Environmysticism” http://blog.mises.org/14764/economics-the-environment-and-environmysticism/)

For example, in a contribution to Ayn Rand’s Return of the Primitive: the Anti-Industrial Revolution, Peter Schwartz discusses a debate over the fate of the yew tree in the Pacific Northwest. The tree had been found to produce a cancer-fighting element. If strict private property prevailed, the tree would have been farmed, harvested, and used to alleviate cancer patients’ suffering. However, as Schwartz records, some responded that the trees should be conserved out of fear that all the trees would be used up. If private property rights are secure, this fear is unfounded. The discovery that the yew tree produces cancer-fighting elements would increase demand for yew trees. The prospect of profitable tree cultivation would provide a powerful incentive to cultivate yew trees (without any prodding from the National Institutes of Health, it should be added). The trees won’t be “used up;” if anything, yew tree populations would explode. “Protecting” the tree, however, provides a double-dose of trouble. It removes positive incentives to conserve or cultivate the tree and replaces them with fear of punishment, and it leaves unalleviated the pain and suffering of cancer patients the world over. Economic analysis comprises a very rich set of tools that we can use to analyze important environmental problems. If private property rights are secure, we can rest assured that the incentives inherent in the marketplace will ensure that valuable resources are not wasted. Prices and the prospects of profit and loss provide valuable information to innovators and entrepreneurs, but forsaking the price system turns economic decisions into political decisions. Unfortunately, this has a tendency to exacerbate precisely the problems it is supposed to solve. 
Property Rights Solve- Environment
Only addressing property rights can solve environmental problems.  The root cause is conflict over resources by individuals.  

Cordato 5 (Roy, Vice President for Research @ the John Locke Foundation,  “An Austrian Theory of Environmental Economics” March 9, 2005 http://mises.org/daily/1760/media.aspx?action=author&ID=443)

Economic analysis of the environment that starts from a praxeological perspective shifts the focus from maximizing the social value of output or equating price to marginal social cost, to efficient intra- and inter-personal plan formulation and execution, i.e., the internal consistency between the means that people use and the ends that they desire to achieve. Within this context, pollution problems that are indeed problems create an interpersonal conflict over the use of means and therefore obstruct efficient plan formulation and execution. Pollution is therefore not about harming the environment but about human conflict over the use of physical resources. Generally formulated, a pollution or environmental problem arises when individual or group A and individual or group B are simultaneously attempting or planning to use resource X for conflicting purposes. Unless emissions into the air, discharge into a river, or the extraction of fish from the ocean give rise to such a conflict then there is no economic, i.e., efficiency problem. Humans cannot harm the environment. Instead, they can change the environment in such a way that it harms others who might be planning to use it for conflicting purposes. While under most circumstances and for most uses the ocean is essentially a noneconomic good, it may not be in terms of its use for harvesting certain kinds of fish. Or while the air may be considered a noneconomic good for many uses, it may not be if one of those uses is to emit odors from certain farming activities. As Menger argued, the only "practical solution" to conflicts that arise over the "economic" aspects of these otherwise "noneconomic" resources is private property. In a later passage Menger seems to recognize problems that might be associated with air and water pollution or the tragedy of the commons where the resource in question is generally viewed as a noneconomic or free good. Menger, again referring the relationship between private property and human conflict states that It applies also to all non-economic goods with respect to which the boundary between requirements and available quantities is already so close . . . that any misuse or ignorance on the part of some members of the economy may easily become injurious to the others. . . . For these and similar reasons the phenomenon of property can also be observed in the case of goods that appear to us still, with respect to other aspects of life, as non-economic goods. (Menger 1981, p. 105) For Austrians then, public policy in the area of the environment must focus on resolving these conflicts over the use of resources that define pollution, not on obtaining an ultimately unobtainable "efficient" allocation of resources. The traditional Austrian approach to property rights analysis in this area can and should be seen in this light. Also, by viewing the works of Rothbard, Mises, Block and others from this perspective of conflict resolution one can obtain a better understanding of why Austrians have been so critical of Ronald Coase’s approach to property rights analysis. While property rights are equally important for Coaseans and Austrians, their normative goals are significantly different.3 For Coaseans the focus is on alternative rights arrangements and maximizing the value of output. For Austrians, whose goal is to resolve conflicts, the focus is on clarifying titles to property and rights enforcement. If a pollution problem exists then its solution must be found in either a clearer definition of property rights to the relevant resources or in the stricter enforcement of rights that already exist. This has been the approach taken to environmental problems by nearly all Austrians who have addressed these kinds of issues (see Mises 1998; Rothbard 1982; Lewin 1982; Cordato 1997). This shifts the perspective on pollution from one of "market failure" where the free market is seen as failing to generate an efficient outcome, to legal failure where the market process is prevented from proceeding efficiently because the necessary institutional framework, clearly defined and enforced property rights, is not in place. 
Property Rights Solve- Space Exploration

