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***META INFORMATION
Notes
A Note on Solvency:

There are not a lot of specific “AT X not solvency claim” cards, most of the evidence in the innovation solvency section answers the claims the aff will make, but they do so in a way that is brief and therefore makes it trivial to cut cards that are one sentence long. I therefore suggest that you look through the solvency cards and highlight them/tag them in an auxiliary manner that lets you read them for different situations. — Donnie
A Note on Constructing Your CP Text:

The Prizes CP is best suited for affirmatives that pick a technology and have the US develop/deploy it. For example:

Plan: The United States federal government should develop lunar mining capabilities.

CP: The United States federal government should offer a substantial monetary prize for the first private entity that successfully demonstrates successful lunar mining capabilities.

You can also read the counterplan against other cases. For example:

Plan: The United States federal government should commit to developing four satellites for space based solar power.

CP: The United States federal government should offer a substantial monetary prize to the first private entity that successfully develops a technology that captures clean energy from space to generate terrestrial electricity. 

In these cases, the CP will not “pick a winner” (like SPS) but will instead provide a prize for developing any technology that meets the standards/goal. When writing the counterplan text against these cases, it is important to read their solvency cards and identify the goal that their authors say the particular technology they have chosen will achieve. 
The other two counterplans in the file can be used as additional planks to the prizes counterplan when appropriate. Basically, they will help generate uniqueness for your innovation and other net-benefit arguments. 
Further development of the generic “space privatization good” position is available from other labs’ files and/or will be available in a future file from RBDD.
***1NC

1NC—Monetary Prize Counterplan
The United States federal government should offer a substantial monetary prize to the first private company that develops and deploys technology that can <aff> 

The counterplan solves the case better than the plan—the private sector can innovate faster and more efficiently than can the government—this is an internal link turn to the aff.  

Garmong 4 (Robert Garmong, Ph.D. in philosophy, is a writer for the Ayn Rand Institute in Irvine, CA. The Institute promotes the philosophy of Ayn Rand, author of Atlas Shrugged and The Fountainhead.  “Privatize the Space Program” http://rationalargumentator.com/issue20/privatizespace.html //Donnie)

After years of declining budgets, public apathy, and failed missions, NASA has gotten a big boost from the Bush Administration's recent promises of extravagant missions to permanently settle the moon and eventually explore Mars. No one knows what it would cost, but a similar idea in 1989 was estimated to cost up to $500 billion. Rather than lavishing money on new missions of dubious value, President Bush should consider a truly radical solution for America's moribund space program: privatize it. There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their thinking and judgment. Yet by placing the space program under governmental funding, we necessarily place it at the mercy of governmental whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals. The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing constituencies, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors—which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments—which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well. Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them—but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf. There is reason to believe that the political nature of the space program may have even been directly responsible for the Columbia disaster. Fox News reported that NASA chose to stick with non-Freon-based foam insulation on the booster rockets, despite evidence that this type of foam causes up to 11 times as much damage to thermal tiles as the older, Freon-based foam. Although NASA was exempted from the restrictions on Freon use, which environmentalists believe causes ozone depletion, and despite the fact that the amount of Freon released by NASA's rockets would have been trivial, the space agency elected to stick with the politically correct foam. It is impossible to integrate the contradictory. To whatever extent an engineer is forced to base his decisions, not on the realities of science but on the arbitrary, unpredictable, and often impossible demands of a politicized system, he is stymied. Yet this politicizing is an unavoidable consequence of governmental control over scientific research and development. Nor would it be difficult to spur the private exploration of space. Phase out government involvement in space exploration, and the free market will work to produce whatever there is demand for, just as it now does with traditional aircraft, both military and civilian. Develop a system of property rights to any stellar body reached and exploited by an American company, and profit-minded business will have the incentive to make it happen. We often hear that the most ambitious projects can only be undertaken by government, but in fact the opposite is true. The more ambitious a project is, the more it demands to be broken into achievable, profit-making steps—and freed from the unavoidable politicizing of government-controlled science. If space development is to be transformed from an expensive national bauble whose central purpose is to assert national pride to a practical industry with real and direct benefits, it will only be by unleashing the creative force of free and rational minds. Extending man's reach into space is not, as some have claimed, our "destiny." Standing between us and the stars are enormous technical difficulties, the solution of which will require even more heroic determination than that which tamed the seas and the continents. But first, we must make a fundamental choice: will America continue to hold its best engineering minds captive to politics, or will we set them free? 

1NC—NASA and Launch Counterplan
The National Aeronautics and Space Association should be recast in the model of NACA and solely research aeronautics and astronautics. All United States federal government agencies should purchase their space launch services from the private sector. 


CP is key to the free market, innovation, and preventing picking winners

Poole, MA in Engineering from MIT, 2 (2002, Robert W. Poole Jr.,  bachelor's and master's degrees in engineering from MIT, During George H.W. Bush’s administration, board member of the Vice President's Space Policy Advisory Board, worked with the Vice-President's Competitiveness Council and the White House Counsel to help develop an executive order on infrastructure privatization, Director of Transportation Studies and Trustee, Reason Foundation, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 62-63, ngoetz)

What the United States needs is a policy toward space that is consistent with free markets and limited government. That policy would focus on fostering development of space as a place to do business, to do research, to defend the country, and eventually a place to live and work. Transportation to and from space would be provided by a diversity of launch vehicles, developed competitively by a growing space-launch industry. Under this scenario, NASA would be recast in the model of its predecessor, NACA. Its job would be limited to research on aeronautics and astronautics, with the more industry-specific applied research activities paid for by the industries that derive direct benefit from that research.11

Besides recasting NASA’s overall role, the new space policy would draw on two key policies from the world of aviation. The first is the government’s use of air mail contracts. In the fledgling years of commercial aviation, following World War I, the federal government attempted to jump-start a commercial airline industry by creating and operating its own air mail service. A series of crashes put an end to that endeavor, which was replaced with the wiser policy of offering air mail contracts, at a set amount per pound of mail, to any qualified operator. By providing a guaranteed source of revenue, the air mail contract program permitted entrepreneurs to obtain financing to start up small airlines. Whereas many failed, others grew from those humble beginnings into America’s first real airlines, expanding to carry passengers and cargo other than mail. Inasmuch as the contracts were offered on the same basis to all, the government was not in the business of picking winners and losers. This kind of policy fostered precisely the kind of competition that led various entrepreneurs to try out various types of planes, routes, and business models. In many respects, the air mail contracting program laid the basis for the emergence of both the airlines and the commercial aircraft business.

Adapting this idea to space transportation would call for the government (NASA, USAF, and any other agencies needing launch services) to purchase such services from the private launch-services industry. In other words, instead of defining in great detail the specifications of a new launch vehicle (e.g., the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle—EELV), these government agencies would simply announce their willingness to pay $X per pound for payloads delivered to, say, low Earth orbit (LEO). In other words, instead of the typical government contracting model, which has failed to change the cost-plus corporate culture of aerospace/defense contractors, NASA and the other government agencies with space transportation needs would purchase launch services, just as the Post Office in the 1920s purchased mail delivery services rather than bought and operated its own air-mail planes. 
1NC—Exploration Counterplan
The National Aeronautics and Space Association should pledge to allow launch all future missions with purely commercially developed vehicles, beginning when such commercial vehicles are proven sufficiently safe and reliable. 

