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Privatization CP 1NC

Plan: The United States federal government should fund research and development and sponsor liability insurance for private ventures to _______________________.
Incentives solves best - competition

Lincoln 11 (Caity, staff writer at the collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for Space Race”, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965, 2-15) 

This is American capitalism at its best”a little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery.This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape.

Incentives to private companies solves best for space exploration. 

Jakhu and Buzdugan 08 (Ram and Maria, Professor Kakhu is the chairman of the legal and regulatory committee of international association for the advancement of space safety and a member of the board of the international institute of the space law international astronautical federation, Maria Buzdugan is a member of the institute of air and space law, “Development of the Natural Resources of the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies: Economic and Legal Aspects”, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a905076663)

The path of gradual commercialization of current space applications, such as launch services, satellite communication services, direct broadcasting services, satellite remote sensing and navigation services, and satellite weather monitoring services, will most likely be followed by future activities of use of space resources. Ventures, like mining the natural resources of the Moon and asteroids, are likely to become technologically feasible in the near future. The question is what would be the most appropriate approach to address the future needs of exploitation of space resources: should it remain the exclusive province of state governments; should the private sector take over such space activities; or should a public-private partnership type of venture be encouraged? As state governments are becoming constrained by budget deficits, an increased reliance on private sector involvement in space activities involving the extraction and use of space resources is to be expected. When deciding whether to invest in commercial ventures of resource use exploitation, any potential private investor will be faced with the issues of economic costs, risks, and perceived regulatory barriers. This study argues that the perceived regulatory barriers, i.e., the licensing requirement, the “common heritage of mankind” principle of international space law, and protection of intellectual property rights, are not obstacles to economic development. Governments should provide both policy and regulatory incentives for private sector participation in the area of space natural resource use by funding basic research and development and by sponsoring liability insurance for private ventures among other incentives.

CP Solvency – Generic

Incentives solves best- competition

Lincoln 11 (Caity, staff writer at the collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for Space Race”, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965, 2-15) 

This is American capitalism at its best”a little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery.This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape.

Incentives solve best- reinvigorates public interest and jumpstarts NASA

Foust 10 (Jeff, foust is the editor and publisher of the space review, “Review: The Privatization of Space Exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1617/1, 5-3)

In The Privatization of Space Exploration, Lewis Solomon, a law professor at George Washington University, makes the case for an enhanced role for private ventures in space. He links the increased interest in commercial human spaceflight to the flights of SpaceShipOne in 2004 that won the $10-million Ansari X PRIZE: “it got people excited to dream again about human spaceflight.” It’s such commercial efforts, he argues, that can lift NASA from decades of “stagnation”, provided that the agency is more willing to work with such ventures than it has in the past.

Privatization solves better, NASA has too many limitations

Fought No Date (Bonnie E.,”Legal Aspects of the Commercialization of Space Transportation Systems”, http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol3/fought.html)

On February 11, 1988 President Reagan announced a new national space policy including a fifteen-point commercial space initiative which provides a revised framework for U.S. space activities. [FN4] In designating one of the three major components of the new policy as the "creation of opportunities for U.S. commerce in space," [FN5] the President stressed that "United States commercial launch operations are an integral element of a robust national space launch capability." [FN6] The new space policy seeks to encourage the private sector's role in assuring access to space by providing favorable government policies toward commercial launch ventures - short of direct government subsidies - and by requiring federal agencies to procure launch services from the private sector to the fullest extent feasible. [FN7] In addition, the Space Policy reaffirmed limitations on NASA's commercial launch services; NASA will not maintain an expendable launch vehicle system, nor will NASA provide commercial launch services except where the payloads must be mantended, require the unique capabilities of the shuttle, or are required for national security or foreign policy reasons. [FN8] Thus, NASA's primary focus will be on non-commercial applications of the Space Transportation System (STS) or shuttle program. [FN9] 

Aerospace subsidies/tax breaks work – Boeing proves

European Commission 07 (defence-aerospace.com March 22, 2007, Google)

http://www.defense-aerospace.com/article-view/feature/80524/eu-states-its-case-in-airbus_boeing-dispute.html
The major bone of contention is that of EU Member State co-financing of R&D for new Airbus aircraft ("Member States Financing" or "reimbursable launch investment"). This form of support is expressly agreed under the bilateral EU-US Agreement and has been used on three of the nine Airbus aircraft launched since 1990. It provides for government funding to Airbus repaid with interest under terms specified in the Bilateral Agreement (loan rates of return are cost to government plus 1%, and interest and principal is repaid on deliveries, even before the programs break-even). In some cases the terms are more onerous than those commercially available in that the lending governments are receiving royalty payments that will last through the life of a particular aircraft program even though the original loan and interest are completely repaid. In fact, EU governments so far have made handsome returns on their initial “investments”, even though there are instances where Airbus has been able to obtain financing on more favourable terms from private lenders, compared with government offers. As of today, Airbus has repaid in excess of 7 billion euros ($9 billion). Since 1992, Airbus has repaid 40 percent more than it has received from EU governments. Airbus currently repays loans at the rate of 300 to 400 million euros a year. The US also claims that a number of infrastructure projects were allegedly built or upgraded exclusively for Airbus, or that Airbus enjoyed preferential treatment. 

CP Solvency – Generic
Prizes work for private sector to get involved with NASA

Murphy 05 (Robert, adjunct scholar of the Mises Institute; teaches economics at Hillsdale College, January, “A Free Market in Space”

On October 4, 2004, the privately funded SpaceShip-One climbed to an altitude of over 70 miles, clinching the $10 million "X Prize." Many analysts were excited by the prospects for commercial space travel, and the day when orbital or even interplanetary flights would be affordable for the average person. the standard justification for government involvement in space was that such undertakings were "too expensive" for the private sector. Whenever the government creates some public work, everyone can see the obvious benefits. For example, everyone can appreciate the fact that we put a US flag on the moon, and listened as Neil Armstrong apparently flubbed his memorized line. Consider the $10 million dollar X Prize. This was a gift designed to promote space exploration. The same is true of Bigelow’s $50 million prize. The private sector’s promotion of abstract knowledge (as opposed to practical, marketable discoveries) is nowhere better demonstrated than in the Clay Mathematics Institute’s million dollar awards for the solution to any of seven important problems. Historically, there were many rich patrons of the arts and science; didn’t the Vatican pay Michelangelo not only to create beautiful art but also to increase donations? The success of SpaceShipOne illustrates these facts. Now that the public has seen the potential of private space flight, perhaps it will become politically possible to axe NASA and return its budget to the private sector

The government is using outdated shuttles – private sector tech is better.   

Jenkins, 1996 (Dennis consulting engineer in Cape Canaveral, Florida,  Space Shuttle: The History of Developing the National Space Transportation System, , www.wise-intern.org/journal/1999/lund99.pdf)
To better define the current space launch situation, I will briefly examine the first flexible U.S. space launch system— the Space Transportation System (STS), also known as Space Shuttle. The original purpose of STS was to reduce the cost of launching military and civil non-commercial payloads into space, in particular the Space Station as envisioned in the mid-1970s. At that time, few people considered commercial payloads to ever be a major fraction of all payloads lofted into space. Technical and political compromises during the development phase of the STS resulted in the current design, which is costly to operate due to its dual-role capability as research lab and cargo truck, 25-year-old technology, and extensive refurbishment process between flights.5 A number of factors have contributed to the need to replace the STS. After the Chal- lenger tragedy in 1986, the STS was dismissed from its role as the primary launch vehi- cle for U.S. payloads and banned from ferrying commercial satellites.6Unmanned launch systems were and continue to be developed from Intercontinental Ballistic Mis- siles (ICBMs) and from scratch to provide the U.S. with an indigenous satellite launch capability without risk to human crew. Within a few years, much of the research lab role of the STS will be replaced by the International Space Station. This will leave the U.S. Shuttle fleet with little unusual capability and a very unacceptable upkeep price. A growing low earth orbit (LEO) commercial satellite market, an international launch vehicle market, and promising new markets in space medicine, imagery, and tourism, are dictating drastically lower costs and greater supply in the space launch business than STS technology will ever provide.

Subsidies effective – Montreal aerospace industry proves. 

Niosi 2k (Jorge, May 2000 Professor Department of Management and technology, http://www.utoronto.ca/isrn/publications/WorkingPapers/Working00/Niosi00_Regional.pdf)
During WWII, the federal government strengthened the Montreal pole as the regional center of Canadian aerospace production. This was done through several measures. For one, it took over the foreign-owned production facilities each time the overseas parents threatened to close the Montreal operations. This happened in 1944, when Canadian Vickers (lately Canadair) closed its Montreal facility. The federal government then created a Crown corporation, Canadair, to take over and operate the company in order to produce civilian aircraft. In 1946, Canadair was sold to an American corporation that would become, in time, the General Dynamics Corporation. By 1976, Canadair was again taken over by the federal government and later resold, in 1986, to Bombardier of Montreal. Incidentally, in 1992 the federal government also facilitated the sale of Toronto’s de Havilland from Boeing to Bombardier, to create a single large aerospace group under Canadian control. For two, Ottawa helped Bombardier, but also Bell Helicopter, CAE, P&WC and Rolls Royce Canada through different subsidies, procurement, export inducement, repayable loans and technology transfer from government laboratories.   In terms of the number of key firms, Toronto leads Montreal by nine to eight corporations. However, in all other variables, Montreal is a distant first. Montreal is now the largest cluster in terms of patents: 64 per cent of all the patents obtained by Canadian private firms between 1976 and 2000 were granted to Montreal inventors. Toronto follows with 29 per cent. Winnipeg and Vancouver are distant third and fourth (Tables 2 and 3). With sixty-nine patents P&WC is by far the largest concentration of innovative competencies in Canada. Litton Systems Canada in Toronto is second with twenty-five patents. In this industry, however, only nine out of thirty key corporations have obtained patents. Most of them thus have no patents at all from eventual novelties invented in Canada. Companies without patented, Canadian-invented novelties include such large corporations as Bell Helicopter, Bombardier and Eurocopter Canada.       

CP Solvency – Constellation

Privatization solves Constellation more efficiently

David 10 (N, david is a freelance writer for helium, “The NASA 2011 Budget and the Future of America’s Program”, http://www.helium.com/items/1734055-nasa-2011-budget, 2/7)

One encouraging sign is that the commercialization of low Earth orbit is part of the plan. The Space Shuttle fleet will be retired at the end of 2010. Rather than use NASA resources to develop a replacement for the Shuttle, the goal is to have the commercial sector develop the means to reach low Earth orbit.  The commercialization of space is long overdue. Private enterprise will do it more efficiently and cost-effectively, and leaving low Earth orbit to the private sector frees up NASA resources to explore deep space. Billions of dollars are allocated to NASA in the 2011 budget and beyond for research and development of new technologies and approaches to space flight. Hopefully, breakthrough technologies will make space flight easier, faster, and more affordable.