Property rights for private corporations are essential to successful uses of space like mining Helium-3 from the moon.

Cherian and Abraham 7 (Jijo and Job, National U of Advanced Legal Studies, Kerala, India,“Concept of Property Rights in Space—an Analysis” Journal of International commercial Law and Technology 2.4 Pg. 211)
 Though the concept of private property rights has been expressly declared to be non-existent vis-à-vis exploration of space, especially in light of the Outer Space Treaty, there is growing convergence of opinion that private property rights must be granted in some form to ensure that proper, optimum and unhindered use and utilization of resources available in space can be effectively implemented (Lynn M. F., 2003; Kurt Anderson B., 1993). The advent of this school of thought has received support even at the official level. Clause 4 of the Declaration on International Cooperation in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space for the Benefit and in the Interests of All States, taking into Particular Account the Needs of Developing Countries (Annex to the Report of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space General Assembly Official Records, Fifty-first Session Supplement, 1996) which states that International cooperation should be conducted in the modes that are considered most effective and appropriate by the countries concerned, including, inter alia, governmental and nongovernmental; commercial and noncommercial; global, multilateral, regional or bilateral; and international cooperation among countries in all levels of development. The crux of the matter lies in the wording of Article 4.  The said Article gives the State the ability to choose the most effective and appropriate mode which may be commercial, non-commercial, governmental, non-governmental, etc. In short, assuming that an alternative clean fuel is discovered on the moon, which can replace the current fuel, mining of such fuel can be done by a private enterprise, subject to the broad objectives of the moon treaty. In other words, the State may delegate certain functions to private bodies, relating to exploration and use of space.
Strong property rights are essential to stimulate an open market in space. 

Cherian and Abraham 7 (Jijo and Job, National U of Advanced Legal Studies, Kerala, India,“Concept of Property Rights in Space—an Analysis” Journal of International commercial Law and Technology 2.4  Pg. 214)
A general view in this regard is that the implementation of this vision requires an overhaul of the current treaties and laws that govern property rights in space in order to develop better and more workable models that will stimulate commercial enterprise on the moon, asteroids, and Mars. The expansion of a commercial space sector to include activities on celestial bodies requires the establishment of a regulatory regime designed to enable, not inhibit, new space activity. The development of specific laws, which are consistently applied, will create a reliable legal system for entrepreneurs, companies, and investors. The establishment of a reliable property rights regime will remove impediments to business activities on these bodies and inspire the commercial confidence necessary to attract the enormous investments needed for tourism, settlement, construction, and business development, and for the extraction and utilization of resources (Rosanna S., 2005).
Property Rights Solve- Space Exploration
Legal property rights apply to outer space.