CP solves the aff, innovation, and free market entrepreneurship – current NASA procurement disincentives investment in a loser wrecking the private sector

Schlather,  President of ProSpace, 2 (2002, Marc Schlather,  President of Pro Space. ProSpace, a grassroots space policy organization, was founded to focus attention on Capitol Hill toward needed changes in American space policy, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” Ch. 13. The Legislative Challenge in Space Transportation Financing p. 199-200, ellipses in original, ngoetz)

The program itself is made up of four elements, all of which combine together to form the second-generation RLV program. Those elements are

1. Systems engineering and requirements: ‘‘The integrated systems engineering process will develop the detailed technical and programmatic requirements necessary to link technology and other risk reduction efforts to competing architectures. It will also be used as the basis of critical decisions regarding architecture options and system characteristics to assure proper integration of the overall program.’’12

2. Second-generation RLV risk reduction: ‘‘[T]he pursuit of programmatic and technical advances that will sufficiently reduce risks to enable a 2nd generation RLV architecture with significant private sector commitments for developing privately owned and operated commercial RLV systems. The risk reduction activities will likely include business development and planning; technology investments; advanced development activities and flight and ground experiments, including largescale, long-life demonstrations and demonstrations of low-cost operability and supportability. Investments in the 2nd generation RLV activity will be driven by industry need to assure the highest degree of competition and program success.’’13

3. Government Unique Systems: ‘‘NASA will require additional systems (e.g., crew transport vehicle, cargo carriers, rendezvous and docking systems) to meet unique government mission requirements. These elements will be integrated with commercially provided Earth-to-orbit launch vehicles and other potential commercial systems to form the complete architecture for a 2nd generation RLV system. This third program element is focused on developing and demonstrating the designs, technologies and systems level integration issues associated with NASA-unique transportation elements. This program element will likely consist of contracted efforts in combination with significant government design, development and integration activities.’’14

4. Alternative Access: ‘‘Alternative Access funding is intended to enable NASA to establish and use alternative means of access to space to the International Space Station. Alternative access could provide important benefits, including contingency capability and operational flexibility. . . . This contract provides for awards to multiple contractors with vehicles with demonstrated flight history. The Next Generation Launch Services (NGLS) contracts will also be competed and will enable launch services companies, with little or no flight history, to compete for offering launch services to NASA.’’15

SLI received a cautiously optimistic reception upon its arrival on Capitol Hill. Although it was not included in the original House version of the NASA budget, funding was included in the final FY2001 budget signed by the President.

For the next six months, however, feelings about the program deteriorated in many sectors. Of particular contention was theNASA goal of reaching a so-called ‘‘down-select’’ point in 2005, where they would choose at least two vehicle designs that would then receive all NASA launch business once they were constructed and operational. That would have a chilling effect on those systems that were not chosen, as the capital markets might view a system seen as a ‘‘loser’’ in the NASA competition as not commercially viable. In fact, as we will see later, the down-select process and its negative effect on the private sector will come much sooner than 2005. 

Ivan Bekey, a 19-year NASA veteran who now runs his own company, suggested one possible solution. He argued that NASA should pledge ‘‘to allow full and open access to launch all its future missions to purely commercially developed vehicles of any size, beginning as soon as such commercial vehicles are proven sufficiently safe and reliable. . . . This would allow freedom from the ‘requirements-driven’ process, and might result in innovative low cost solutions. Furthermore, such equal opportunity of access to the NASA market is a necessary enabling condition to entrepreneurial firms when seeking investors.’’16 

***NASA Bad
2NC/1NC—NASA bad

Tons of barriers to NASA innovation—massive amounts of fraud causing money to get leaked, bureaucratic and political inefficiencies which causes ppl who suck at their job to stay and not do anything because they used to be friends with the president and large amounts of waste to cushion paychecks, even if you somehow solved all of these problems NASA could still not innovate. 
Krombach 11 (Leah, “Public or Private: How to Save NASA” http://www.english.umd.edu/sites/default/files/interpolations/pdf/krombach1.pdf //Donnie) 
Although continued survival of NASA is essential for the reasons stated above, it cannot stay afloat the way it is currently operating. Even if NASA eliminated waste, fraud and abuse, and ran a more efficient space program by prioritizing programs and getting rid of the ones that eat up the budget, it would not be enough. In the end, Congress, which authorizes and appropriates a certain amount of money to NASA yearly to fund all its projects, has the ability to cut NASA’s funding at any time, and they do so because of the country‘s massive debt. The United States has fallen into a recession and the government has to fund hundreds of agencies who all need more money yearly; there is just not enough money to go around. Senator Richard Shelby of Alabama stated in a press conference, “If this budget is enacted, NASA will no longer be an agency of innovation and hard science. It will be the agency of pipe dreams and fairy tales" (Shelby). Senator Shelby warns that if NASA’s budget keeps getting cut, the agency will not be able to perform all of its scientific advancement, and there would be no point having NASA around at all. NASA needs to find a way to continue functioning by cutting back more of its programs. 


And, long term budgeting issues 

Krombach 11 (Leah, “Public or Private: How to Save NASA” http://www.english.umd.edu/sites/default/files/interpolations/pdf/krombach1.pdf //Donnie) 
I saw Gabriel was saddened by this statement, so I asked him how long it usually took for an idea to be made into something that could actually be sent into space. He said it could take ten years or more for something to get off the drawing board and go through testing until it could be completed and sent into space. I then asked him why it took so long. He replied that usually the deal breaker was that NASA had to wait for funding to come from the government, even when the design was finalized. Gabriel noted that a lot of projects do not even get funding for prime time after years of work. Funding could be delayed many times, or NASA would have to wait for the next time the government would allocate a new technology grant. He said he even had a project he was working on years ago that the government promised it would fund but cut funding at the last moment. He said there are so many great ideas at JPL, so much they could do, but there is just not enough money to do it all. It was this experience that led me to realize that NASA needed reform. 

Virgin Galactic proves our arg

Krombach 11 (Leah, “Public or Private: How to Save NASA” http://www.english.umd.edu/sites/default/files/interpolations/pdf/krombach1.pdf //Donnie) 
The private sector is ready to take on the needs that NASA can no longer fulfill because of budget cuts. An example of a private company is Virgin Galactic, who recently announced that its SpaceShipTwo will be ready shortly to take civilians, whom they call astronauts, into low earth orbit for the “small” price of $200,000. SpaceShipTwo will be ready to go into space commercially within the next few years (space.xprize.org). SpaceShipOne, which fueled the SpaceShipTwo project, actually won the Ansari X Prize in 2004. This ten million dollar prize was awarded to the first nongovernmental organization that launched a reusable manned spacecraft into space two times within two weeks. The whole point of this competition was to encourage the building of reusable cheap spacecraft by the private sector (space.xprize.org). There are many other private companies making advancements in space technology, and if NASA would partially privatize and give up low space orbit activities, many more companies like Virgin Galactic would immediately pop up to fill the void. 

NASA must foster competition to succeed – centralized planning prohibits marketplace trial and error 

Poole, MA in Engineering from MIT, 2 (2002, Robert W. Poole Jr.,  bachelor's and master's degrees in engineering from MIT, During George H.W. Bush’s administration, board member of the Vice President's Space Policy Advisory Board, worked with the Vice-President's Competitiveness Council and the White House Counsel to help develop an executive order on infrastructure privatization, Director of Transportation Studies and Trustee, Reason Foundation, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 57, ngoetz)

Even with its official monopoly cut back, NASA has continued to follow the centralized, one-best-way approach. Deciding that the best future vehicle would be a fully reusable cargo and people carrier, it selected Lockheed-Martin’s proposal for the X-33, precursor to a projected VentureStar shuttle-type vehicle. Despite grandiose promises of speedy development and greatly reduced launch costs, the X-33 was several years behind schedule and greatly over budget when NASA finally pulled the plug in March 2001. Meanwhile, a new generation of private start-up launch-vehicle companies struggles to amass millions of dollars in venture capital in an uncertain market, in the shadow of some $1.3 billion of taxpayers’ money lavished on Lockheed-Martin. 

In this brief history of space transportation, we see repeated many of the same patterns observable in government involvement in Earthbound transportation over the past two centuries. Here again is over exuberant political enthusiasm for a new transportation technology, with the result of pouring tax dollars into chosen projects that prove economically unviable. In fact, despite NASA’s expenditure of more than $20 billion in development costs before the Shuttle’s orbital flight, that vehicle failed to lower the cost per pound of launching payloads into orbit. Measured by that critical yardstick, continued evolution of the Saturn family of expendable launch vehicles might well have led to significantly lower costs-to-orbit than are now being achieved via the Shuttle. Moreover, the decision to subsidize shuttle launches helped to undermine the fledgling commercial space-launch market. 

Writ large in the NASA model is the central planning approach: the assumption that engineers and government planners can devise the one best way to launch payloads into space (Apollo, Shuttle, VentureStar, and so on), and that it is simply a question of pouring enough funding into the chosen model for long enough to make it succeed. Left unused by NASA is the alternative approach of creating the conditions that foster multiple, competing approaches. In the space-launch field, is reusability actually the most cost-effective approach? For large cargo payloads, might much-less-costly ‘‘industrial’ ’type launch vehicles be more cost-effective than even today’s highly reliable (but hence very costly) reusable? The best way to answer these questions is not planning studies but trial and error in the marketplace. But it is precisely that kind of competitive trial and error that the NASA central-planning approach precludes. 

***Coercion

1NC—Coercion Net-Benefit
Your involuntary theft of property for exploration is immoral and wrong. 