CP Solvency – Military Satellites 

Private sector can effectively produce satellites 

Clark 11 (Stephen, staff writer- Spaceflight Now, “U.S Military Turns To Private Sector  For SATCOM Capacity, "http://spaceflightnow.com/news/n1102/17milsatcom/, 2-17)

"The commercial marketplace for procuring commercial satellite technologies is maturing very rapidly, and in some cases may be eclipsing what the military can do," Pino said at a commercial space conference in Washington last week. Pino said government-owned satellites should focus on nuclear-hardened communications, contested environments and anti-jamming capabilities. Commercial satellites can provide the bulk of everyday communications for the military. Military satellite communications, or MILSATCOM, was ahead of commercial technology 15 years ago, but Pino said he believes industry can provide better benign communications than the government can today. "I used to always think the role of commercial was to augment MILSATCOM," Pino said. "I'm unlearning what I used to think I knew. Commercial is here to stay." 

Military satellites key to space leadership, economy, and military power

History Commons 01 (“National Security Committee Warns of ‘Space Pearl Harbor’, http://www.historycommons.org/context.jsp?item=us_military_1951#us_military_1951, 1-11) 

The military has some 600 satellites that it depends on for photo reconnaissance, targeting, communications, weather forecasting, early warning and intelligence gathering. An attack on these satellites, or on those belonging to US businesses, would be disastrous for the US economy and military, the report says. The report argues that the US must establish a military presence in space to protect its assets from a “Space Pearl Harbor” and asserts that warfare in space is a “virtual certainty.” To counter this vulnerability, the commission recommends that the US develop “superior space capabilities,” including the ability to “negate the hostile use of space against US interests.” It must project power “in, from and through space,” the report says. The president should “have the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats to and, if necessary, defend against attacks on US interests.”

CP Solvency – Space Leadership

Privatization solves space leadership

Nelson 11 (Steve, Nelson is a staff writer for the daily caller, “Fiscal Conservatives call for increased privatization of space”, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space/, 2-8)

Tuesday morning the Competitive Space Task Force, a self-described group of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, hosted a press conference to encourage increased privatization of the space industry. Members of the task force issued several recommendations to Congress, including finding an American replacement to the Space Shuttle (so to minimize the costly expenditures on use of Russian spacecraft) and encouraging more private investment in the development of manned spacecraft. Former Republican Rep. Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania said, “If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.” Task Force chairman Rand Simberg, of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, said, “By opening space up to the American people and their enterprises, NASA can ignite an economic, technological, and innovation renaissance, and the United States will regain its rightful place as the world leader in space.” 

Private sector key – encourages innovation

News Journal Online, 6/6/11 (“NASA needs clear plan for the future”, http://www.news-journalonline.com/opinion/editorials/n-j-editorials/2011/06/06/nasa-needs-clear-plan-for-the-future.html)

For now, the general game plan is to use the private sector's considerable space program to get astronauts to the International Space Station, or to get cargo into space. That's a good idea -- one that encourages private-sector innovation regarding our very important maintenance of satellites and scientific research in space. But even the private sector isn't planning on the kind of missions that the space shuttles were doing. And there certainly is no private plan for exploration on the moon, Mars or the asteroids of this solar system.

CP Solvency – Technology

Private sector is crucial for tech breakthroughs

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

If NASA is still building Ares 1 and Orion when the federal government begins to make the draconian cuts necessary to move toward a balanced budget, we will be stuck in LEO for a very long time. Shifting more of the cost to the private sector and international partners will help alleviate the burden on the US taxpayer. Enhancing the role of robotics will lower the cost of human missions beyond LEO even more by deferring the expense of human Mars landing and return vehicles until after Ph.D. missions have yielded their maximum scientific returns. By taking a more incremental, step-by-step approach, as opposed to the largely inflexible Apollo-style architecture represented by Constellation, unforeseen technological breakthroughs can more easily be integrated into future systems. Human exploration of the solar system won’t begin in earnest until a radical reduction in the cost of getting humans and payloads into LEO is achieved. Such a breakthrough may not come for decades, if ever, or it could happen sooner than we dare believe. In the meantime, we can continue to test the waters of the great ocean of space with whatever resources and ingenuity we can muster, confident that someday we’ll be making waves. 

*LEO = Low Earth Orbit
CP Solvency – BEE

Government incentives to the -private sector are more efficient and deliver more results- BEE proves

Qian No Date(Queena K,  visiting researcher at Berkeley,  “Incentive Instruments for Government and Private Sectore Partnership to Promote Building Energy Efficiency (BEE): A Comparative Study Between Mainland China and Some Developed Countries”, http://www.bear2008.org/post/94.pdf)

Key common items:  • All the four compared countries believe incentive motivator to be an important  role for government involvement.  • Tax incentive schemes, subsidies and rebate programs are the common policy  tools.  • The US, Canada and the UK governments have all reported satisfactory and  cost-effective results through the implementation of incentive tools.   • Government provides loans and funding for BEE promotion.   • Governments in the four countries all prefer to set a R&D funding for new  technology.  • The US, Canada and the UK governments  have established mature and wellfunctioning financing systems for BEE promotion. The financing system, with a  high credit and influence, penetrates well in the BEE market.  • Advocatory Incentives  Analysis illustrates that the enforcement of advocatory incentives varies according to  technology development, BEE education, and particular national situations, etc. However, there  are more overlaps among the developed countries. For instance, LEED, CHEERS and Green  Building Programs in the US, CIPEC in Canada and BREEAM in the UK are all assessment  schemes, which are adopted by different countries with some variations in terms of  implementing period of time or according to their national situations. In addition, voluntary  product labelling is all popular in developed countries. Up to now, however, there are no wellestablished voluntary assessment schemes and information publication systems for BEE in  mainland China [20].   Key common items:  • All compared governments serve as an advocator to deal with market barriers.  • Voluntary assessment schemes, voluntary products labelling, education and  information publication are the main functions for government’s involvement in  developed countries.   • The impact of these government involvements is cost-effective.  • The US, Canada and the UK governments have their own schemes to serve as advocators to promote BEE, though the purpose of each tool is similar.

CP Solvency – AT: Space Debris

Privatization has no impact on space debris- two reasons 

Dinkin 04 (Sam, Dinkin is a regular columnist for the space review, “Space Privatization: Road to Freedom”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1, 7-26)

In any case, there are two reasons that privatization will not substantially change the space debris situation. First, this debris problem will continue if space remains the preserve of big government even with business as usual. Second, regulations, such as the new FCC regulations for a minimum amount of propellant to continue broadcasting, allow the government to keep the debris situation under control.

***

Crowd-Out Net Benefit

1NC – Government Crowd-Out

Federal government will not give incentives if they have an exploration program

BROAD 89 (WILLIAM J. author and a senior writer at The New York Times, THE NATION: Public and Private;
Deciding Who Should Pay For Exploring the Heavens, New York Times, June 8 2011, Lexis)

Federal support is necessary, industry experts say, because the field is too young and fragile to fend for itself. Some supporters also argue that it is good for national security to have as many means as possible of launching satellites and other payloads into space. But critics say that in the long run the need for a private space program is of dubious economic value and that the risky, expensive business of mastering space is best left entirely in Government hands. The American space industry has heard no shortage of rhetoric. During his tenure, President Reagan voiced strong support for private space ventures, ordering most commercial payloads off future space shuttle flights after the Challenger disaster in 1986 and announcing a plan last year to encourage the growth of private space companies. But its implementation has been slow. In the Presidential campaign last year, Mr. Bush said his goal would be to ''encourage the development of - not to compete with - private commercial space development.'' Last year his son, Jeb Bush, then Florida's Secretary of Commerce, predicted that ''space-related commerce will be a $60 billion industry by the year 2000.'' The statement, made while he was promoting a Florida spaceport for private launchings of communication satellites and other payloads, was later retracted by his office as an exaggeration. Beyond the hype and hoopla, new Federal policies have in some cases helped the private space industry achieve modest successes. Because of cuts in the shuttle's commercial role, the large aerospace companies are now building private rockets to launch 20 large payloads over the next few years at a cost of more than $1 billion, and they are actively seeking more business.   Competing With China Within the industry, the big worry is that the Government may undercut these efforts by letting foreign rivals, in particular the Soviets and Chinese, launch Western payloads. Last year the Reagan Administration decided to let China launch three American satellites. ''If we're not careful, U.S. commercial space could go the way of the VCR, high-resolution TV and other high-technology areas,'' said Dr. Chris Shove, director of space programs at the Florida Department of Commerce. The Government's record on space commercialization already has a large blemish in the case of the Landsat satellites, which take pictures used to produce maps, search for minerals and study land use. In 1985, the Reagan Administration turned the operation over to the Earth Observation Satellite Company, or Eosat, a private concern. But the Government never came through with the transition funds it promised. The two orbiting satellites were to be switched off last month. They got a temporary reprieve when Vice President Quayle, the head of the newly created National Space Council, made arrangements to find Federal money to keep them in service at least until a study determines their fate. The Government has also embarrassed itself on another commercial project. As part of its push for private space ventures, the Reagan Administration last year proposed the development of a small, privately owned, no-frills space station that would be leased largely by the Government to conduct civilian and military research. But the plan failed to find favor with Congress. The proposal is now set to make the rounds again, its backers warning that Japan and Europe are already planning similar devices for their own use. This week, however, the National Academy of Sciences is scheduled to release a study that is said to find fault with the American plan. Government officials say that despite the setbacks and inflated expectations, the field of private space development will eventually find a home. ''The idea of commercial space has been bombed into rubble by just about everybody, and what we're doing now is rebuilding on the debris,'' said Richard Dalbello, a space official with the Department of Commerce. ''There has been overselling and lots of silly things said. Now the air has cleared, and people are moving forward with new ideas. We intend to help that happen in any way we can.'' 

Privatization boosts economic growth

Bonin, 6/6/11 – aerospace engineer and research assistant at Carleton University in Ottawa, Canada and co-founder of consortium Technologies, LLC, a company that develops terrestrial and space-based technologies (Grant, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)

Existing or near-term commercial launch vehicles are more than sufficient for human missions in LEO and beyond. Not having a heavy-lift vehicle doesn’t mean not having a robust and capable human space exploration program, and the benefit of using existing or near-term launch vehicles extends beyond the reduced or eliminated up-front development cost. By undertaking space exploration with smaller launch vehicles, NASA could serve as an anchor tenant in the launch market, providing a demand that should encourage new providers, increase competition, and drive prices down further, to the benefit of both manned and unmanned spaceflight.