Cherian and Abraham 7 (Jijo and Job, National U of Advanced Legal Studies, Kerala, India,“Concept of Property Rights in Space—an Analysis” Journal of International commercial Law and Technology 2.4  Pg. 213)
Nevertheless, there is actually a wide variety of space activities involving clearly delineated ownership recognized by national legal bodies throughout the world (Henry R & Franz G., 2005). Anything that is launched into space is deemed to be owned by the launching party or state, including the launch vehicle, all of its associated stages and parts, and the payload that is placed into space (Art. VIII, Outer Space Treaty, 1967). Not only do property rights attach to these objects, but the owner(s) can be held singularly and jointly liable for damage caused by these objects (Art., IV, Liability Convention, 1972). Thus, sovereignty in some form exists for satellites and aboard space stations. Similarly, ownership of permanent structures that might be constructed on celestial bodies, including the moon, will vest in the company or state building the structure, at least to the extent it is placed “on a celestial body.” Anything taken from space and returned to the earth becomes the property of the person, company, or government that performs the action, given the absence of United Nations treaty provisions prohibiting such ownership (Henry R & Franz G., 2005).
State Coercion > Corporations

The state’s coercion is fundamental for citizens AND corporations. Corporate power can check state coercion.

Wolf 2 (Martin, chief economics commentator @ The Financial Times, “Countries still rule the world: The notion that corporations wield more power than governments rests on flawed calculations and conceptual confusion” Financial Times; Feb 6, 2002)

Of the largest economies in the world, 51 are corporations; only 49 are countries. Critics of "corporate globalisation", some of whom protested against the annual meeting of the World Economic Forum in New York, rely on this supposed fact to justify their view that governments lie prostrate before unbridled corporate power. Theirs is a paranoid delusion. The calculations on the relative size of corporations on which so many critics of globalisation depend come from the left-of-centre Institute for Policy Studies in Washington, DC.* But they rest on an elementary howler. The authors, Sarah Anderson and John Cavanagh, compute the size of corporations by sales but that of national economies by gross domestic product. Yet GDP is a measure of value added, not sales. If one were to compute total sales in a country one would end up with a number far bigger than GDP. One would also be double-, triple- or quadruple-counting. But the flaw in such claims is not just factual but also conceptual, since countries and companies are radically different. A country has coercive control over its people and its territory. Even the weakest state can force millions of people to do things most of them would far rather not do: pay taxes, for example, or do military service. Companies are quite another matter. They are civilian organisations that must win the resources they need in free markets. They rely not on coercion but on competitiveness. Does anybody doubt that the US legal system could break up Microsoft if it wanted to do so? Or that Microsoft would itself disappear if it ceased making products its customers wanted? Even the property rights of companies depend on the coercive power of states. In the 1970s, for example, the strongest oil companies were unable to resist nationalisation of their assets by some weak developing countries. Wrong numbers, incorrect understanding of trends and, above all, a misleading analytical framework - the critics are guilty of all these. But the worst of these is the last. By comparing the ability of companies to grow by satisfying customers, paying employees and rewarding investors with the ability of governments to exert coercive power, they are guilty of, at best, confusion and, at worst, deliberate misrepresentation. Companies are not comparable with states. Even if they were far bigger, they would still not be. Does this mean there is nothing to the critique of corporate power? Not quite. Two points are correct. First, open borders increase the choices open to citizens, particularly to owners of mobile factors of production. This limits the coercive power of states. To critics, this represents an erosion of democracy. To supporters, it represents an increase in individual freedom. Both are correct, in their own terms, though the impact is not of corporations but of markets.  
State Coercion > Corporations
Government casts unrealistic blame on corporations to obscure their own coercive control of the market.
Jones and Jones 2 (Harold Jr., prof of Management @ Mercer U, and Paul, information systems analyst, “the Redistribution of Blame” The Freeman 52.10)
According to John Kenneth Galbraith, the economy will at any given moment contain a certain inventory of undiscovered fraud. This inventory (he called it the “bezzle”) rises and falls with the business cycle. When an economic shakeout brings specific cases before the public eye, politicians cry for “reform!” They are unfortunately less interested in corporate morality than in avoiding responsibility for the consequences of their own policies. They apply their skills in the redistribution of income to the redistribution of blame. Prices in the stock market, though, are not set by CEOs, however dishonest, or accountants, however creative. Prices are set by investors, most of whom are not deceived by earnings reports simply because they never look at earnings reports. If investors cared about earnings, they would not have bid up the dot-coms, which never had any earnings. The Dow Jones Industrial Average does not change by a thousand points in a few days because millions of investors have suddenly become privy to new information about balance sheets. In times of infectious greed, the members of the market mob congratulate themselves. In times of infectious fear, they look for someone to blame. This is where the government steps in. Understanding that investors who are given the time to think will soon turn an angry glance toward Washington, D. C., public officials cast about for villains, which the operation of Galbraith’s “bezzle” during the period of infectious greed always provides. And so we return to the curious agreement among Mr. Bush, Mr. Greenspan, and Mr. Daschle about how to calm the stock market. This use of a diabolus ex machina, while it may bring a fleeting sense of moral closure, does not help to explain the economic realities. By refusing to face the facts about where we are, media-driven politicians prevent us from getting to where we want to be. Mr. Bush, for example, brags about the overall health of the economy and condemns the dishonesty of corporate leaders. He apparently does not understand that the economy cannot be healthy if the people who are responsible for its day-to-day management are crooks.  
Free Market Best
A market free from government intervention is morally superior because it is based in individual choice rather than coercion.