Pisaturo 4 (Ronald Pisaturo, writer for Ayn Rand institute, “Mars: Who Should Own It” http://www.ronpisaturo.com/mars/marswsoi.html //Donnie) 
A capitalist, private-property policy is not an alternative moral policy for the exploration of Mars; it is the only moral policy. If no private organization wants to explore Mars in the absence of government financing, then-unless there is a valid military need-Mars should not be explored. The proper, moral purpose of government is to protect the rights of its citizens-the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness-and the right required in order for these other rights to be secured: the right to property. It is not the proper purpose of government to launch its own ventures in religion nor (on the same principle that requires the separation of church and state) to engage in business, art, charity-or science. It is doubly wrong when the government in fact violates the property rights of its citizens by spending the money earned by those hard-working citizens on such ventures. 
Every invasion of freedom must be rejected
Sylvester Petro, professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, TOLEDO LAW REVIEW, p. 480.

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway I believe in only one thing: liberty. And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once. Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value, and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit. 

2NC—They Say: “Util” 

Cross-apply util to the individual: it solves their offense but does not justify coercion 

Util causes genocide, is racist, cannot predict anything, and morality is better 

Anderson 4 (Kerby, is National Director of Probe Ministries International. He holds masters degrees from Yale University (science) and from Georgetown University (government). “Utilitarianism: The Greatest Good for the Greatest Number” http://www.probe.org/site/apps/nlnet/content.aspx?c=fdKEIMNsEoG&b=4282487&ct=5517599 //Donnie)  
There are also a number of problems with utilitarianism. One problem with utilitarianism is that it leads to an "end justifies the means" mentality. If any worthwhile end can justify the means to attain it, a true ethical foundation is lost. But we all know that the end does not justify the means. If that were so, then Hitler could justify the Holocaust because the end was to purify the human race. Stalin could justify his slaughter of millions because he was trying to achieve a communist utopia. The end never justifies the means. The means must justify themselves. A particular act cannot be judged as good simply because it may lead to a good consequence. The means must be judged by some objective and consistent standard of morality. Second, utilitarianism cannot protect the rights of minorities if the goal is the greatest good for the greatest number. Americans in the eighteenth century could justify slavery on the basis that it provided a good consequence for a majority of Americans. Certainly the majority benefited from cheap slave labor even though the lives of black slaves were much worse. A third problem with utilitarianism is predicting the consequences. If morality is based on results, then we would have to have omniscience in order to accurately predict the consequence of any action. But at best we can only guess at the future, and often these educated guesses are wrong. A fourth problem with utilitarianism is that consequences themselves must be judged. When results occur, we must still ask whether they are good or bad results. Utilitarianism provides no objective and consistent foundation to judge results because results are the mechanism used to judge the action itself. 

***Hegemony 

1NC—Hegemony Net-Benefit
Private corporations are key to heg—catch up and reduced costs 

Flanigian 7 (James, is a business columnist for the New York Times, Los Angeles Times and other publications, has covered national and international business and economics “U.S. Working to Develop and Launch Cheaper Satellites” 

 http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/15/business/smallbusiness/15edge.html //Donnie) 
Significantly, the new approach to satellites is getting a boost not just from giant aerospace corporations but from small, entrepreneurial companies. Entrepreneurs have also been behind other recent efforts to move ahead in space, including the Ansari X Prize, the $10 million competition that put a pilot in space without government financing in 2004. The efforts of the entrepreneurs are also seen as crucial to keeping the United States at the forefront of space technology as Russia, Europe and increasingly China become more technically adept. “The world is moving to new uses of space, and our technology in the United States has not progressed because of the time and expense it takes us to do a mission," said Robert Conger, vice president of Microcosm Inc., a small company that is working to perfect a low-cost launching vehicle at its factory in Hawthorne, Calif. Making launchings cheaper and quicker would benefit both the military and National Aeronautics and Space Administration because critical satellites could easily be replaced if damaged. And, proponents say, such launchings could unleash a spate of educational, commercial and scientific uses of space that are not being pursued because of expense. Not even counting the cost of a satellite itself, most space launchings now cost $30 million to $100 million. The private companies aim to reduce those costs to $4.6 million to $7 million, and one specialized space mission company is under contract to launch two satellites at a cost of $11.5 million apiece. Because of the costs and lengthy preparations for a launch, there were just 22 successful government and commercial launchings in the United States in 2006. Russia, France and other countries put 40 satellites into orbit last year. 

Great power war 

Zhang and Shi 11 (Yuhan Zhang is a researcher at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington, D.C. Lin Shi is from Columbia University. She also serves as an independent consultant for the Eurasia Group and a consultant for the World Bank in Washington, D.C.  “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry” http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/ //Donnie) 
Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy. 

2NC/1NR—CP Key to Heg 

The free market in space is key to space dominance and is more efficient – public programs fail  

Dolman, Prof of IR, 2 (2002, Everett C. Dolman, PhD in Political Science from the University of Pennsylvania, has taught international relations and international political economy at The College of William & Mary, Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville, and Berry College,  Air Force's Educator of the Year Award for 2003/0 Frank Cass Publishers, “ASTROPOLITIK: Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age,” ch: 6 pg: 145 ngoetz)

(2) Political environment: The astropolitical state must be efficiently organized for massive public technology projects (e.g., self-sustaining space station). Perhaps counterintuitively, this means liberal democratic and capitalist in character. The centrally planned economies of the twentieth century showed a fearsome ability to marshal resources and to coerce their populations into the sacrifices necessary to construct national space programs, but they were unable to sustain them at the highest levels. Related to the first dimension, and now part of the strong state/weak state literature, governments that rely on force or perceptions of efficiency for governing legitimacy (essentially authoritarian models) must expend tremendous amounts of political and monetary resources in maintaining social order (police power) or economic competence (planned production through micro-management). In the former instance, the authoritarian state gains its legitimacy by its ability to project force, that is, to protect its citizens from both internal (criminal activity) and external (foreign militaries) harm. If it cannot monitor and control its population, or cannot protect that population from foreign adventurism, it cannot justify outward expansion. In the latter case, the centrally planned economy must outperform the decentralized counterexample of the free market. Neither requirement is likely to be met in the astropolitical future. The liberal democratic state, on the contrary, receives its legitimacy from the will of the people. It should not need to expend excessive funds on social control. If its people are imbued with an astropolitical vision, they will support tremendous space program expenses without the need for the state to waste resources in forcing compliance. As to the economy, Marx recognized that free-market capitalism is the most efficient producer of wealth, and the historical record shows the folly of attempting to compete with it using other means and models. A free people committed to space exploration will generate the wealth necessary to sustain a long-term vision for space dominance. 

***Democracy 

1NC—Democracy Net-Benefit
Private sector key to democracy 

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
Now more then ever private space companies are becoming more attractive, in many areas. The next decade holds the potential for tremendous breakthroughs in areas including in-orbit satellite repair, commercially operated spafceports, asteroid mining, and space manufacturing. Many more opportunities have not even been imagined, but they are out there, needing only a new American dream—or dreamer. An unimaginable, unlimited future of opportunities lies ahead of us. However, to achieve these opportunities we must continue to enable, encourage, and facilitate space research for commercial purposes. The future of the American economy—and of democracy itself— depends on it. 
Extinction

Diamond 95, a professor, lecturer, adviser, and author on foreign policy, foreign aid, and democracy. [Larry Diamond, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, December 1995, http://wwics.si.edu/...pubs/di/di.htm] 
This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. 
***

Space Tourism 

1NC—Space Tourism Net-Benefit
The only way we will ever explore space and see it first hand is through the free market