2NC – Crowd-Out Ext
Incentives make up for increased risk in space exporation

Weller 97(Mark, writer for the globe and mail, Mind and matter-space the final frontier and privatization, Lexis, 8-23)
But given the limited resources of today's governments, is there a role for the private sector in the exploration of space? Absolutely. And perhaps the best model to consider is the last great era of exploration. Christopher Columbus sailed the ocean blue thanks to the sponsorship of Queen Isabella of Spain -- which is to say, the state. But after the first wave of state-financed exploration, the second wave was financed largely by merchants. There were many ways that companies were encouraged to sponsor the voyages. One was to give them a proportion of the trade rights arising out of exploration, a kind of transferable quota. Another was to provide them with landing rights -- that is, the land that was discovered would be given to the merchant to develop. These methods provided significant incentives, which were necessary to offset the risk and cost of the venture, and just the sort that could be employed to fund the second wave of space explorers. If the solar system were opened up to competition, the potential for mining and manufacturing in space would hold significant commercial interest. At the moment, under international treaty, all of the land in the solar system is considered the property of the United Nations. However, if the surface of Mars were auctioned, it would create an incentive for private development of the planet, an incentive sufficient to offset the risk and cost of mounting such a task. 
Without an incentive, industry won’t develop for fear of risk 

Momiyama 05(Thomas S., writer for aerospace week and technology, Too many distractions for S&T, Lexis, 11,28)

NASA, whose original mission (in 1915 as NACA) was to sponsor S&T for the nation's aeronautical growth, is now under heavy political pressure to accommodate a presidential vision of continued space exploration. NASA seeks to eke out funding by closing experimental assets, such as wind tunnels, causing U.S. aeronautical communities to seek facilities overseas. Contrary to the privatization advocates' surmise, the aerospace industry in its legitimate profit motive does not invest in long-range high-risk S&T, leaving the pioneering responsibility to government agencies. But the mandate of the Goldwater-Nichols Act for compliance with current systems' operational requirements keeps defense S&T from its intended far-reaching innovations and breakthroughs. In the 1980s' successful S&T program, IHPTET (Integrated High-Performance Turbine Engine Technology), Don Dix of the Directorate of Defense Research and Engineering set a simple technology goal of "doubling the thrust-to-weight ratio and halving the fuel consumption in a decade" and "fenced" each military service's funding for a coordinated but respective expertise-applied S&T initiative. NASA and industry participated and invested. IHPTET established the uncontested U.S. lead in propulsion technology.
Lawmakers try to stop attempts at privatization, not giving incentives

Nagesh 10 (Gautham, journalist for The Hill, House likely to pass Senate’s vision for NASA, The Hill, 09/28)

The move would also put a temporary stop to a year of wrangling over the agency's future. Lawmakers, particularly those from Florida and Texas with numerous NASA jobs in their districts, have strongly resisted the administration's attempts to privatize human spaceflight. The authorization would lay out a three-year vision for NASA but would still require appropriators to fund the bill's priorities at a later date. House Science Committee chairman Bart Gordon, (D-Tenn.) said he will support what he considers a flawed Senate bill because there isn't enough time to reach a deal before the start of the new fiscal year on October 1. Gordon offered a compromise of his own last week but that effort stalled after meeting opposition in the upper chamber. The bill includes $1.6 billion to boost the commercial space industry, $400 million more than in Gordon's bill but still less than half the amount requested by the White House. But the Commercial Spaceflight Foundation said passing the Senate bill would be vastly preferable to continued uncertainy, which may result in layoffs. The Senate bill also deviates from President Obama's plans by continuing the space shuttle program for one final flight next year. The bill would also preserve aspects of the Constellation program including the Orion crew capsule and a heavy-lift rocket designed to travel to Mars, both of which are opposed by the administration. The projects survived partly due to the vocal efforts of Sens. Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) and Bill Nelson (D-Fla.). 

Crowd-Out - NASA
NASA is crowding out the private sector

McCullagh 8/3/07 – chief political correspondent for CNET (Declan, “Do we need NASA?”, http://news.cnet.com/Do-we-need-NASA/2009-11397_3-6211308.html)

The difference? Critics say it's the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Aviation's youth and adolescence were marked by entrepreneurs and frenetic commercial activity: Lindbergh's trans-Atlantic prize money was put up by a New York hotel owner, and revenue from the airlines funded the development of the famous DC-3. The federal government aided aviation by paying private pilots to deliver air mail. Space, by contrast, until recently has remained the domain of NASA. Burt Rutan, the aerospace engineer famous for building a suborbital rocket plane that won the Ansari X Prize, believes NASA is crowding out private efforts. "Taxpayer-funded NASA should only fund research and not development," Rutan said during a recent panel discussion at the California Institute of Technology. "When you spend hundreds of billions of dollars to build a manned spacecraft, you're...dumbing down a generation of new, young engineers (by saying), 'No, you can't take new approaches, you have to use this old technology.'" Rutan and his fellow pilots, venture capitalists and entrepreneurs have undertaken a formidable task: To demonstrate to the public that space travel need not be synonymous with government programs. In fact, many of them say NASA has become more of a hindrance than a help. 

***Politics

1NC – Politics Link

Congress supports privatization – key space leaders

Moskowitz 3/3/11 – senior writer for Live Science and Space.com (Clara, “55 Space Leaders to Congress: Support Private Spaceflight Now”, http://www.space.com/11021-nasa-budget-congress-commercial-spaceflight.html)

A group of more than 55 space leaders is petitioning Congress to support commercial spaceflight in an open letter this week. The plea comes as lawmakers are debating a new federal budget, including the question of how much money to devote to NASA. President Obama and NASA chief Charlie Bolden are advocating for more funds to spur the development of private spaceships to replace the iconic space shuttle as the flagship of U.S. astronaut transportation to the International Space Station. That plan, they say, would allow NASA to invest in a longer-term project to build a rocket that can carry astronauts beyond low-Earth orbit to asteroids and Mars. But some members of Congress want NASA to spend less on commercial spaceflight and divert those funds to building its own next-generation spacecraft. [What Obama and Congress Should Do for Spaceflight] The signatories of the new letter, which is dated March 1, come out firmly for the former plan. "By creating competition, and using fixed price contracts, NASA’s commercial crew program offers a much less expensive way of transporting NASA astronauts to the station than any other domestic means," they wrote. "Funding NASA’s Commercial Crew program would lower the cost of access to low Earth orbit, thus enabling more of NASA’s budget to be applied to its focus on exploration beyond low Earth orbit."

2NC – Politics Link Ext

1. Extend Moskowitz – Congress has bipartisan support for space privatization and is being petitioned by 55 leaders, ranging from astronauts to private business owners. Privatization would decrease the cost of transportation for NASA.

2. Commercial spaceflight is popular in Congress – Rohrabacher and key leaders

Moskowitz 3/2/11 – Senior Writer for Space.com (Clara, “NASA Chief Defends Space Budget Proposal to Congress”, http://www.space.com/11008-nasa-chief-space-budget-congress.html)

Bolden disagreed that private spacecraft are any less safe than NASA's, which have traditionally always been built, and operated, through commercial contractors anyway. The new model, he said, was mainly a different acquisition format. "Safety of our crew is always my priority," Bolden said. "The best, most efficient, perhaps fastest way to do that is by relying on the commercial entities. Anyone who would try to convince you that American industry cannot produce is just not being factual." Commercial spaceflight did have some backers in Congress today, including Dana Rohrabacher (R-Calif.), who introduced a letter signed by over 55 space leaders promoting the private space industry. "These credentialed experts are urging that NASA fully fund the use of commercial companies to carry crew to the station because it is a strategy that is critical for the nation's success in our space efforts," Rohrabacher said. He compared having the government manage, operate and build all the space transportation vehicles today to people who wanted the government to manage all aircraft 20 or 30 years ago.

AT: CP Links to Politics

Privatization has support – Feinstein and Boxer

TPIS 6/6/11 - Non-partisan organization dedicated to educating the public about the space frontier (“Tea Party Supports Senators Feinstein and Boxer Demand For Open Competition On SLS Contracts”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33758)

TEA Party in Space (TPIS), a non-partisan organization, today publicly praised a letter sent by California Senators Dianne Feinstein and Barbara Boxer to NASA Administrator Charles Bolden (link to the letter) about competing NASA's procurement of the Space Launch System (SLS). TPIS values non-partisan cooperation among all political leaders who seek a successful space program based on fiscal responsibility, limited government, and the competitive free market. TPIS is happy to join with these two Senators who wisely recognize that NASA must compete its contracts to be fair to the tax payers in this time of budgetary crisis. The letter specifically cites the provisions of the NASA Reauthorization Act of 2010, which calls for only extending existing contracts where "practicable". But NASA's own assessment in January showed that the full cost of developing the "reference" Space Launch System recommended by the Act, much of it using existing contracts that were sole source cost plus awards, could not fit in NASA's budget run out. "The contract to award the solid rocket motor contract was a carefully disguised earmark that virtually guaranteed the work to Alliant Techsystems (ATK) of Utah. Basically, Congress tried to earmark $12 billion for existing Shuttle and Constellation contractors. But California's Senators are standing up for all of its taxpayers in saying 'no, you must compete this'" said Everett Wilkinson, spokesperson for TPIS. "It is time to bring competition and fiscal sanity back into the NASA procurement system." Congress should instruct NASA to forgo its traditional cost plus contract procurement model and bid the Space Launch System in an open competition and only award fixed price contracts with specific milestones that must be met before payment. It is our hope more members of Congress will build on the example set by Senators Dianne Feinstein and Barbara Boxer and join with TPIS to fight for a space program we can afford and which actually leads America into space.

Privatization Popular - GOP

Republicans support privatization

Kaffsack 9/10/98 – Staff writer for the Deutsche Presse-Agentur (Hanns-Jochen, “The future of America's space programme - privatisation?”, lexis)

The Republicans are demanding that the space programme be privatised sometime in the 21st century. The U.S. space agency NASA is caught between the government and the opposition. Since 1994, its budget has shrunk by about 1 billion dollars to 13.6 billion dollars. "This administration has been indifferent to the challenge of space," said opposition leader and House Speaker Newt Gingrich in an interview with Congressional Quarterly. Gingrich would like to see a national conference on space next year, to reestablish America's leading role in space. For his Republican Party this means opening up space to privatisation. The aimlessness of U.S. space policy has earned the criticism not not only of the administration's political enemies, but also the country's space enthusiasts. Many are demanding that the White House provide a new dynamism and vision of the kind shown by John F. Kennedy, who focused NASA's efforts on putting a man on the moon.

Privatization Popular - Lobbies

Lobbying groups support space privatization

Kashino 6/1/11 - Staff writer for The Washingtonian (Marisa, “K Street's New Generation”, http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/wire-news-display/1425330336.html)

Stimers, who says he gets "the world's worst motion sickness," has no desire to go into space. But the K&L Gates partner wants to help everyone else get there. With NASA's space-shuttle program coming to an end, Stimers is advocating for private-sector space flight on behalf of his client, the Commercial Spaceflight Federation. He successfully lobbied last year for passage of the NASA Reauthorization Act, which included $1.6 billion of funding for private companies building rockets for human space travel. Stimers also lobbies for other cutting-edge clients. He began working for the NanoBusiness Alliance in 2002, when he helped pass the 21st Century Nanotech Research and Development Act.

***Spending

1NC – Spending Link

Private sector is more efficient than government at spending.