Williams 95 (Walter, Prof of Economics @ George Mason U, “The Argument For Free Markets: Morality VS. Efficiency” Cato Journal, Vol. 15, Nos. 2-3)
Freedom's first principle is: Each person owns himself. The transition from socialism to capitalism and the preservation of capitalism require what philosopher David Kelley calls the entrepreneurial outlook on life, which he describes, in part, as "a sense of self-ownership, a conviction that one's life is one's own, not something for which one must answer to some higher power'' (Kelley 1994: 4). Once we accept self-ownership as a first principle, we readily discover what constitutes just and unjust conduct. Unjust conduct is simply any conduct that violates an individual's property rights in himself when he himself has not infringed upon the property rights of others. Therefore, acts like murder, rape, and theft, whether done privately or collectively, are unjust because they violate private property. There is broad consensus that government-sponsored murder and rape are unjust; however, not as much consensus is reached regarding theft. Theft being defined as forcibly taking the rightful property of one person for the benefit of another. 

For individual freedom to be viable, it must be a part of the shared values of a society, and there must be an institutional framework to preserve it against encroachments by majoritarian or government will. Constitutions and laws alone cannot guarantee the survival of personal freedom as is apparent where Western-style constitutions and laws have been exported to countries not having a tradition of individual freedom. U.S. articulation of the right to individual autonomy is enunciated in our Declaration of Independence: We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by the Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. That statement, which played such an important role in the rebellion against England and in the establishment of the U.S. Constitution, was the outgrowth of libertarian ideas of such thinkers as John Locke, Montesquieu, and Sir William Blackstone. 

Even in societies with a tradition of freedom, such as the United States, the values supporting that freedom have suffered erosion and have proven an insufficient safeguard against encroachment by the state. As is so often the case, political liberty (democracy) has been used to redistribute income and wealth. The redistributive state, in turn, has had a stifling effect on economic liberty and has reduced individual freedom. 

All too often defenders of free-market capitalism base their defense on the demonstration that capitalism is more efficient in terms of resource allocation and, hence, leads to a larger bundle of goods than socialism and other forms of statism. However, as Milton Friedman frequently points out, economic efficiency and greater wealth should be promoted as simply a side-benefit of free markets. The intellectual defense of free-market capitalism should focus on its moral superiority. In other words, even if free enterprise were not more efficient than other forms of human organization, it is morally superior because it is rooted in voluntary relationships rather than force and coercion, and it respects the sanctity of the individual. 
The struggle to extend and preserve free markets must have as its primary focus the moral argument. State interventionists stand naked before well-thought-out moral arguments for private ownership of property, voluntary exchange, and the parity of markets. People readily understand moral arguments on a private basis--for example, one person does not have the right to use force against another to serve his own purposes. However, people often see government redistribution as an acceptable use of force. In a democratic welfare state that coercion is given an aura of legitimacy. The challenge is to convince people that a majority vote does not establish morality and that free markets are morally superior to other forms of human organization.