Hudgins 4 (Edward L. Hudgins, director of The Objectivist Center, is the editor of the Cato Institute book, Space: The Free-Market Frontier. “Move Aside, NASA” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2514 //Donnie) 
One reaction to President Bush's plan for a permanent moon base and a trip to Mars is, "Great! It's about time NASA stopped going around in circles in low Earth orbit and returns to real science and exploration." Unfortunately, there's not a snowball's chance in the sun that the same agency that currently is constructing a downsized version of its originally planned space station, decades behind schedule, at 10 times its original budget, a few hundred miles up in orbit, will be able to build a station several hundred thousand miles away on the moon. If Americans are again to walk on the moon and make their way to Mars, NASA will actually need to be downsized and the private sector allowed to lead the way to the next frontier. The lunar landings of over three decades ago were among the greatest human achievements. Ayn Rand wrote that Apollo 11 "was like a dramatist's emphasis on the dimension of reason's power." We were inspired at the sight of humans at our best, traveling to another world. In announcing NASA's new mission, President Bush echoed such sentiments, speaking of the American values of "daring, discipline, ingenuity," and "the spirit of discovery." But after the triumphs of Apollo, NASA failed to make space more accessible to mankind. There were supposed to be shuttle flights every week; instead, there have been about four per year. The space station was projected to cost $8 billion, house a crew of 12 and be in orbit by the mid-1990s. Instead, its price tag will be $100 billion and it will have only a crew of three. Worse, neither the station nor the shuttle does much important science. Governments simply cannot provide commercial goods and services. Only private entrepreneurs can improve quality, bring down the prices, and make accessible to all individuals cars, airline trips, computers, the Internet, you name it. Thus, to avoid the errors of the shuttle and space station, NASA's mission must be very narrowly focused on exploring the moon and planets, and perhaps conducting some basic research, which also might serve a defense function. This will mean leaving low Earth orbit to the private sector. Thus, the shuttle should be given away to private owners. The United Space Alliance, the joint venture between Boeing and Lockheed-Martin that refurbishes the shuttle between flights, would be an obvious candidate. Let a private owner fly it for paying customers--including NASA, if necessary -- if it is still worth flying. NASA also should give up the money-draining space station, and sooner rather than later. The station might be turned over to international partners or, better still, to the mostly private Russian rocket company, Energia -- and the Western investors who were in the process of commercializing and privatizing the Mir space station before the Russian government brought it down for political reasons. If need be, NASA can be a rent-paying station tenant. NASA centers that drive up its overall budget but do not directly contribute to its mission should be shut down. If the government wants to continue satellite studies of the climate and resources or other such functions, they could be turned over to other agencies, such as EPA and Interior Department. NASA and the rest of the government should contract for launch services with private companies, which would handle transportation to and from low Earth orbit. Contracting with private pilots with private planes is what the Post Office did in the 1920s and 1930s, which helped the emerging civil aviation sector. Further, to facilitate a strong private space sector, the government needs to further deregulate launches, export licensing and remove other barriers to entrepreneurs. Creating enterprise zones in orbit would help make up for government errors of the past. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher proposes a "Zero Gravity, Zero Tax" plan that would remove an unnecessary burden from "out-of-this-world risk-takers." NASA will also need to do business in new, innovative ways. For example, if a certain technology is needed for a moon mission, NASA could offer a cash prize for any party that can deliver it. The federal government used such an approach for aircraft before World War II, modeled after private prizes that helped promote civil aviation. Even if the federal government foots the bill for a moon base, it should not own it. Rather, NASA should partner with consortia of universities, private foundations and even businesses that are interested in advancing human knowledge and commercial activities. NASA could simply be a tenant on the base. Or consider a radical approach proposed by former Rep. Bob Walker. The federal government wouldn't need to spend any taxpayer dollars if it gave the first business to construct a permanent lunar base with its own money a 25-year exemption from all federal taxes on all of its operations, not just those on the Moon. Think of all the economic activity that would be generated if a Microsoft or General Electric decided to build a base! And the tax revenue from that activity probably would offset the government's revenue losses from such an exemption. If we're true to our nature, we will explore and settle planets. But only individuals with vision, acting in a free market, will make us a truly space-faring civilization. 

2NC/1NR—CP Key To Tourism
People want to go to space—it’s just a question of reduced costs. 

Hudgins 1 (Edward L. Hudgins, director of The Objectivist Center, is the editor of the Cato Institute book, Space: The Free-Market Frontier “Space Policy and Space Tourism” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12326 //Donnie) 
Private space travel offers one of the most promising potential space markets for the future. Surveys by the Space Transportation Association and other groups and scholars suggest that a majority of Americans would take a trip into space if they could afford it. Surveys that examine the prices individuals would be willing to pay to go into space place the value of that market at least at about $10 billion. I suspect that if the actual prospect of going into space materializes, the market would grow even larger. After all, consider the place of space in popular culture. Some 20 million people each year visit the Air and Space Museum in Washington. Science fiction movies, television shows, books and magazines are enjoyed by more than a billion people worldwide and generate billions of dollars in revenue. These figures suggest that if rides on real rockets were readily available at reasonable rates, millions more would want to go. But the high costs as well as lack of availability keep those who dream of flying in space chained to the Earth.
The CP is key to space tourism efforts 

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
Several companies are pursuing the goal of taking civilians to and through space; among the companies are MirCorp, Kelly Space & Technology, Pioneer RocketPlane, and Space Adventures, to name a few. A plethora of companies also are competing for the X Prize (see below). The companies mentioned could be from a few years to a decade from achieving their goals. The technologies are all different and all feasible; cost is the overriding barrier. Overcoming the barrier may be as simple as finding an Internet billionaire to be the ‘‘venture capital angel’’ who invests in one of the companies—though that may be difficult in today’s constrained market. Financial floodgates may open with the success, in some way, of just one of these companies. Perhaps the funds will come with an indication from the public that a large market is willing to spend huge amounts of money on space tourism. We can see the day approaching when private enterprise will act in cooperation with the federal government to begin to make space travel and tourism services publicly available. 
***Economy
1NC—Economic Growth Net-Benefit
Spurring private innovation is key to economic growth

NEC 11 (National Economic Council, Council of Economic Advisers,and Office of Science and Technology Policy “A STRATEGY FOR AMERICAN INNOVATION: Securing Our Economic Growth and Prosperity” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/InnovationStrategy.pdf //Donnie) 
The history of the American economy is one of enormous progress associated with remarkable innovation. Two hundred years ago, real income per person in America averaged four percent of what it is today,1 the average American lived for forty years, and thirty percent of children did not survive until their fifth birthday.2 Electric power, automobiles, and telephones were hardly imagined, let alone computers and air travel. There were no antibiotics or vaccines – and no understanding that germs cause disease. The word “scientist” had not yet been coined. But researchers like Isaac Newton had begun uncovering fundamental scientific foundations that would underpin two centuries of practical inventions. The U.S. Constitution empowered Congress to create effective intellectual property rights – helping add “the fuel of interest to the fire of genius,” in President Lincoln’s words. Americans later seized on the Industrial Revolution – an explosion of innovation – propelling a young country with democratic ideals to unprecedented economic heights and providing a powerful example for other nations to follow. In short, innovation is ultimately tied to America’s well-being and to our conception of the essential “American character.” Innovation – the process by which individuals and organizations generate new ideas and put them into practice – is the foundation of American economic growth and national competitiveness. Economic growth in advanced economies like the United States is driven by the creation of new and better ways of producing goods and services, a process that triggers new and productive investments. That innovation is the cornerstone of economic growth can be seen in the advance of our national industries. Entire industries were made possible only by developing and commercializing new ideas, from the 19th century advances in railways and steam power, to the later revolution of electrification and the associated development of light bulbs, radios, televisions, electric refrigeration, and air conditioners, to the modern semiconductor, computer, and biotechnology industries. These innovative sectors have consistently raised the output of our workforce, creating better-paying jobs, raising our national standard of living, and enhancing our economic strength vis-à-vis other nations. Innovation can take many forms: a new machine that improves quality and production time in factories; a new consumer electronic device or Internet-enabled application that keeps us connected with coworkers and family; a new way of organizing the workplace that increases our productivity; or a new vaccine that protects our citizens from disease. Since the 1940s, the United States has led the world in creating new industries and ways of doing business, establishing itself as the global innovation leader. But America cannot rest on its laurels. Unfortunately, there are disturbing signs that America’s innovative performance slipped substantially during the past decade. Across a range of innovation metrics – including growth in corporate and government R&D, the number of scientific and technical degrees and workers, access to venture capital, and the creation of new firms – our nation has fallen in global innovation-ranked competitiveness.3 Other nations recognize that innovation is the key to long-term economic growth and are making pro-innovation investments and adopting pro-innovation policies. Without thoughtful, decisive, and targeted actions, we cannot expect that the industries of the future will emerge and prosper in the United States. Recognizing the central role of innovation in economic growth, the Administration’s Innovation Strategy announced in 2009 emphasized several of these disturbing trends and called for renewed and enhanced investment in innovation. These efforts were substantially supported by historic investments in the Recovery Act and included large expansions in fundamental research through agencies such as the National Science Foundation, the Department of Energy’s Office of Science, and the National Institutes of Health, accelerating fundamental breakthroughs at the beginning of the innovation pipeline. Now we must build on these efforts and ensure that the private sector can be as innovative as possible so that American workers and businesses will continue to lead the world economy in the decades ahead. New initiatives will free up wireless spectrum that will facilitate private sector investment and innovation, improve the patent system, train workers for quality jobs, catalyze the private sector to meet national priorities like clean energy, and foster the entrepreneurial spirit that has always driven this country to greater heights. This Strategy for American Innovation discusses these new points of emphasis and places them within the broader framework of the Administration’s innovation policy. Americans have always seen themselves as experimenters and risk-takers. Now we must – at every level of society – encourage this pioneering spirit. In the 1800s, when farmers and blacksmiths took hammers to plows and harnesses, America was described as a “nation of tinkerers.” In the 21st century, continued economic growth depends on us being a “nation of innovators” – a nation that generates the best and brightest ideas and sees that these ideas spread through our workforce. The American people will do best when their inventive, entrepreneurial spirit is unleashed. Government policy must nurture that spirit and ensure it is not deterred.
2NC/1NR—CP Key To Economy  
A strong private sector is critical to the economy 