Scatz 11(Thomas, president of Citizens Against Government Waste and spent six years as legislative director, “Testimony Before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform”, 2-17, http://www.cagw.org/ccagw/government-affairs/testimony/house-committee-oversight.html

NASA’s Constellation Program has come under frequent criticism, for good reason.  Despite having spent more than $10 billion on the program to date, NASA is no closer to sending an astronaut to space than it was when the program began.  According to a letter from NASA Inspector General Paul K. Martin to Sens. John Rockefeller (D-W.Va.) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas) on January 13, 2011, “due to restrictive language in NASA’s fiscal year (FY) 2010 appropriation, coupled with the fact that NASA and the rest of the Federal Government are currently being funded by a continuing resolution (CR) that carries over these restrictions and prohibits initiation of new projects, NASA is continuing to spend approximately $200 million each month on the Constellation Program, aspects of which both NASA and Congress have agreed not to build.” Furthermore, the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 requires NASA to spend more than $10 billion in the next three years to continue Constellation, now referred to as the Space Launch System and Multi-purpose Crew Vehicle.  Unfortunately, NASA delivered a report to Congress on January 12, 2011 concluding that it simply can’t build a rocket that “fits the projected budget profiles nor schedule goals outlined in the Authorization Act.”  Even so, some members of Congress are insisting that NASA move forward with the program.  The private sector can spend money more effectively than government bureaucrats.  As a result, the government’s role in space exploration should be minimized.   

2NC – Spending Link Ext

1. Extend Scatz - NASA is constantly overstepping budget restraints but can’t develop technology. The private sector is better at handling money under a competitive field.

2. Overall, private companies are better than the government in spaceflight

Day 10 (Dwayne A.,works for the Space Studies Board of the National Academy of Sciences and American space historian and policy analyst, “Picking Up The Torch Vs. Dropping the Ball”, 6-28, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1655/1)
Private companies are more efficient at developing spaceflight than government entities Private companies are better at developing spaceflight than government entities The increase in the number of rich people around the world makes private space development virtually inevitable. It is a core belief of American capitalism, particularly since the Reagan era, that private industry is more efficient than government at producing everything from hammers to airplanes. There is in fact evidence to support this conclusion and a number of studies that have evaluated it. Usually those studies also seek to explore the causes of this disparity, sometimes concluding that lower government efficiency is a result of the compromises inherent in democratic government (for example, the necessity of seeking broad support for an expenditure), and sometimes concluding that the government trades lower efficiency for some other desired factor (such as classifying procurement in the interests of national security).

AT: CP Links to Spending

Private sector can help NASA better than the government can

Cleavelin 11(Cade, writer of The Maneater, newspaper at University of Missouri, 1-21, “In The Private Sector, Space Will Pay For Itself”, http://www.themaneater.com/stories/2011/1/21/private-sector-space-will-pay-itself/)

Private firms, headed by savvy and capable business leaders, will be able to make space flight profitable in ways NASA cannot. Space flight will become a stable and viable industry, and therefore research and space exploration will progress faster than it would in the hands of one government entity. Granting private corporations the opportunity to continue down the path NASA has carved and pursue new opportunities of development will make space flight a more secure undertaking.  Space flight and exploration will never take off like it should if the work is limited to one government entity that is ever strapped for cash. It’s not as if privatizing space flight will suddenly allow conniving rocket tycoons to monopolize scientific exploration. Some of the most brilliant people in their fields work in private industry. Companies like SpaceX employ intelligent individuals, with the same degrees as NASA engineers, who know what they’re doing in designing rockets and planning missions. One of the most optimistic outcomes of privatizing space flight is that rocket engineers will finally earn salaries befitting their education level and performance.

Link - Generic

Slash government spending in order to encourage private sectors 

The Daily Caller 11 (The Republican dilemma: Reduce federal spending, but don’t you dare cut my special interests, 4-27, http://dailycaller.com/2011/04/27/the-republican-dilemma-reduce-federal-spending-but-dont-you-dare-cut-my-special-interests/#ixzz1Oj9onhmi)

George LeMieux wants to cut government spending and shrink the federal government. That is, unless you’re talking about paying for space ships that fly to asteroids. The former Florida Republican senator, who recently launched his campaign to unseat current Democratic Sen. Bill Nelson, vowed Tuesday to increase spending for the nation’s space exploration program while simultaneously touting his record on limited government. “There are very few things the federal government should be doing,” LeMieux said during a conference call with reporters Tuesday. “But one of the few things the federal government can only do is space exploration. We are seeing good private sector folks that are trying to go into low- Earth orbit and that’s great and we should encourage them, but the only folks that are going to go to an asteroid or go to Mars is going to be NASA.”


NASA needs help and only private companies can help them; not the government

Tumlinson 05 (Rick N., founder of the Space Frontier Foundation and published Return to the Moon, “private industry can help NASA Open the Space Frontier”, 3-11, http://www.space.com/171-private-industry-nasa-open-space-frontier.html) 

At some point in the next 10 years the private sector will attain the ability to transport relatively large numbers of people and payloads to and from low Earth orbit on its own, to house them while they are in orbit and to develop the infrastructure needed for industrial development. This part of the frontier formula is simple: Transportation + Destination = Habitation + Exploitation + Industrialization. The government is ignoring the need to grow a wide-ranging and robust space transportation and low Earth orbit industrial base to support all of our activities from here to the Moon in favor of drawing up monster space vehicles such as a new heavy-lift launcher. Pay for delivery contracts and prizes tied to tax incentives for investment in space transportation would greatly accelerate the growth of New Space transportation systems. On orbit assembly would teach us how to really operate in space, while developing expertise and potentially profitable orbital businesses. The privately funded new space firms will push into space if the money continues to flow and it doesn't turn out to be a billionaire's fad. NASA eventually might be able to spend billions and get something or someone to the Moon in a couple of decades -- if politicians and presidents continue their support.
Government incentives working

Griffin 09 (Michael, NASA administrator, “NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Space Industry,”10-1,  http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/4263233)
For decades, NASA kept a tight fist around the construction and operation of the spacecraft that ferried its astronauts and hardware into orbit. Sure, an army of private contractors actually built the vehicles, but NASA oversaw the designs--and always kept the pink slips. Now, however, the agency seems to be shifting course, as NASA officials insist that the budding commercial spacecraft fleet represents the only way the United States can realize its dreams of solar-system conquest on schedule and at an affordable cost.  Because of a new focus for NASA's strategic investments--not to mention incentives like the Ansari X Prize, which spurred the space-tourism business, and the Google Lunar X Prize, which could do the same for payloads--private-sector spaceships could be ready for government service soon, says Sam Scimemi, who heads NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services program. "The industry has grown up," he tells PM. "It used to be that only NASA or the Air Force could do such things."  NASA got its start in aeronautics research, kick-starting a U.S. aviation industry that came to dominate the world. NASA administrator Michael Griffin said in an interview last year with PM that he wants the agency to do the same for commercial space transportation. 

Link - Generic
Private sector development is cheaper than NASA

Berman 2011 (Jessica 4/18/2011 “Thai Press Daily, and Voice of American News)

President Barack Obama is asking Congress to approve $850 million to aid the development of private rockets to service the orbiting scientific outpost. NASA administrator Charles Bolden says the budget will support a public-private partnership in space."We must have safe, reliable and affordable access to it for our astronauts and their supporting equipment. That's why this budget boosts funding for our partnership with the commercial space industry," Bolden said. The private sector's role in unmanned space operations - such as the manufacture of satellites and robotic spacecraft -- is nothing new. So says former NASA executive Alan Stern, now with the Southwest Research Institute, which offers technical assistance to the aerospace industry. Stern says the private sector is promising to conduct space missions for a fraction of what they have traditionally cost NASA. For example, SpaceX says it can reduce the cost of a launch, depending upon the rocket, to between $50 million and $100 million compared to the $1.5 billion price tag for each space shuttle mission. Stern says this savings of dimes on the dollar benefits the private sector as well as the public. "That's a huge reduction in cost that's going to allow us to have multiple space lines, and to be able to afford that. and to be able to do more things in space than we could in the past," Stern said. Last year, SpaceX became the first commercial aerospace company to successfully launch, place into orbit and retrieve a spacecraft -- the Falcon 9, carrying an unmanned capsule called the Dragon. The Dragon is being built as part of NASA's $1.6 billion deal with SpaceX. Company founder and CEO Elon Musk says the space agency has been pressing it to complete testing of the capsule, so it can go to the space station on a resupply mission at the end of this year. However, news reports have quoted a top official in Russia's manned space program as saying Russia will not allow the SpaceX rocket to dock with the space station until more extensive safety testing has been completed. Safety is a big concern for the private rocket builders, too. Alan Stern says the companies are not cutting corners to keep costs down or to meet tight deadlines. He says they have a lot to lose if there are accidents. "If the rockets fail or the capsules have problems, that's going to affect their future business pretty strongly; in fact it could put them out of business. And that's a very strong motivation for any private concern," Stern said.

Link - NASA

NASA necessary for multiple reasons, but private companies are needed

NSS 11 (National Space Society, “National Space Society Welcomes Sci-Tech, Private-Sector Spending in 2011 Budget, but Calls for Continued Human Spaceflight beyond Earth Orbit”, 2-5, http://blog.nss.org/?p=1665)
Gary Barnhard, Chairman of the NSS Executive Committee, states, “Investment in technology development needs to be focused on the requirements to enable real missions. We need to make the best use of the International Space Station and other key resources both on the ground and in space to improve our ability to use space for the betterment of humanity, and to hasten the day that those new missions can be flown. Supporting private sector space capabilities is a good and necessary step toward further space development. It makes sense to fund commercial providers for cargo resupply and return, as well as for crew transportation once their services have been demonstrated to be safe. Our space endeavors, government and commercial, provide strategic capabilities that define us as a nation and help maintain our leadership in the peaceful exploration and development of space. However, a truly ambitious space program always focuses on what’s next.” NSS supports returning people to the Moon for the benefits it can bring to our home planet and as a starting point for people learning how to work and live elsewhere in the solar system. In keeping with the President’s original campaign suggestion to delay returning to the Moon by five years, NSS calls for a human return to the Moon by 2025. Such a mission should emphasize self-sufficiency and permanent human habitation by developing technologies that will enable humans to “live off the land.” According to Gordon Woodcock, the last President of the L5 Society (parent organization of NSS) and previous chair of the NSS Policy Committee, “Economic growth and humanity’s expansion into space require that we learn how to go somewhere and live there. That learning can only come through frequent access, and the Moon is the closest destination. Learning how to develop propellant on the Moon would be worth the price of the trip.”

Private sectors taking over allows money to be spent more efficiently

Diamandis 10 (Peter, chief executive of the X Prize Foundation and chairman of the Rocket Racing League,“Space: The Final Frontier of Profit?”, 2-13, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059350409331536.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
Perhaps the most important factor is the empowerment of youth over the graybeards now running the show. The average age of the engineers who built Apollo was 28; the average age in the aerospace workforce is now over 50. Young doers have less to risk when proposing bold solutions. This is not to say that the government will have no role in the next 50 years in space. Governments will retain the critical work of pure science, and of answering some of the biggest unknowns: Is there life on Mars, or around other stars? Governments will play the important role of big customer as they get out of the operations business. Private industry routinely takes technologies pioneered by the government—like air mail, computers and the Internet—and turns them into affordable, reliable and robust industries.