***Aff- AT: Coercion*** 

Aff- Govt Good – Property control
Governmental control over property needed, a completely free-market would crash the economy.

Kirk, 88 (Russel, Political Theorist, MA @ Duke University, 5/28, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/A-Dispassionate-Assessment-of-Libertarians)
American industry and commerce on a large scale could not survive for a single year, without the protections extended by government at its several levels. Rousseau's Disciples. 'To begin with unlimited freedom," Dosto e vsky wrote, "is to end with unlimited despotism." The worst enemies of enduring freedom for all may be certain folk who demand incessantly more liberty for themselves. This is true of a country's economy, as of other matters. America's economic success is based upon an old foundation of moral habits, social customs and convictions, much historical experience, and commonsensical political understanding. Our structure of free enterprise owes much to the conservative understanding of property and production e x pounded by Alexander Hamilton - the adversary of the libertarians of his day. But our structure of free enterprise owes nothing at all to the destructive concept of liberty that devastated Europe during the era of the French Revolution - that is, to the r u inous impossible freedom preached by Jean Jacques Rousseau. Our 20th century libertarians are disciples of Rousseau's notion of human nature and Rousseau's political doctrines. Have I sufficiently distinguished between libertarians and conservatives? Here I have been trying to draw a line of demarcation, not to refute libertarian arguments; I shall turn to the latter task in a few minutes.>

Some government coercion can be necessary.

West, 10 (Thomas, Professor of Politics @ University of Dallas, 
8/30,http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/08/The-Economic-Principles-of-America-s-Founders-Property-Rights-Free-Markets-and-Sound-Money)
<This potential and sometimes actual conflict between natural rights was also acknowledged during the Founding era. The property rights of the individual cannot always be respected when the survival of the community is at stake—for example, in a time of foreign invasion. In an 1810 letter, Jefferson recalls examples of grave but necessary government inroads on property rights during the Revolutionary War:

When, in the battle of Germantown, General Washington’s army was annoyed from Chew’s house, he did not hesitate to plant his cannon against it, although the property of a citizen. When he besieged Yorktown, he leveled the suburbs, feeling that the laws of property must be postponed to the safety of the nation.[16]Would the Founders’ principles lead to the conclusion, then, that socialism or some other scheme of government redistribution of income could be the most just economic order? Using government coercion to redistribute property certainly violates the natural right to possess property, but what if this policy is the best way to enable everyone to exercise their right to acquire it? Would that not be in greater conformity with natural right than the starvation or deprivation of the poor?>

Aff- Govt Good – Economy
Governmental spending is necessary to help the economy-especially new technological developments.

Krugman 8 (Paul, Prof of Economic and International Affairs @ Princeton University, 12/1, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/01/opinion/01krugman.html?_r=1&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss)
One more thing: Fiscal expansion will be even better for America’s future if a large part of the expansion takes the form of public investment — of building roads, repairing bridges and developing new technologies, all of which make the nation richer in the long run.Should the government have a permanent policy of running large budget deficits? Of course not. Although public debt isn’t as bad a thing as many people believe — it’s basically money we owe to ourselves — in the long run the government, like private individuals, has to match its spending to its income.But right now we have a fundamental shortfall in private spending: consumers are rediscovering the virtues of saving at the same moment that businesses, burned by past excesses and hamstrung by the troubles of the financial system, are cutting back on investment. That gap will eventually close, but until it does, government spending must take up the slack. Otherwise, private investment, and the economy as a whole, will plunge even more.The bottom line, then, is that people who think that fiscal expansion today is bad for future generations have got it exactly wrong. The best course of action, both for today’s workers and for their children, is to do whatever it takes to get this economy on the road to recovery.

Money spent on Mars would help the economy.
Zubrin 96 (Robert, Former senior engineer @ Lockheed Martin, “The Case for Mars,” pg. 3)
A rough cost estimate for mars direct would be about $20 billion to develop all the required hardware, with each individual Mars mission costing about $2 billion once the ships and equipment were in production. While certainly a great sum, spent over a period of ten years it would only represent about 7 percent of the existing combined military and civilian space budgets. Furthermore, this money could drive our economy forward in just the same way as the spending of $70 billion (in today’s terms) on science and technology in the Apollo program contributed to the high rates of economic growth of America during the 1960’s.
Aff- Property Rights Not Absolute

Economic self-interest and properties shouldn’t be the main focus in a Free-Market Society.