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
In February 2001 the FAA Office of Commercial Space Transportation released a study stating that the total economic activity of commercial space transportation was $61.3 billion (Figure 8-1). The figure included $30.9 billion generated by the manufacture of satellites and ground equipment. The report went on to say that satellite services generated $25.8 billion in economic activity.2 That ‘‘impact’’ figure went a step further to show the financial transactions that ripple throughout the economy, to include what distribution industries such as truck and air transportation add to the economic activity. Distribution industries were responsible for economic activity of $874 million because of commercial space transportation and other enabled industries.  The report concluded that the amount of the total economic impact for all of those activities was more than four times NASA’s 2001 budget of $14.8 billion. The amount generated by satellite services alone was more than twice the amount of the Department of Defense’s 1999 nonclassified space budget of $12.6 billion. The result of economic activity in the commercial space transportation and enabled industries was new jobs. Employees in all industry groups earned a total of $16.4 billion in salaries and wages. Commercial space transportation and enabled industries produced over 497,000 total jobs throughout the economy. The largest single customer for launch vehicles remains the U.S. government, which was expected to purchase about $5.5 billion of vehicles, technologies, and related services in 2001. Like much of the American aerospace industry, the American launch sector has consolidated considerably during the past 10 years. In 1990, a number of American companies had active space launch programs, with additional start-ups also pursuing vehicle development projects. Today, there are only three American launch companies— Boeing, Lockheed, and Orbital—with operational systems, with another three or four domestic start-ups trying to break into the market. Industry analyst David Thompson observes that the three remaining American rocket suppliers have carried out about ‘‘50% of the  375 launches conducted worldwide in the last 31⁄2 years. During this time, the American launch industry achieved superior reliability to Russian, Ukrainian, Japanese, and Chinese suppliers, but recently has produced a somewhat weaker record than the Europeans.’’3 
***Constitution 

1NC—Constitution Net-Benefit 

Your aff violates the constitution—Congress is not permitted to fund science projects

Gough 97 (Michael Gough is director of science and risk studies at the Cato Institute. “Don’t Lavish Funds on NASA” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6120 //Donnie) 
Even so, it’s not appropriate to spend taxpayers’ dollars on civilian science projects, no matter how exciting. In fact, the Constitution was intended to prevent Congress from spending money on anything other than the few necessary functions of the federal government specified in that document. The end of federal funding would not mean the end of space exploration. As detailed in Terence Kealey’s book, The Economic Laws of Scientific Research (St. Martin’s Press, 1996), the private sector constantly demands new knowledge and puts up the money to obtain it. For instance, the four largest optical telescopes in the country were built largely with private funds. 

This is a decision rule

Carter, 87 (Brigham Young University Law Review No. 3, p. 751-2) 
The problem with this use of our burgeoning public policy science, an inevitable one in an area of theory driven by instrumental rationality, is that the law itself is stripped of the aura of uniqueness which is assigned to it in liberal theory. The law becomes all too mutable, and is left as no more than one of the means that must be tested against its efficacy in achieving the desired end. The Constitution, which is after all a species of law, is thus quite naturally viewed as a potential impediment to policy, a barrier that must be adjusted, through interpretation or amendment, more often than preservation of government under that constitution is viewed as a desirable policy in itself. In this the modern student of policy is like the modern moral philosopher – and like a good number of constitutional theorists as well – in denigrating the value of preserving any particular process and exalting the desirable result. But constitutionalism assigns enormous importance to process, and consequently assigns costs, albeit perhaps intangible ones, to violating the constitutional process. For the constitutionalist, as for classical liberal democratic theory, the autonomy of the people themselves, not the achievement of some well-intentioned government policy is the ultimate end of which the government exists. As a consequence, no violation of the means the people have approved for pursuit of policy – here, the means embodied in the structural provisions of the Constitution – can be justified through reference to the policy itself as the end.
***Cost Savings 

1NC—Cost Savings Net-Benefit
CP is critical to reducing costs through competition 

Gough 97 (Michael Gough is director of science and risk studies at the Cato Institute. “Don’t Lavish Funds on NASA” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6120 //Donnie) 
After NASA sold the nation on the space shuttle as an inexpensive, reusable lifter, the cost of hefting a pound of payload into space, accepting NASA’s accounting, soared from $3,800 in the 1960s Apollo program to $6,000 (in constant dollars). When Alex Rowland of Duke University included the development and capital costs of the shuttle, the cost rocketed to $35,000 per pound. NASA’s costs went up when the cost of just about everything else--megabytes of computer memory, airline tickets, shipping a barrel of oil--were falling in real dollars. The difference between NASA’s rising costs and the falling costs elsewhere is that computer makers, airlines, and oil shippers are in competitive markets. Expensive as it is, the shuttle is a bust scientifically and commercially. Scientifically, can anything be gained from yet another study of the effects of weightlessness? Commercially, a few experiments killed the idea that weightless production is worth its cost.  Faced with the shuttle’s uselessness, NASA proclaimed it to be essential for building the space station. In so doing, NASA attempts to salvage what had been sold as an elegant exploration vehicle into a truck for carrying materials to a construction site. But the station, too, is a white elephant. Originally to cost $8 billion, then $40 billion, a pared-down Station was planned for $30 billion in 1993. The General Accounting Office calculates that planning, building, launching and operating the station for 10 years will cost $94 billion. In contrast, a decade ago, Space Industries of Houston proposed to build a mini-station for less than $1 billion. Such private offers should not be brushed aside in deference to NASA plans and construction. 
Savings are key to exploration 

Wooster 7 (Paul, is a Masters Candidate in Aeronautics and Astronautics at MIT “Strategies For Affordable Human Moon And Mars Exploration,” http://dspace.mit.edu/bitstream/handle/1721.1/38528/163179539.pdf?sequence=1)
NASA exploration endeavors are constrained by a funding profile that defines the amount of money that can be expended in each budget year. In proposing the Vision for Space Exploration, the White House did not project significant increases in NASA's overall budget, but instead a reallocation of existing (annual) funding within human spaceflight efforts as the Space Shuttle and Space Station programs ramp down [Bush, 2004]. While the actual level of funding in a particular year is determined through the Congressional appropriations process, estimates exist as to what will be provided to exploration in future fiscal years in order to enable program planning. Unlike commercial enterprises, NASA is unable to borrow money from financial markets in order to offset current expenses with future projected revenue (the Anti-Deficiency Act prohibits government agencies from committing the federal government to expenditures that do not have corresponding Congressional appropriations [31 USCl34I)), meaning that NASA is unable to directly use alternate financing means to navigate through the constrained exploration funding profile. In light of the budget profile available for exploration endeavors, the impact of increased affordability in exploration activities is distinct from the impact of increased afford ability in a commercial entity. While in a commercial entity cost decreases for a particular product will typically be translated into increased profit for the owners, there is no direct corollary to profit in the case of NASA. Having a decreased cost in a NASA project could allow the project in question to deliver its value earlier (assuming that the total cost is invariant with schedule), or it could provide options for increased benefit through either providing greater functionality in the project itself (increasing its cost back to the baseline value) or by opening up funding for other (possibly new) projects to provide further benefit. It is also worth noting that decreased cost may make feasible an activity that otherwise would have been infeasible under the available funding profile. The result in such a case would be a significant increase in delivered benefit (given that the activity that did not fit in the funding profile would deliver no benefit).