Having the government pay for NASA is absurd

Cleavelin 11(Cade, writer of The Maneater, newspaper at University of Missouri, 1-21, “In The Private Sector, Space Will Pay For Itself”, http://www.themaneater.com/stories/2011/1/21/private-sector-space-will-pay-itself/)

NASA is funded primarily by taxpayer money, which at this point in the game is entirely nonsensical. The vast majority of the American public has no practical interest in space exploration, so why must they devote their money to something that really will not conceivably benefit them in any direct way? The truth is that space flight has no direct effect on most people. Those opposed to the universal healthcare bill take their stance because they rightly feel they should never have to pay into something that is, for all of their personal intents and purposes, erroneous and arbitrary. For space exploration, the same principle applies. Taxpayer money just isn’t secure enough to guarantee the health and longevity of space agencies. It’s a hard truth that any large undertaking, such as space exploration, can only flourish when something as nominal as funding is not an issue. 

Link – SpaceX

US government saves money by letting companies help with NASA missions

Buzzle 10 (Buzzle,“Will Nasa Space Flights Be Privatized?”,6-8, http://www.buzzle.com/articles/will-nasa-space-flights-be-privatized.html)
Given that the contract was awarded in 2006 – during the Bush administration – it’s interesting that SpaceX is now being used as an example of how President Obama’s proposal of scaling back NASA could work. By privatizing aspects of space flight and exploration, the U.S. government could conceivably cut spending that is currently devoted to NASA and its sub-agencies. Of course, the far more likely outcome is that the U.S. government will fall into the same spending traps that always seem to occur when it begins outsourcing its most important functions to private sector corporate behemoths. Spending will likely spiral out of control while lobbyists and lawmakers become career puppets for the companies that are ultimately controlling decisions at the highest levels of government. From a technological standpoint, however, it’s difficult to argue with the advantages that the private sector could offer in terms of improving space flight. SpaceX recently completed a successful launch of a 154-foot, 735,000 pound rocket from Cape Canaveral, which ended with a payload capsule reaching its target orbit approximately 150 miles above the earth. This test flight was the culmination of nearly four years of testing and development and was highly successful by all accounts.

SpaceX can help NASA program

New York Times 10 (Adding Rocket Man to His Resume” 2-15, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/16/science/16elon.html), 

The coming debate over the future of the American space program will, in no small part, revolve around this question: Should the United States hire Elon Musk, at a cost of a few billion dollars, to run a taxi service for American astronauts? That is the chance that Mr. Musk, 38, and his eight-year-old company, SpaceX, have been waiting for. Mr. Musk promises that SpaceX will be able to provide space trips aboard its Falcon 9 rockets at $20 million a seat — a small fraction of the cost of a ride on the space shuttles or the Russian Soyuz rocket. And Mr. Musk, says he could do it in two or three years once he signs a contract with NASA “Really, the whole purpose of SpaceX from the beginning has been human spaceflight,” Mr. Musk said last June to a blue-ribbon panel reviewing NASA’s human spaceflight program. When he started SpaceX in 2002, Mr. Musk was an Internet entrepreneur who had made his fortune with PayPal. SpaceX now has nearly 900 employees. It successfully launched a small Falcon 1 rocket into orbit in 2008, and successfully deployed a satellite last year. It has a $1.6 billion contract with NASA to bring supplies to the International Space Station in its larger Falcon 9 rocket. “I absolutely believe he can do everything he says he can,” said Peter H. Diamandis, founder and chairman of the X Prize Foundation, which seeks to encourage space development through technology contests. “I’m a fan of the approach that SpaceX has taken”

Obama already dependent on companies to help out with space

Scientific American 10 ( Phased out: Obama’s NASA Budget Would Cancel Constallation Moon Program, 2-1, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=nasa-budget-constellation-cancel)

President Obama delivered his budget request for fiscal year 2011 to Congress on Monday, proposing sweeping changes to NASA's spaceflight program while increasing the agency's overall budget. As had been rumored for days, Obama's blueprint for NASA would cancel the Constellation program, the family of rockets and hardware now in development to replace the aging space shuttle, and would call instead on commercial vendors to fly astronauts to orbit. Since 2005 the U.S. has spent roughly $9 billion developing the Constellation program's Ares rockets and Orion crew capsule, which were originally supposed to return astronauts to the moon by 2020. By scrapping the troubled program—along with its focus on a moon landing—and leaning on the private sector, the agency thinks it will actually accelerate efforts to loft astronauts beyond low Earth orbit, the farthest reach of the shuttle. NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver declined to specify a preliminary target for exploration in a teleconference Monday afternoon but mentioned near-Earth asteroids as a potential stepping-stone on the path to ultimately exploring Mars and its moons. She also pointed out that, although NASA will relax its focus on the moon, lunar exploration remains on the table. "We're certainly not canceling our ambitions to explore space," Garver said. "We're canceling Constellation."In Monday's teleconference, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden expressed support for the budget request, saying that he was "excited" to present the president's proposal, which would add $6 billion to NASA's total outlay over the next five years. Bolden said that he and Obama agreed that Constellation was in an untenable position. "The truth is, we were not on a sustainable path to get back to the moon's surface," Bolden said. He applauded the decision to delegate the development of launch capabilities to commercial providers while, he said, "NASA firmly focuses its gaze on the cosmic horizons beyond Earth."

***Aff Answers

2AC Frontline (1/2)

1. Perm: Do both

2. NASA approves of partial privatization of space. Means no crowd out of private industries.

Dinerman 09 (Taylor, Consultant – Department of Defense and Reporter – Space Review, “NASA Approves Partial Privatization of the Space Program”, 5-11, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,519609,00.html)
Last week, acting NASA Administrator Chris Scolese told a congressional subcommittee that the agency plans to give $150 million in stimulus-package money to private companies that design , build and service their own rockets and crew capsules — spacecraft that could put astronauts in orbit while NASA finishes building the space shuttle's replacements . On Thursday, the White House ordered a top-to-bottom review of the entire manned space program, one that will be led by former Lockheed Martin CEO Norman Augustine, long considered a friend of private space ventures . Both developments show that the once-reluctant space agency and the Obama administration are ready to support commercial human spaceflight. It's a dramatic change, one that could reduce America's dependency on Russia for the next half-decade after the space shuttle program ends, and one that could kick-start a space program that some see as having stalled for 40 years. "Our government space program has become over-burdened with too many objectives, and not enough cash," says William Watson, executive director of the Space Frontier Foundation, a Houston-based group promoting commercial space activities . Watson said that allowing private companies to handle routine orbital duties could free up NASA to focus on returning to the moon and going to Mars . Scolese said that $80 million of the stimulus money will be awarded to the company that demonstrates the best "crewed launch demo" — a prototype, based on existing cargo-capsule designs, modified for humans. The agency was careful to note that the competition will be an open one. Two well-positioned spaceflight companies , SpaceX and Orbital Sciences, are seen as the leading contenders. Each already has a full line of rockets and cargo capsules ready to go , and each company's capsules can be converted to transport astronauts . Both firms were tight-lipped about their suddenly increased opportunities. Orbital Sciences didn't respond to queries; SpaceX said only that it was "encouraged by NASA's commercial crewed services initiative. " NASA quickly became much friendlier to commercial ventures . In late 2005, then-agency Administrator Michael Griffin announced that NASA was considering buying crew and cargo transportation services to the ISS from private industry . "We believe," he said, "that when we engage the engine of competition, these services will be provided in a more cost -effective fashion than when the government has to do it," Griffin said. In 2006, the first round of the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) contracts was won by SpaceX corporation of Hawthorne, Calif. , which received a contract worth $278 million, and by Rocketplane Kistler of Oklahoma City, which was supposed to get $207 million.

3. Perm: Do the plan, then the CP

4. Incentives Now

Jobes 04 (Douglas, President of Space Settlement Institute, "Will government-sponsored space programs fly?”, The Space Review, 15-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/270/1)

The major news services haven’t picked up the story yet, but Congressman Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA) has already thrown down the gauntlet for the next great space contest: a $100-million government-sponsored space prize. On October 8, Rohrabacher submitted the “Space and Aeronautics Prize Act” (HR 5336) to the U.S. House of Representatives. This legislation calls for the formation of a “Space and Aeronautics Prize” valued at up to $100 million. To claim the prize, a private group must fly a three-person spaceship of their own design to an altitude of 400 kilometers, complete three revolutions around Earth orbit, and return safely. 

5. Can’t solve industrial base – aerospace industry depends on NASA market

6. Privatization empirically fails 

Butler 10 (Katherine, Butler is a leader writer at greenopia.com and at MNN, “The Pros and Cons of Commercializing Space Travel”, http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel, 3-8)   

Further, Dinerman points out that private efforts into space have failed again and again. He refers to dozens of private start-ups that never got off the ground, let alone into space. Dinerman points to Lockheed Martin's X-33 design, which was supposed to replace the space shuttle in 1996. The design never succeeded and ultimately cost the government $912 million and Lockheed Martin $357 million. Amazon.com Chief Executive Jeff Bezos’ company Blue Origin set up the DC-X program in the early 1990s. Its suborbital test vehicle was initially successful but was destroyed in a landing accident. Dinerman claims, “The Clinton administration saw the DC-X as a Reagan/Bush legacy program, and was happy to cancel it after the accident.”

7. Doesn’t solve space leadership – need perception of NASA involvement

2AC Frontline (2/2)
8. Space privatization leads to space pollution, waste of taxpayer dollars, and privatization of any profits. 

Gagnon 03 (Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space and Senior Fellow at The Nuclear Policy Research Institute, “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict?”, 6-21, http://www.space4peace.org/articles/road_to_conflict.htm)
Three major issues come immediately to mind concerning space privatization . Space as an environment, space law, and profit in space. We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100 ,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m. p. h. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close . Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. The time as certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. The taxpayers, especially in the U. S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception, have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development (R & D). As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing privatization of space what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and lets private industry begin to make profit and control space . Thus the idea that space is a "free market frontier. " Of course this means that after the taxpayer paid all the R & D, private industry now intends to gorge itself in profits. One Republican Congressman from Southern California, an ally of the aerospace industry, has introduced legislation in Congress to make all space profits "tax free". In this vision the taxpayers won't see any return on our "collective investment. " Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone " where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction. And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more . Privatization really means that profits will be privatized . Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit . Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created . 

Privatization Fails Ext 

Private companies are too far behind- OSC mistakes prove

Berman 11 (Jessica, Associate Professor in English at UBMD and columnist for outlookseries.com, “Elon Musk, Space X: Falcon Heavy Rocket Tracking for 2012 Use”, 4-28, http://www.outlookseries.com/A0997/Science/3913_Elon_Musk_SpaceX_Falcon_Heavy_Rocket_Tracking_2012_Use_Elon_Musk.htm)
Safety is a big concern for the private rocket builders, too. Alan Stern says the companies are not cutting corners to keep costs down or to meet tight deadlines. He says they have a lot to lose if there are accidents. "If the rockets fail or the capsules have problems, that’s going to affect their future business pretty strongly; in fact it could put them out of business. And that’s a very strong motivation for any private concern," Stern said. But there have been problems. Orbital Sciences Corporation, which has a contract with NASA to deliver supplies to the space station, tried but failed in March to launch a climate satellite aboard its Taurus (XL) rocket. The $424 million payload was lost when the clamshell-like structure designed to protect the satellite enroute to orbit failed to open. It was an exact replay of the company’s 2009 mishap, when a nosecone failure doomed a $270 million carbon-observing satellite. Both Orbital Sciences and NASA are investigating the twin accidents. In the meantime, the company is continuing work on its Taurus II, an expendable medium class rocket that’s designed to deliver cargo to the International Space Station from a launch pad at NASA’s Wallops Island. Facility in Virginia.