West, 10 (Thomas, Professor of Politics @ University of Dallas, 8/30,http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/08/The-Economic-Principles-of-America-s-Founders-Property-Rights-Free-Markets-and-Sound-Money)
There are two final objections that deserve at least a brief response. Ralph Lerner argues that the commercial republic produced by the Founders’ natural law principles is “built on” “the common passions for private gratification and physical comfort.”[57] This raises a question: Did the Founders undertake heroic labors for unheroic or even base objectives? Is there any place in the society created by the Founders for beauty, poetry, or greatness? Or is the pursuit of economic self-interest the highest thing that people strive for in a free-market society?The Founders were wise enough to know that property is not an unambiguous good and not the highest object of human pursuit. “From the conclusion of this war,” wrote Jefferson in 1781, “we will be going down hill.” The people “will forget themselves, but in the sole faculty of making money.”[58] John Adams worried that “without virtue, there can be no political liberty…. Will you tell me how to prevent riches from being the effects of temperance and industry?… Will you tell me how to prevent luxury from producing effeminacy, intoxication, extravagance, vice, and folly?”[59]Hamilton wrote, “True liberty, by protecting the exertions and talents of industry, and securing to them their justly acquired fruits, tends more powerfully than any other cause to augment the mass of national wealth and to produce the mischiefs of opulence.” However, after acknowledging the difficulty, Hamilton then posed this sensible question: “Shall we therefore on this account proscribe liberty also?… Tis the portion of man assigned to him by the eternal allotment of Providence that every good he enjoys shall be alloyed with ills, that every source of his bliss shall be a source of his affliction—except virtue alone.”[60]In response to these concerns, the Founders developed policies and practices that would help to sustain a society not only where public spirit and self-restraint would not be overwhelmed by the wealth and money-making spirit unleashed by freedom, but also where they would be encouraged by a variety of private institutions and public policies.>

Aff- Restrictions Inevitable

Restriction of freedom is inevitable, even under libertarian ethics. Freeing of slaves proves.

LaFollette 79 (Hugh, Chair in Ethics @ University of South Florida, http://www.hughlafollette.com/papers/libertar.htm, 194-206)

Consequently, everyone's life is not, given the presence of negative general rights and negative general duties, free from the interference of others. The "mere" presence of others imposes duties on each of us, it limits everyone's freedom. In fact, these restrictions are frequently extensive. For example, in the previously described case I could have all of the goods I wanted; I could take what I wanted, when I wanted. To say that such actions are morally or legally impermissible significantly limits my freedom, and my "happiness," without my consent. Of course I am not saying these restrictions are bad. Obviously they aren't. But it does show that the libertarian fails to achieve his major objective, namely, to insure that an individual's freedom cannot be limited without his consent. The libertarian's own moral constraints limit each person's freedom without consent.7This is even more vividly seen when we look at an actual historical occurrence. In the nineteenth century American slaveholders were finally legally coerced into doing what they were already morally required to do: free their slaves. In many cases this led to the slave owners' financial and social ruin: they lost their farms, their money, and their power. Of course they didn't agree to their personal ruin; they didn't agree to this restriction on their freedom. Morally they didn't have to consent; it was a remedy long overdue. Even the libertarian would agree. The slave holders' freedom was justifiably restricted by the presence of other people; the fact that there were other persons limited their acceptable alter natives. But that is exactly what the libertarian denies. Freedom, he claims, cannot be justifiably restricted without consent. In short, the difficulty in this: the libertarian talks as if there can be no legitimate non-consensual limitations on freedom, yet his very theory involves just such limitations. Not only does this appear to be blatantly inconsistent, but even if he could avoid this inconsistency, there appears to be no principled way in which he can justify only his theory's non-consensual limitations on freedom.



