2NC/1NR—CP Key To Cost Savings
More ev, it saves money 

Aldrin and Jones 2 (Buzz Aldrin and Ron Jones“Changing the Space Paradigm: Space Tourism and the Future of Space Travel” pg, Donnie) 
It must be noted that while in many instances the advanced technology inherent in the aerospace industry has been successfully transferred on a selective basis to the commercial marketplace, the technology for two-stage space transport has yet to be promoted or pushed for either civil or commercial development. While there are likely many reasons for this, an important one is that there is little ‘‘new’’ technology required to build an effective two-stage architecture. Since the technology has already been developed, there is less  work for NASA employees who must be kept busy working on advanced technology projects. And since NASA is a technology development organization tasked with continually pushing the leading edge, two-stage-to-orbit transportation systems have found little favor within the agency. But should NASA’s need to always be working on an ‘‘order of magnitude’’ cost reduction for space launch systems preclude its responsibility to modernize our current antiquated launch infrastructure? Current systems were designed almost half a century ago and now inhibit the growth of commerce in space because of a prohibitive $5,000—$10,000 per pound to orbit cost of use. A modest infusion of well-understood aircraft design techniques into current systems can cut launch costs by one half to a third of today’s costs. It would seem that a wise approach to this problem would be to find a mechanism to enlist the private sector’s support to update current systems while keeping as technology development programs those ‘‘leading edge’’ technologies that will someday make single-stage-to-orbit (SSTO) a reality. 
***Politics 

1NC—CP Avoids Politics

The CP is key to the astropolitik state and will be spun to get popular support 

Dolman, Prof of IR, 2 (2002, Everett C. Dolman, PhD in Political Science from the University of Pennsylvania, has taught international relations and international political economy at The College of William & Mary, Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville, and Berry College,  Air Force's Educator of the Year Award for 2003/0 Frank Cass Publishers, “ASTROPOLITIK: Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age,” ch: 6 pg: 154 ngoetz)

The Astropolitik plan could be emplaced quickly and easily, with just three critical steps. First, the United States should declare that it is withdrawing from the current space regime and announce that it is establishing a principle of free-market sovereignty in space (along the guidelines articulated in Chapter 5). Propaganda touting the prospects of a new golden age of space exploration should be crafted and released, and the economic advantages and spin-off technology from space efforts highlighted, to build popular support for the plan. 

2NC/1NR—CP Avoids Politics
CP doesn’t link to politics – government can spin it as job-creating.

Esther Dyson, chairman of EDventure Holdings and an investor in a variety of start-ups, 2/8/2010, “Prepare for Liftoff,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/08/prepare_for_liftoff?page=0,1, Josh

Politically, the fuss is mainly about jobs that can help politicians get elected, and not about space exploration itself. The simple solution is some promise that the jobs will not be lost; they will simply be transformed. If no commercial company is willing to hire these workers, then perhaps they could retrain as teachers, an area where the United States desperately needs more scientists and technical people, or in medicine, which requires the same meticulous attention to detail. But the commercial space market will need at least some of them. President Obama and all of us who want to focus on the future should not forget how good the private sector can be at creating both jobs and opportunities. 

New budget proves there’s bipartisan support for financing private space travel.

Frank Morring Jr, Writer for Aviation Week, 2/15/2011, “NASA Wants Commercial Crew, Technology,” Aviation Week, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/awx/2011/02/14/awx_02_14_2011_p0-289550.xml, Josh

In a bid to follow President Barack Obama’s overall science and technology policy, the new budget aims to create “a sustainable program of exploration and innovation,” according to Administrator Charles Bolden’s introduction to the strategic plan that accompanies the budget request. “This new direction extends the life of the International Space Station, supports the growing commercial space industry, and addresses important scientific challenges while continuing our commitment to robust human space exploration, science and aeronautics programs,” Bolden states. “The strong bipartisan support for the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 confirms our essential role in addressing the nation’s priorities.” The government’s effort to seed private development of commercial crew and cargo transportation to the ISS and other LEO destinations would be boosted to $850 million in the fiscal year that begins Oct. 1 — up from the $612 million authorized but not appropriated in the current fiscal year.

Support for NASA doesn’t mean politicians will oppose the CP – supporters will see the CP as allowing NASA to preserve its resources.

Bart Leahy, technical writer and National Space Society member, 5/12/2006, “Space Access: The Private Investment vs. Public Funding Debate,” http://www.space.com/2401-space-access-private-investment-public-funding-debate.html, Josh

Meanwhile, in another part of ISDC, space law lecturers were discussing the best way to secure private property rights on lunar resources when a private landing happens. To settle that argument, lawyer Bill White suggested that someone should "just do it." And Peter Diamandis suggested that Mars itself could and would be settled by private citizens before NASA. He believes space enthusiasts should "give up on government." Virgin Galactic's Wil Whitehorn indicated that "It [the private sector] can't get hooked on government money." NASA's Clouded Future And yet, in the face of all this independent-mindedness, many of these same people object strongly to the cuts in NASA's space science budget and feel that the CEV, with its Shuttle-derived hardware, is not ambitious enough. Few people blame Administrator Michael Griffin for NASA's troubles, not even the more outspoken pundits like The Case for Mars author Robert Zubrin or Burt Rutan. There is widespread agreement that NASA does not have the resources to do all of the things it has been asked to do, but there is not much confidence that the political process within Washington will give NASA what it needs to succeed.

***Synoptic Delusion

1NC—Synoptic Delusion Net-Benefit
The affirmative’s attempt to order economics by means of government regulation is a synoptic delusion—their advantage claims are profoundly epistemologically suspect and should be rejected in favor of the invisible hand. 

Barry 95 (Norman, is Professor of Social and Political Theory, University of Buckingham Norman P. Barry “IN DEFENSE OF THE INVISIBLE HAND” http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj5n1/cj5n1-7.pdf //Donnie) 
The notion of the Invisible Hand must be seen as a metaphor that illuminates a continuing process ofexchange and competition between individuals which brings about a coordination ofplans and purposes. It must not be seen as a picture of an end-state of perfect equilibrium in which all plans have already meshed, since that implies the cessation of human action. The Invisible Hand image refers to an unending process of change and adjustment and not to a perfectly harmonious end-state in which incentives to change have been removed. It is because we cannot know in advance of a market process the details of the price structure of an economy in perfect equilibrium that the description of a market economy in those terms is quite misleading: It is merely a theoretical abstraction that has no necessary connection with real markets. Of all the differences that mark off abstract equilibrium models from existing markets it is the omnipresence of ignorance and uncertainty that is most germane to real markets. Because market transactors are necessarily ignorant of most of the facts of the economic universe, all oftheir actions are speculative; they make guesses about a necessarily unknowable future, Fromthis it follows that they cannot be passive price-takers responding automatically to a given set of data, but are active makers of various futures. Economic activity consists of continually exploiting price differences that exist in a necessarily imperfect world. It is this, of course, that constitutes profit, a phenomenon which is absent from an equilibrium world. Yet if there were no possibility of profit there would be nothing to drive the system toward equilibrium. In Hayek’s instructive phrase, the market is a “discovery procedure” by which transactors adjust to ever-changing ciTcumstances, rather than an “allocative device” by which means are somehow mechanistically directed to the production of given ends, We can now see how genuine market competition differs from the ersatz version described in “perfectly competitive equilibrium” models. As Frank Knight said, “in perfect competition there is no competition.” If there are no mistaken prices to correct, as is the case with perfect competition, there is no opportunity for the intense rivalry that characterizes economic action to manifest itself and no need for entrepreneurship to play its coordinating role.’4 In economics the point of the Invisible Hand theorem is to show how there can be order without a designing mind and without anyone intending specifically to produce such an order. Hayek’s famous observation that the social sciences should be concerned with the investigation of phenomena that are “the result of human action, but not of human design”5 shows there are “natural” processes at work that, if left undisturbed, will produce an order infinitely more complex than that which emanates from deliberate human will. This is because no one mind can have access to that dispersed knowledge which is a feature of a natural system: To think this is possible is, according to Hayek, to be a victim of the “synoptic delusion.” As Hayek has been at pains to point out, a self-correcting economic system is not the only example of a natural social process; legal systems and languages, for example, display similar properties. Sen thinks that this is rather an “unprofound” thought,’6 He supports this contention by giving a trivial example ofan action—crossing the street—from which certain results occurred that were not specifically designed; for example, crossing the street led to a passing car being delayed. This is quite disingenuous, for the fascinating thing about Invisible Hand theories is that they produce surprising and untri vial results, The typical modern intellectual is a victim of the synoptic delusion: It is inconceivable to him that a market can coordinate in the absence of a central human agency, or that judges, in a case-by-case manner, accidentally generate a more predictable legal order than that produced by a legislature. Yet it is these processes that are orderly and the human will that is capricious. The most that Sen concedes to the market is that it is appropriate only for those matters over which people’s interests converge, but that it is quite irrelevant for those areas where there is a conflict of interests. In one sense, Sen is uttering a tautology: market relationships are convergent ones and, where there are irreconcilable conflicts, trading is impossible. The interesting point about the familiar institutions of market society, however, is that they enable individuals to find out those areas where cooperation and gains from trade are possible. We cannot know what coordination can take place until we allow people to exercise their “natural propensity to truck, barter and exchange.” The danger of overemphasizing the conflictual side ofhuman relationships is that it licenses “politics” to dominate men’s lives, and politics has an almost irreversible tendency to conceal the opportunities for agreement among people.  We are now in a better position to scrutinize more critically the normative implication, noted above, that lurks in the complexity of the conventional version of the Invisible Hand theory. The obvious imperfections, such as monopoly power, of real-world markets are held up as departures from some imaginary social optimum crying out for governmental correction. But if no social optimum exists independently of the actions of economic transactors, how can there be an infallible touchstone that measures so exquisitely all of our economic variables? The familiar market imperfections, since they represent opportunities for speculative gain, are themselves being constantly corrected by enterprising individuals through the market process. If there is nothing in economic behavior apart from the actions of individuals, from where do we derive an instrument for callibrating those actions? It follows then that there are two problems for the general equilibrium versions of the Invisible Hand theorem. First, there is the epistemological argument that the nature of free economic activity, which is essentially unpredictable, precludes any observer having the knowledge needed to make any statement about a social optimum meaningful. Second, even if the idea of such an optimum could be made operational, how would we guarantee that government action would produce it more effectively than private agents? Why should  political officials be more informed about profitable opportunities than market traders who risk their own resources? Furthermore, as the public choice school of political economy has shown, we cannot be at all confident that political officials will maximize such social optima in the absence of strict constitutional rules. In fact, the reverse is likely to be the case, that is, officials will maximize their private interests. 