Government subsidies to private industries fail. 

Kaufman 72 (Richard, Ph. D. Korean War Veteran and Economist, “MIR Ving the Boondoggle: Contracts, Subsidy, and Welfare in the Aerospace Industry”, 5-1, http://www.jstor.org/pss/1821554)
The dynamic of this relationship has had a profound impact on the expectations and performance of both sectors. Government-aerospace interlocks, the virtual elimination of competition, and government dependency on its industrial base have been accompanied by a serious weakening of standards of public accountability and efficiency. In fact, most of the incentives in the topsy-turvy world of military procurement are to increase costs. Studies of individual firms and the industry, and comparisons with its European counter-parts, reveal U. S. aerospace contractors to be highly inefficient. The results have been numerous performance failures, huge cost overruns, and extensive schedule slippages. Congressional proponents of larger military budgets are now wondering whether we may be pricing ourselves out of the business of national security. 

Private sector cannot meet expectations

Dinerman 11 (Taylor, Writer for The Space Review, Wall Street Journal, National Review, and Ad Astra “Space: The Final Frontier of Profit?”, WSJ, 13-2, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059263418508030.html)

President Barack Obama's proposed plan for NASA bets that the private sector—small, entrepreneurial firms as well as traditional aerospace companies—can safely carry the burden of flying U.S. astronauts into space at a fraction of the former price. The main idea: to spend $6 billion over the next five years to help develop new commercial spacecraft capable of carrying humans. The private sector simply is not up for the job. For one, NASA will have to establish a system to certify commercial orbital vehicles as safe for human transport, and with government bureaucracy, that will take years. Never mind the challenges of obtaining insurance. Entrepreneurial companies have consistently overpromised and under-delivered. Over the past 30 years, over a dozen start-ups have tried to break into the launch business. The only one to make the transition into a respectably sized space company is Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va. Building vehicles capable of going into orbit is not for the fainthearted or the undercapitalized.

Privatization Fails Ext

Prizes fail-too risky

Macauley 04 (Molly, Senior Fellow- Recources for the Future, “Advantages and Disadvantages of Prizes in a

Portfolio of Financial Incentives for Space Activities”, 15-7, http://keionline.org/misc-docs/RFF_CTs_04_macauley.pdf

Much of the preceding discussion has emphasized the historical success of prizes but they have some disadvantages. These include: - no provision for up-front cash flow to defray expenses; - duplication of research effort if many individuals or groups compete; - uncertainty about whether the innovation can succeed; and - delays in the pace of innovation if a lot of time elapses before it is determined that there are no winners. In addition, prizes are unlikely to meet other social objectives that government sponsorship in general, or NASA sponsorship in particular, has traditionally pursued. For example, prizes do not necessarily further these goals that NASA has frequently set forth as success measures in its R&D policy: - increase the number of academic researchers; - increase the number of scientists and engineers; - create jobs. 8 - influence political support by way of job creation; - broaden the participation of traditionally underrepresented groups in science and technology; and - prop up a particular supplier or group of suppliers to ensure choice (say, to ensure that a range of capacities is available in space transportation by dividing business among companies that offer different classes of vehicle lift) In addition, there are some disadvantages of government-sponsored prizes compared with privately sponsored prizes: - Government typically cannot commit to funding beyond a fiscal year, thus limiting the timing of the prize competition and cutting short the time that might be required for the technical achievement it awards. - Any uncertainty about whether the prize will actually be awarded due to government budgets or changes in administration will weaken if not eliminate incentives to compete. - Intellectual property rights to the achievement may need to reside with the competitor to induce participation, even though the taxpayer, by financing the prize, could fairly claim rights. 

Privatization can’t solve- government bureaucracy 

Butler 10 (Katherine, Butler is a leader writer at greenopia.com and at MNN, “The Pros and Cons of Commercializing Space Travel”, http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel, 3-8)   

Taylor Dinerman is a member of the board of advisers of Space Energy, a company working on space-solar-power concepts, and a regular columnist for thespacereview.com. As he explained in his “con” article to the WSJ, the private sector is not up for the job. He thinks Obama’s proposal to spend $6 billion over the next five years in conjunction with the private sector will never take off. Primarily, Dinerman believes the government’s bogged-down bureaucracy will hinder any collaboration. Obtaining proper insurance is also an obstacle on the road to space.

Private sector fails – too expensive and experimental

Foust 2/15/10 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Commercial space takes center stage”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1566/1)

The Obama Administration’s shift in direction for NASA has been criticized primarily on two fronts: that it strips from NASA specific goals and deadlines for human exploration beyond low Earth orbit (LEO), and that it relies too strongly on the private sector. Even some conservatives who might normally be receptive to the privatization of government programs have expressed opposition to NASA’s shift in direction. “It would be swell for private companies to take over launching astronauts,” wrote conservative commentator Charles Krauthammer in his latest column on Friday. “But they cannot do it. It’s too expensive. It’s too experimental.”

Privatization hurts innovation and leadership

Wu 4/15/10 – chairman of the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation (David, “Debate: Obama's Space Privatization Plan Is a Costly Mistake”, http://www.aolnews.com/2010/04/15/debate-obamas-space-privatization-plan-is-a-costly-mistake/)
The Constellation program is not perfect. But putting all of our eggs in a private-sector basket is simply too risky a gamble. If the president's plan is implemented, we would be jeopardizing our nation's lead in space exploration, and we would be jeopardizing our children's future. The space program encourages us to reach for the stars in both our dreams and our actions. It helps drive innovation, and it challenges us to find creative solutions to technological challenges. Moreover, it inspires America's next generation of scientists and engineers to pursue their passions -- something we must have if our nation is to compete in the 21st century global economy. The president's plan to privatize our spaceflight program will hinder our nation's ability to remain at the forefront of human achievement for generations to come. We must reconsider.
Privatization Fails Ext
Privatization ends with failure – no tech breakthroughs

McGowan 6/8/09 – worked at NASA Ames Research Center as a contractor and is active in the Mars Society (John, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1)

A number of modern business practices, common in high technology business, are incompatible with the general pattern of major breakthroughs. This is not to say that these business practices will always prevent a breakthrough, but in general there is a serious conflict. For this reason, private sector attempts to achieve cheap access to space are likely to continue to fail. To succeed, public, private, and public/private attempts to achieve cheap access to space must consider carefully the cost and duration of trials. Most major breakthroughs have involved hundreds to thousands of trials. The total cost and schedule is thus driven by the cost and duration per trial. Thus, technologies and approaches with high per-trial costs and durations are likely to fail, even if they otherwise seem promising, absent very heavy funding. Thus, efforts to achieve cheap access to space need to look closely at traditional methods such as scale models for affordable research and development of space access. The private sector needs to develop funding and management mechanisms that are consistent with the longer time frame of major breakthroughs. The issue is not necessarily one of money. At least historically, major breakthroughs have sometimes been made on small budgets. It is not clear that this cannot be done with space access. However, these breakthroughs usually take a long time and involve numerous frustrating failures. Sharply lowering the per-trial cost can help make this process more acceptable. As a practical matter, it can be rather difficult to sensibly manage a process that usually involves long periods of repeated failures.

Private sector fails – not experienced in space development

McGowan 6/8/09 – worked at NASA Ames Research Center as a contractor and is active in the Mars Society (John, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1)

One might sensibly ask where the working prototypes come from today? With the sharp increase in government support for research and development during and following World War II, the nominal private sector has frequently been able to rely on the government for the development of working prototypes of new technologies. Indeed, Silicon Valley, often cited as a shining example of free market capitalism, in part grew out of government spy satellite programs at Moffett Field. Similarly, the Internet and the World Wide Web were developed to the advanced prototype stage—really a working system—entirely with government funding by DARPA, NSF, CERN, and several other government agencies. A range of favorable legislation such as the Bayh-Dole Act have made it easy for private businesses to license the fruits of government research and development programs on excellent terms. What this means is that “private” high technology investors and entrepreneurs such as Elon Musk and Jeff Bezos often have negligible experience with the research and development of core technologies comparable to rocket engines. This differs from iconic historical inventors like James Watt and the Wright Brothers. Institutional investors such as venture capital funds also have little experience evaluating, funding or managing the sort of research and development of core technologies that is probably required to achieve cheap access to space.

Privatization - Solvency Deficits 

Private Sector Wants Profit- Not Technology 

Effective Papers 11 (“Research Paper on Space Exploration”, Effective Papers, 16-4, http://effectivepapers.blogspot.com/2011/04/research-paper-on-space-exploration.html)

As with every positive viewpoint in a debate, there must be a negative perspective. Some believe that putting scientific research into the hands of business is a step in the wrong direction. There is a fear that private industry's objective for space exploration will focus on the pursuit of profit rather than the pursuit of knowledge and development. Continuing with that theory, privatization could lead to commercialization. Space could become polluted with advertisements. Hasty business ventures might occur without weighing all the possible long-term effects.  Privatization of NASA is not the cure-all solution. Although it may help relieve federal expenditure, new problems will surface. Completely turning over operations from NASA to private businesses will compromise safety and other important engineering concerns for the sake of profit. 

CP doesn’t solve – federal government is uniquely key to save the economy

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

Those Congressional concerns about commercial crew were on display Thursday on Capitol Hill, starting with a press conference Thursday morning by eight members of Congress from the Houston area. The eight appeared with Annise Parker, the new Democratic mayor of Houston, who had been in Washington last week to lobby for, among other issues, NASA, given concerns about the effect the cancellation of Constellation will have on the Johnson Space Center there and, in turn, the regional economy. Parker and the members of Congress referenced commercialization several times during the 40-minute press conference, suggesting that while they were not opposed to the concept, they didn’t think it should replace government-led efforts at this time. “This is not an attack on private sector participation in spaceflight,” Parker said. “We believe that the private sector can add innovation and can be a partner, but we believe that the United States needs to be the lead in this effort.”