Swelling state power causes extinction—try or die 

Rothbard 63 (Murray N. Rothbard (1926-1995) was the dean of the Austrian School of economics, the founder of libertarianism, and an exemplar of the Old Right. The author of thousands of articles and 25 books, he was also Lew Rockwell's great teacher and mentor. LewRockwell.com is dedicated to Murray's memory, and seeks to follow his fearless example. 

“War, Peace, and the State” http://www.lewrockwell.com/rothbard/rothbard26.html //Donnie) 
We have seen throughout our discussion the crucial importance, in any present-day libertarian peace program, of the elimination of modern methods of mass annihilation. These weapons, against which there can be no defense, assure maximum aggression against civilians in any conflict with the clear prospect of the destruction of civilization and even of the human race itself. Highest priority on any libertarian agenda, therefore, must be pressure on all States to agree to general and complete disarmament down to police levels, with particular stress on nuclear disarmament. In short, if we are to use our strategic intelligence, we must conclude that the dismantling of the greatest menace that has ever confronted the life and liberty of the human race is indeed far more important than demunicipalizing the garbage service. We cannot leave our topic without saying at least a word about the domestic tyranny that is the inevitable accompaniment of war. The great Randolph Bourne realized that "war is the health of the State."13 It is in war that the State really comes into its own: swelling in power, in number, in pride, in absolute dominion over the economy and the society. Society becomes a herd, seeking to kill its alleged enemies, rooting out and suppressing all dissent from the official war effort, happily betraying truth for the supposed public interest. Society becomes an armed camp, with the values and the morale – as Albert Jay Nock once phrased it – of an "army on the march." The root myth that enables the State to wax fat off war is the canard that war is a defense by the State of its subjects. The facts, of course, are precisely the reverse. For if war is the health of the State, it is also its greatest danger. A State can only "die" by defeat in war or by revolution. In war, therefore, the State frantically mobilizes the people to fight for it against another State, under the pretext that it is fighting for them. But all this should occasion no surprise; we see it in other walks of life. For which categories of crime does the State pursue and punish most intensely – those against private citizens or those against itself? The gravest crimes in the State's lexicon are almost invariably not invasions of person and property, but dangers to its own contentment: for example, treason, desertion of a soldier to the enemy, failure to register for the draft, conspiracy to overthrow the government. Murder is pursued haphazardly unless the victim be a policeman, or Gott soll hüten, an assassinated Chief of State; failure to pay a private debt is, if anything, almost encouraged, but income tax evasion is punished with utmost severity; counterfeiting the State's money is pursued far more relentlessly than forging private checks, etc. All this evidence demonstrates that the State is far more interested in preserving its own power than in defending the rights of private citizens. A final word about conscription: of all the ways in which war aggrandizes the State, this is perhaps the most flagrant and most despotic. But the most striking fact about conscription is the absurdity of the arguments put forward on its behalf. A man must be conscripted to defend his (or someone else's?) liberty against an evil State beyond the borders. Defend his liberty? How? By being coerced into an army whose very raison d'être is the expunging of liberty, the trampling on all the liberties of the person, the calculated and brutal dehumanization of the soldier and his transformation into an efficient engine of murder at the whim of his "commanding officer"?14 Can any conceivable foreign State do anything worse to him than what "his" army is now doing for his alleged benefit? Who is there, O Lord, to defend him against his "defenders"? 

2NC/1NR—Synoptic Delusion Overview 

Two arguments—

a.) nature of economic activity is inherently unpredictable: its all speculative, there is a probability of something happening but not a certainty.  

b.) know way of knowing if the government is more efficient: no comparative normative calculation can show this 

This shows we should err on the side of free markets, thinking we can predict makes us guilty of a synoptic delusion.  
Government planning denies the inherit complexity of reality, it constrains facts down to such an extent they become invaluable and make us servile to the state 

Crowley 1 (Brain, is President of a large commercial insurance brokerage in the North Bay area of San Francisco. “The man who changed everyone's life The ubiquitous ideas of F. A. Hayek” http://www.aims.ca/site/media/aims/Hayek.pdf //Donnie) 
TO THE MODERN MIND, OF COURSE, HAYEK'S ATTACK ON SOCIAL SCIENCE MAY appear to be a kind of know-nothingism. After all, modern civilization clings to few prejudices more tenaciously than the belief that nothing is beyond the grasp of human understanding and control. And science and reason, through their many apparent marvels and miracles, have given us little reason to doubt their power. Perhaps ironically, Hayek's mission in life was to use reason to convince humanity of the limits of reason. He thought that, whatever our impressive information-gathering and processing tools, we are all unavoidably human and therefore subject to the weaknesses of the human condition. Heading the list of these weaknesses is our main instrument for understanding and interpreting our impressive scientific knowledge: the human mind. For all the wonders that the collective human mind has accomplished within the context of culture and society, the individual human mind remains a remarkably limited instrument. This was a subject of enduring fascination for Hayek, the early student of psychology, who in the 1950s wrote a seminal work in the field called The Sensory Order. Research demonstrates, for example, that each of us is capable of having an astonishingly limited number of ideas in our mind at any moment — ideas available to the disciplined imagination for reflection, juxtaposition, and manipulation. This "channel capacity," as it is known, is limited in the average person to between 5 and 10 ideas at a time and has changed little over the course of human civilization. It is humbling, but instructive, to compare this pitiful channel capacity with the quantity of information that exists about the social, economic, and physical world. Human knowledge is exploding at an unprecedented rate. In cutting edge fields, such as computer science, the total amount of knowledge doubles approximately every 18 to 24 months, while the whole body of human knowledge doubles every 15 years. Each of us is thus pushed to an ever greater degree of specialization in an ever narrower field. Put another way, our relative ignorance grows faster than we can ever hope to educate ourselves because our ability to acquire and reflect on information is relatively fixed, while our collective knowledge is expanding exponentially. Neither of the two coping strategies usually trotted out by aspiring planners can in fact overcome this disability. The first such strategy relies on technology: If we build impressive enough computers and cram them with comprehensive enough data, we can process the information artificially, bypassing the constraints of the human mind. Alas, they forget that computers know no more than the humans that program them, and that many of the pieces of information on which the economy depends are often not known by anybody at all or are inextricably linked to a particular place and time, or their importance is ill understood by humans, including those who program computers. Nor is the stock of knowledge itself a constant, as technical and other innovations — combined with changes in people's needs and preferences — regularly reshape the intellectual landscape of society and the economy. For example, a man in rural Nova Scotia had a little business making and selling highland paraphernalia, such as sporrans, daggers, and belt buckles. One day, his eye fell on a newspaper ad calling for tenders for the making of aircraft parts. He quickly realized that, with the equipment he possessed, he could easily make the parts described, and he submitted a bid. He is now successful in both lines of work. Note, however, that no planner sitting in Halifax or Ottawa would have included this man in their inventory of aircraft parts makers, because he did not know himself that he possessed this capacity. By the chance act of reading the ad, he learned something about himself, and transformed the tiny part of the economy of which he is the centre. The economy as a whole is composed of billions of such individuals whose true circumstances are never fully known to themselves, let alone to distant planners. The other strategy social planners trot out for overcoming their ignorance is to claim that they don't need to know the details, but only the grand outlines — that they can simplify complex social processes down to large statistical aggregates. But in the Hayekian view, this is the "synoptic delusion," like mistaking a two-dimensional map for the real three-dimensional world. Maps are useful for getting around or for seeing key data in relation to one another, but can accomplish this only by stripping the world of its messy complexity, and distorting its real shape to fit on a piece of paper. Because most people's idea of the Earth is shaped by maps based on Mercator's projection, they think Greenland is roughly the same size as South America, whereas in reality the southern continent is 11 times larger. Since people live in a complex reality, not crude pictures, those who try to plan the world on the basis of maps or statistical aggregates only end up sounding like they come from another planet, which, in a sense, they do. All our vast ability to satisfy human wants and needs is created by our knowledge of how to do things, but that knowledge is — and must be — widely dispersed and locked in the minds and experiences of billions of individuals. With minds so limited, and knowledge so vast, variegated, and incapable of comprehensive statement, we are condemned to growing specialization as individuals and, the corollary of that, to a growing dependence on others similarly specialized in their fields. Hayek's Viennese contemporary, and LSE colleague, the philosopher of science Karl Popper, put it this way: "Our knowledge can only be finite, while our ignorance must necessarily be infinite." 