CP doesn’t solve – commercial sector lack time and money

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

John Culberson (R-TX), a fiscal conservative not normally supportive of big government programs, defended Constellation, likening commercialization of crew transportation to privatization of the Marines. “It is as inconceivable to me that the president would privatize the Marine Corps and hand over their job to the private sector as it is to imagine the closing down of America’s manned space program,” he said. He even considered it something of a national security risk: “If the private sector exclusively owns access to space, who owns the technology? They’d have the right to sell it to any nation on the face of the Earth?” (Not easily, thanks to the export control regime that covers space technology in the US today.) “Imagine if America had to hitch a ride on a commercial vehicle,” he continued. “If the private sector and the Chinese and Russians control access to space, they could charge us whatever they want.” That afternoon, a Senate hearing delved into the issues of commercial spaceflight. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX), ranking member of the full Senate Commerce Committee, expressed support for commercial human spaceflight in general, but did not believe NASA should solely rely upon it yet. “I think in the end that we will have commercial capabilities, but I think this gap [in human space access] is too important to rely on just commercial,” she said, referring to her efforts to extend the shuttle program beyond its planned retirement this year (see “Shuttle supporters’ last stand?”s, The Space Review, March 15, 2010). At the hearing, which featured a broad range of current and former government officials as well as aerospace company executives, some witnesses expressed skepticism that commercial providers could provide crew transportation on the timescales proposed, or do so cost effectively. “It may be that the complexity of developing a new government crew space transportation capability, and the difficulty of conducting spaceflight operations safely and reliably, it is not fully appreciated by those who are recommending the cancellation of the present system being developed by NASA, and the early adaptation of the presently non-existent commercial government crew delivery alternatives,” former astronaut Tom Stafford, a veteran of Gemini and Apollo, noted in his prepared testimo

Privatization Bad – Ethics

Privatization of space exploration causes ethical concerns- empirically proven

Livingston 99 (David M., adjunct professor at Golden Gate University, “The Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/the_ethical_commercialization_of_outer_space.shtml 8-14)

Some high profile large industries of today readily serve as examples of why there are ethical concerns about exporting the business models of the late twentieth century from Earth to space. A few of these industries are the medical insurance companies, tobacco companies, the film and motion picture industry, and the automobile companies. It is our past negative experiences with companies in these industries that give rise to our concerns and doubts about our ethical business behavior at the corporate level. For example, it is difficult to accept corporate decisions, though they may be designed to enhance the bottom line of the corporation which is what they are supposed to do, which harm and in some cases kill people because to do otherwise would have cost the corporation more in expenses or reduced its profits from the activity in question. It is even more difficult to accept these decisions when corporate executive pay and benefits are continually increased as a reward for driving the company to a continually improving financial status when the executives know and approve of the decisions that do harm to people, even people that are the loyal customers of the company. The above examples are mentioned because they serve to remind us that without an ethical orientation to the conduct of one's business, people can be made to suffer extreme harm as business decisions often have the power to touch most people's lives. However, not all ethical concerns about businesses in space are derived from type of examples just cited. Ethical issues can also arise as a result of the conduct of the business or the management, or just "worries" about such potential conduct. In this latter category, the founder and CEO ofSpaceDev[image: image1.jpg]


, Inc. of San Diego, Jim Benson[image: image2.jpg]


, an individual who is deservedly at the forefront of launching new commercial space businesses, can serve as an example. Mr. Benson is an important and capable leader in commercializing outer space, but some of his statements describing what the early period of the new commercial space industrialization will look like foster concern for the ethical issues. Perhaps the best example of this comes from an interview with Benson in the Oct. 26-Nov. 2, 1998 issue of The New Yorker magazine regarding space commercialization as discussed at Space98, an international space conference held in Albuquerque, New Mexico in April 1998. Benson, who was both an important speaker and participant at Space98, said in reference to a question about the establishment of space colonies that "these colonies are going to grow like boom towns. There is going to be no planning. It will be an economic workhouse. You're going to wind up with prostitutes in space and blue-collar workers and office workers, and people are going to die, they are going to be killed, and we are going to find places to squeeze people into some tuna cans up there." Benson was also featured in the PBS special, Voyage to the Milky Way. Addressing both his business plans for landing on an asteroid and his important drive for private property rights in space, Benson again was thought provoking when he said: We are going to say that this was a private company and it was privately financed. And we landed on that little planetary body and we are going to claim that we own that body. I think it is extremely important to create a precedent for private property rights in space. If we make that claim, we will have some justification or some standing because we took the risk, we paid the money, we flew our spacecraft, and we analyzed the content and the value of that asteroid. We landed on it. It's ours.[7] Regardless of whether statements such as these turn out to be nothing more than harmless rhetoric once businesses start operating in space, the key issue still to be resolved for these emerging commercial space businesses is whether they will be compatible with an eventually acceptable definition and standard for high ethical and moral business conduct. Answering this question will not be easy as we have already pointed out. Disproving the premise of the 1981 movie, Outland, that "Even in space, the ultimate enemy is man!" may yet be the primary challenge we face as we transition to an extraterrestrial species, starting with our off-world businesses.
Privatization Bad – UN Credibility

Privatization of space violates the Outer Space Treaty, crushing UN credibility. 

Scheffran 05 (Jurgen, Senior Research Scientist in the Program in Arms Control, Disarmament and International Security (ACDIS) of the University of Illinois, “Privatization in Outer Space: Lessons from Landsat and Beyond”, nd, http://books.google.com/books?id=kBMuSdPpLXkC&pg=PA79&lpg=PA79&dq=Privatization+and+outer+space+and+time&source=bl&ots=HQIK4gTWpi&sig=4k6QGsU4uJeOo8qN_amEIWycN_U&hl=en&ei=PhjwTZn8C8TDgQeO0oGVDw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBkQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=Privatization%20and%20outer%20space%20and%20time&f=false)
Contrary to both military and private appropriation of space resources, outer space is cast as a ‘common heritage of mankind' which should not be subject to conflict or private ownership (Wolter, 2003). These principles are enshrined in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty (OST) in which parties agreed to keep space for peaceful purposes and defined the legal framework governing property rights in space. The exploration and use of space ‘shall be carried out for the benefit - in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree in of economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of all mankind.’ Space including the Moon and other celestial bodies, ‘is not subject to national appropriation' (Schrogl, 2001). In addition, the Moon Treaty of 1973, which only nine nations have ratified, requires ‘equitable sharing by all states' parties in the benefits derived from those resources'. Both treaties establish the ‘rights of future generations and they empower states as the principal actors in space, providing serious impediments to space exploration, colonization , and mining.

United Nations credibility is key to prevent nuclear war.

Phoenix Local News 11 (Credibility of Key UN Disarmament Forum at Risk if Deadlock Persists, Ban Warns”, 1-26, http://phoenix-local-news.blogspot.com/2011/01/credibility-of-key-un-disarmament-forum.html)
Indeed, there appears to be a disconnect between the Conference on Disarmament and the recent positive developments in the field of disarmament and non-proliferation," he added, referring to the new nuclear arms reduction treaty between the United States and Russia and the successful review held in 2010 by the parties to the Nuclear Non -Proliferation Treaty (NPT). "This should not be another year of business-as-usual," he told delegates, urging them to overcome their differences and start substantive work in 2011. "The continued deadlock has ominous implications for international security," warned the Secretary-General. "The longer it persists, the graver the nuclear threat – from existing arsenals, from the proliferation of such weapons, and from their possible acquisition by terrorists. " Established in 1979 as the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum of the international community, the CD – as the Conference is known – primarily focuses on cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament , prevention of nuclear war , and prevention of an arms race in outer space , among other things. 

***Politics Answers
Government Popular - Generic

Government-funded Constellation has the support of members with financial stakes

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

NASA has maintained a monopoly on dictating the design and performance characteristics of manned vehicles ever since. The Space Shuttle, ISS, and proposed Constellation vehicles are the post-Apollo examples. The Obama Administration proposes letting the private sector take the lead on developing a post-Shuttle system for getting astronauts to and from LEO, using NASA technology and expertise as needed. Instead of managing a new human vehicle program, NASA will act as a government buyer seeking a service from the private sector. This may seem like a subtle difference, but it marks a profound change to the way NASA has managed its human spaceflight programs over the past fifty years. This aspect of Obama’s new space policy is generating the greatest resistance among entrenched government interests (particularly members of Congress who represent districts with a significant financial stake in Constellation). Thousands of NASA and NASA-contractor jobs will be lost if Constellation is de-funded to make way for private space vehicles.

Privatization is unpopular and destroys industrial base 

Smith 00 (Julie, “Star trek, the next generation” Globe and Mail, 1-1, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/)  

For residents of Brevard County, an hour's drive from Orlando, the demise of the shuttle program leaves a gap the private sector won't fill. SpaceX builds its Falcon 9 rockets in California; Orbital Sciences, which has a $1.9-billion (U.S.) contract with NASA, builds its rockets in Virginia. Besides, unmanned, single-use launch vehicles aren't nearly as hungry for manpower as the shuttle, which had to be partially disassembled and refurbished before each mission.  Once the shuttle Endeavour returns from her final mission this spring, an estimated 7,000 NASA employees and contractors will be out of work. Factor in subcontractors and related industries, and as many as 20,000 jobs will disappear. For now, NASA has no big-ticket program to replace the shuttle, either. Hopes of a partial reprieve were dashed last year when Barack Obama axed the Constellation program, which was supposed to return Americans to the moon on a new generation of mega-rockets. To some, it seems like history repeating itself: When the Apollo program shut down in 1975, the regional population dropped by 10,000.
Government Popular - Bipartisan

Privatization unpopular with Congress

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

When the White House unveiled its new plan for NASA last month as part of its 2011 budget proposal, presumably they knew to expect some opposition from Congress, particularly from those representing districts and states that benefitted from Constellation. Perhaps, though, they thought they could win some support from across the aisle for one aspect of the plan: development of commercial systems to ferry astronauts to low Earth orbit. After all, the logic likely went, Republicans have long supported free enterprise and efforts to turn government programs over to the private sector; surely they could support this? That hasn’t been the case. By and large Republicans and Democrats alike have expressed skepticism at best—and dismay and even outrage at worst—about that aspect of the plan, despite its endorsement by, among others, former Republican House speaker Newt Gingrich and former House Science Committee chairman Robert Walker. In Congressional hearings since the plan’s announcement only Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA), long an advocate for space commercialization, wholeheartedly endorsed development of commercial crew capabilities. With a new set of hearings coming up this week by powerful House and Senate appropriators, it is still an open question whether that aspect of the plan can survive a bruising battle in Congress over the next several months.

Private companies unpopular with Congress – Shelby and dependability

Thompson 5/23/11 – Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute and Chief Executive Officer of the private consultancy Source Associates (Loren, “What NASA Risks By Betting On Elon Musk’s SpaceX”, http://blogs.forbes.com/beltway/2011/05/23/what-nasa-risks-by-betting-on-elon-musks-spacex/)

The new emphasis on non-traditional suppliers at NASA has not been warmly received in Congress, where half a century of doing space the old way has spawned powerful constituencies. Republican Senator Richard Shelby of Alabama, a key player in the space appropriations process, warned last year that NASA had no analytic foundation for its faith in commercial launch solutions, and therefore was in danger of repeating the same over-reliance on market sources in the civil space program that crippled military space plans in the 1990s. Other legislators wondered why an administration that had so little faith in market solutions for meeting other national needs such as energy and healthcare could be so sure that commercial launch providers were a safe bet for keeping the space station in business. Some critics spun conspiracy theories about links between Musk and the administration, citing his sponsorship of one of the Obama inaugural balls. In fact, opposition to the new space strategy has grown so widespread that the jobs of both NASA Administrator Bolden and his key deputy — a vociferous proponent of commercial space companies — are now said to be in jeopardy.

Privatization faces bipartisan opposition

Powell 8/1/10 – Staff writer for the Houston Chronicle (Stewart, “Private sector's role may expand in space travel”, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/7134009.html)

The Texas congressional delegation remains highly skeptical of commercial spacecraft. "We're not saying no to the commercial guys," says Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, whose congressional district includes JSC. "But we are saying we want you to do this sequentially by proving to us that you can deliver cargo to orbit as safely and inexpensively as you claim before we start talking about manned flight operations." Adds Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, a Houston Democrat: "Commercial space is in the future - just not the near future." The spending plans underscore congressional caution. In response to Obama's request for $500 million to cover development of commercial crew capability for the fiscal year that begins Oct. 1, the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation authorized $312 million. It offered Obama only $1.3 billion of the $3.3 billion he requested over the next three years. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Dallas, says she does not want to surrender the entire NASA program to untested companies yet because "it is too big a risk." The House Committee on Science and Technology was even more skeptical, offering up $164 million for next year - $100 million as loan guarantees. Over the next three years, the panel offered Obama $450 million in spending and loan guarantees, compared with the $3.3 billion he wanted.

Government Popular - GOP

Republicans won’t support commercial space

David 12/29/10 – Senior Space Writer for SPACE.com and the former editor of Ad Astra, official magazine of the National Space Society (Leonard, “Private Spaceflight Ready to Take Off In 2011”, http://www.space.com/10548-private-spaceflight-ready-2011.html)

Rand Simberg, a space policy and technology consultant and a former aerospace engineer, isn't optimistic that Republicans will get fully behind commercial space. "Despite the growing confidence in the ability of the commercial sector to do human spaceflight, the incoming Republicans may continue to wage war on the new NASA direction, in opposition to their usual stated principles of free enterprise and competition, for no reason other than it came from a weakened Obama White House," Simberg said. Overall, next year "may be the year that business-as-usual collides with budgetary reality," he predicted. Simberg said that "even the most pork-devoted politicians will have to recognize that the only way for NASA to have a viable human spaceflight program going forward is to rely on fixed-price launch contracts from new, more cost-effective providers for the now-mundane task of simply getting astronauts to orbit and back." On the suborbital front, Simberg said that 2011 may be the year that regular flights of fully reusable vehicles — both horizontal- and vertical-landing — will take off. That being the case, Simberg added, such suborbital flights "will start to develop the experience in high-tempo launch operations that will inform the eventual development of cost-effective space transport all the way to orbit."

***Miscellaneous

**Aff

Plan Popular - Bipartisan

Constellation has bipartisan support

Dinerman 9/21/09 – Consultant for Department of Defense (Taylor, “NASA’s next step: Augustine (and Obama) versus Congress”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1471/1)
The most unexpected thing to emerge from the September 15th House Science and Technology Committee hearing on the Augustine committee study was the lack of any support for the “Obama Plan” from the Democrats. One could argue that there is no such thing as the Obama Plan; but there is a budget plan and this, as far as we know, is driving the policy. Thus, not a single Democrat spoke out in favor of the NASA budget plan as it is currently constituted. They made it clear that they believe that the civil space program is seriously underfunded. Sheila Jackson Lee (D-TX) even went so far as to evoke a landscape where America’s space centers would rust away in a “Mad Max” world. This should have come as no surprise to the administration and to the new leadership at NASA. The massive bipartisan votes in favor of the Constellation plan in 2005 and again in 2008 were no accident. While it may be natural to focus on what happens in the appropriations committees, where the real money comes from, Congress as a whole has shown its strong support for this program. To ignore this is to invite a fight that will not do anyone, particularly the White House, any good.

Constellation has bipartisan support – cheaper cost 

Dinerman 9/21/09 – Consultant for Department of Defense (Taylor, “NASA’s next step: Augustine (and Obama) versus Congress”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1471/1)

The House committee, on a bipartisan and practically unanimous basis, found that since none of the other proposed programs could achieve the goals of the exploration program any cheaper than Constellation they were at a loss to understand why they were even being proposed. While the technical questions are basically irrelevant to Congress, the budget question is overwhelmingly important. The panel found that in order for Constellation or any other program to work NASA would need an extra $3 billion a year until 2014 and then a commitment to cover any increases in inflation, which they estimate to be 2.4 %. The total needed is a $12-billion increase over the next four years over and above the restrained budget that was contemplated when the committee was formed.
Plan Popular - Democrats

Space industry is targeting Democratic votes

Lasker 9/5/08 – freelance writer (John, “Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign”, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804)
Also telling is the campaign money the aerospace industry has contributed during the 2008 election cycle. Historically, the industry has given more to Republicans than Democrats - millions more. Yet as of mid-summer, OpenSecrets.org reports the aerospace industry has split its staggering total of 6.9 million dollars down the middle: half to Democrats, and half to Republicans. "We have met with every campaign staff for months now - McCain, Obama and every other campaign," Matt Grimison, AIA's communications director, told IPS. "We are casting a wide net to make sure these issues are being considered by everybody." Experts say this is because the Democratic Party currently controls Congress, as it did back in 1994. In both the Senate and the House, two Democrats chair each branch's Defence Appropriations committees. Meaning, Sen. Daniel Inouye of Hawai'i and Rep. John Murtha of Pennsylvania hold the keys to billions for future projects. "The industry is realising it needs more access to Democrats," said Massie Ritsch, communications director for the Centre of Responsive Politics, which also runs Opensecrets.org. "The Democrats control Congress, and therefore defence policy. This election is the (aerospace industry's) most Democratic since 1994."

Aff Solvency
Constellation key – alternatives are uniquely worse

Bonin, 6/6/11 – aerospace engineer and research assistant at Carleton University in Ottawa, Canada and co-founder of consortium Technologies, LLC, a company that develops terrestrial and space-based technologies (Grant, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)
While the private sector has quietly (or not so quietly) been working to address the issues of affordable and reliable access, others have struggled to address the issue at all. While NASA for its part has increasingly been embracing and assisting private initiatives in developing cheaper launch systems, there remain contingents in the agency and especially in Congress that continue to dismiss existing and emerging commercial capabilities, and who remain fixated on the belief that a heavy-lift launch vehicle (HLV) is the right and only way for human space exploration to occur. Decades of studies have called for the development of such a rocket—from the first President Bush’s Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) to the second President Bush’s Vision for Space Exploration (at least through the now defunct Constellation implementation of the Vision). But none have come to fruition since Apollo. The latest attempt at reviving heavy-lift is a congressional demand that NASA must develop a heavy-lift launcher by 2016 (which, as the Orlando Sentinel noted two weeks ago, will be “made of recycled parts of the shuttle”). Notwithstanding the fact that Congress has not authorized sufficient funds for the completion of such a vehicle, this latest attempt at forcing a large launcher into NASA’s plans will consume at least $10 billion over the next few years, and—if history is any indication—will likely result in nothing more than another paper rocket. As Lou Friedman put it here two weeks ago, “the situation in the United States with respect to [space access] is no different than if we had a space czar whose motive was to keep the country grounded. Why does it seem like we can never get a rocket policy for civil space exploration right?” (see “The dangers of a rocket to nowhere”, The Space Review, May 23, 2011) The new Space Launch System (also pejoratively termed the “Senate Launch System”) has the political benefit of sending billions of dollars to former shuttle contractors, and preserving some NASA shuttle jobs. But aside from being a jobs program, SLS can be expected to accomplish little. In the best case, it will probably fail entirely, and in so doing will merely be wasteful; but in the worst case, there is the possibility it might succeed, and lock NASA into using 1970s technology for the indefinite future, while also marginalizing the involvement of commercial launch providers. Under such conditions, a “post-shuttle era” would never really come.
No decline of space leadership without Constellation

Handberg 3/1/10 – Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida (Rodger, “Reality bites: the future of the American human spaceflight endeavor”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1576/1)
A revival of American pride and nationalism is one part of the dismay over the Obama administration’s decision to seek a different path than Constellation but it is largely submerged in the public rancor over jobs. What should comfort supporters is that no advanced state has given up their human spaceflight program yet including the Russians who economically were much worse off after the Soviet Union collapsed than the U.S. in the current economic circumstances. What is occurring is a greater awareness that sustaining a human space exploration program in absence of extreme political justification will be a more long term project. As was pointed earlier (see “The future of American human space exploration and the ‘Critical Path’”, The Space Review, January 11, 2010), space exploration efforts going forward are more likely to be vehicles for international cooperation, efforts the United States is likely to participate in fully. The reality is that the Chinese space program is moving slowly and systematically forward with little current evidence of being in a “space race” to the Moon or elsewhere. India lags behind China since their first crewed mission is still a prospect rather than a reality. The Chinese are obviously attempting to maximize their political bang for the buck from their accomplishments but they are proceeding systematically. In a sense, the Chinese benefit from the fact that the space race of sixties did so much; there is no pressure to duplicate that truncated timeline.
**Neg

Neg – Solvency Takeout

Constellation fails –doesn’t acknowledge changes

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

Constellation has been described as “Apollo on steroids.” It replicates many of the systems developed over forty years ago for the first manned Moon landings, with the intention of returning astronauts to the Moon sometime in the next decade. On the face of it, this sounds encouraging for those of us who want to see astronauts resume the journeys beyond Earth orbit that ended so abruptly with Apollo 17. But as NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver has noted, various presidents and congressional leaders have tried to “re-do” Apollo for the last forty years. Clearly they have not succeeded. Understandably, the Apollo program is deeply ingrained in the public psyche, the glorious victory of a bygone era that many wish we could aspire to again. But today’s space advocates often forget that Apollo was a unique program designed to achieve a specific political goal in the 1960s: to demonstrate the social and technological superiority of the American political system over its chief rival, the Soviet Union. The convergence of social, political, and technological forces that made Apollo possible no longer exists, and never will again. Those who decry the Obama Administration’s decision to cancel the Constellation program seem to ignore this fundamental fact. Trying to replicate the Apollo program makes about as much sense as trying to rebuild the pyramids. The emerging Obama space policy offers a new approach that acknowledges the substantial changes that have taken place in the world in the decades since Apollo. Those changes are reflected in three critical partnerships:
Constellation kills international cooperation

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

The US frequently partners with other countries and international organizations on space missions, primarily in the field of robotic exploration. Partnering in the development of manned systems has been resisted because of a belief, held deeply by many in government and among the public, that the US needs to have independent human access to space to maintain its status as a world power. If the Russians and Chinese can send people into orbit, so the reasoning goes, the US must as well, or risk being perceived as a declining power on the world stage. This argument has many adherents, and is not without merit. But a distinction must be made between a capability for launching people into orbit and sending them on missions far beyond Earth. If for no other reason than the enormous expense involved in human deep space missions, international cooperation on many levels will be necessary for expanding human presence into the solar system. The US will maintain its own fleet of vehicles for getting to LEO (built by the private sector, in the Obama plan) but journeys into deep space will be an international effort. In the Obama space policy, foreign nations will be given, for the first time, the opportunity to develop systems on the “critical path” for exploration beyond LEO. This is a potentially profound change in the course of human exploration, much of which has been driven by specific national goals and interests
Earth Science Link

Space exploration trades off with space science – zero sum

Handberg 3/1/10 – Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida (Rodger, “Reality bites: the future of the American human spaceflight endeavor”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1576/1)
With the Obama Administration’s announcement of their future policy regarding the American human spaceflight program, the new reality is that the United States will be on a slower track toward humans exploring the solar system. Since the space program’s inception, human exploration has dominated the agency’s agenda despite the obvious success of robotic or unmanned space science missions. Developing a synergism between the two strands of exploration has often been a zero sum game for the space science side of the house.