Additionally, your central planning assures policy and economic failure 
Barry 95 ( Norman, is Professor of Social and Political Theory, University of Buckingham Norman P. Barry “IN DEFENSE OF THE INVISIBLE HAND” http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj5n1/cj5n1-7.pdf //Donnie) 
Much of the contemporary criticism of the Invisible Hand theory is directed less to theoretical concerns and more to the alleged realworld deficiencies—economic, political, and ethical—of a system based on the spontaneous interaction of basically selfish economic agents. The argument here concerns the need for state action to correct an unhampered market that would otherwise periodically produce mass unemployment, pockets of poverty amid affluence, “externalities” in the form of pollution and damage to the environment, and fail to generate economicgrowth in Third World countries. In all this there is scarcely any recognition of the obvious fact that no other economic system has remotely approached capitalism in its productivity and ability to satisfy consumer wants. Centrally planned  systems not only depend on capitalist systems for vital technological know-how but also, and more important, for the whole range of pricing signals provided by the international market system. In the absence of the latter, the productive process in a planned system would lack any kind of rationale. In light of this, it is incredible for Sen to claim that, in the market economies of the West, people do not go begging for food because ofthe “social security that the state has offered.”2’ It is surely obvious that the high welfare payments in capitalist economies are paid out of a surplus created by an economic system driven by the profit motive. Indeed, the social security payments in capitalist economies in many cases exceed the incomes ofemployed workers in plannned economies. Again,it is neither naive nor callous to suggest that much ofthe unemployment that characterizes market economies is a result of those very same welfare payments that cramp the movements of the Invisible Hand. People who choose subsidized leisure over paid employment are responding rationally to the signals of a distorted market. It is intellectual duplicity to argue that economic inefficiencies caused by interventionist inhibitions in the working of the Invisible Hand constitute evidence of its failings. 

Link—Human Exploration

The aff’s use of the government for space transportation is rooted in the belief of it as the central planner – distorts the free market driving out competition and innovation

Poole, MA in Engineering from MIT, 2 (2002, Robert W. Poole Jr.,  bachelor's and master's degrees in engineering from MIT, During George H.W. Bush’s administration, board member of the Vice President's Space Policy Advisory Board, worked with the Vice-President's Competitiveness Council and the White House Counsel to help develop an executive order on infrastructure privatization, Director of Transportation Studies and Trustee, Reason Foundation, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 55, ngoetz)

What this all-too-brief history illustrates is several persistent patterns. First, government has had a strong tendency to become enamored of new transportation technology—canals, railroads, autos, and trucks. Instead of being content to create a framework in which private entrepreneurs and the capital markets develop and perfect the new modes, government instead rushes in with subsidies and/ or government ownership and operation. In so doing, it invariably distorts what would have been the ‘‘normal’’ evolution of the mode, in competition with existing modes. Second, government then attempts to deal with the consequences of its irrational exuberance by introducing economic regulation, typically of prices and conditions of service. Third, when new transportation technologies come along, government tends to protect the old ones from competition.

Underlying this pattern of action is an implicit or explicit belief in central planning. At any given stage of transportation technology, there is assumed to be one best way in which it should develop and be used. Government, in its wisdom, should divine this best way and then use its powers of spending, ownership, and regulation to make it happen. As we will see, this philosophy and many of the same patterns of action are illustrated once more in the field of space transportation. 
Link—NASA Contracting

NASA’s centralized planning approach to space transportation creates monopolies and crowds out competition

Poole, MA in Engineering from MIT, 2 (2002, Robert W. Poole Jr.,  bachelor's and master's degrees in engineering from MIT, During George H.W. Bush’s administration, board member of the Vice President's Space Policy Advisory Board, worked with the Vice-President's Competitiveness Council and the White House Counsel to help develop an executive order on infrastructure privatization, Director of Transportation Studies and Trustee, Reason Foundation, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 57, ngoetz)

NASA’s one-size-fits-all approach virtually precluded the emergence of a launch-vehicle industry. Although dismay over the shuttle’s slow development and rising costs led to a number of spacelaunch start-up firms in the early 1980s, NASA actively discouraged such attempts, seeing a threat to its monopoly and the assumed economics of the shuttle. Although some support for the fledgling private industry emerged in Congress and the Department of Transportation, the White House reached a decision in 1985, during the Reagan administration, to subsidize shuttle launches to the tune of $70–$150 million per flight, thereby sending a strongly negative message to launch-industry investors. It was only the Challenger disaster in early 1986 that broke the shuttle monopoly, permitted the military to resume launching its own satellites, and no longer required commercial operators to launch their birds on the Shuttle. Yet 15 years of potential private-sector launch-industry development had been precluded by that point. 

Even with its official monopoly cut back, NASA has continued to follow the centralized, one-best-way approach. Deciding that the best future vehicle would be a fully reusable cargo and people carrier, it selected Lockheed-Martin’s proposal for the X-33, precursor to a projected VentureStar shuttle-type vehicle. Despite grandiose promises of speedy development and greatly reduced launch costs, the X-33 was several years behind schedule and greatly over budget when NASA finally pulled the plug in March 2001. Meanwhile, a new generation of private start-up launch-vehicle companies struggles to amass millions of dollars in venture capital in an uncertain market, in the shadow of some $1.3 billion of taxpayers’ money lavished on Lockheed-Martin. 

In this brief history of space transportation, we see repeated many of the same patterns observable in government involvement in Earthbound transportation over the past two centuries. Here again is over exuberant political enthusiasm for a new transportation technology, with the result of pouring tax dollars into chosen projects that prove economically unviable. In fact, despite NASA’s expenditure of more than $20 billion in development costs before the Shuttle’s orbital flight, that vehicle failed to lower the cost per pound of launching payloads into orbit. Measured by that critical yardstick, continued evolution of the Saturn family of expendable launch vehicles might well have led to significantly lower costs-to-orbit than are now being achieved via the Shuttle. Moreover, the decision to subsidize shuttle launches helped to undermine the fledgling commercial space-launch market. 

Writ large in the NASA model is the central planning approach: the assumption that engineers and government planners can devise the one best way to launch payloads into space (Apollo, Shuttle, VentureStar, and so on), and that it is simply a question of pouring enough funding into the chosen model for long enough to make it succeed. Left unused by NASA is the alternative approach of creating the conditions that foster multiple, competing approaches. In the space-launch field, is reusability actually the most cost-effective approach? For large cargo payloads, might much-less-costly ‘‘industrial’ ’type launch vehicles be more cost-effective than even today’s highly reliable (but hence very costly) reusable? The best way to answer these questions is not planning studies but trial and error in the marketplace. But it is precisely that kind of competitive trial and error that the NASA central-planning approach precludes. 

2NC/1NR—They Say: “Collectivism/State Good”
No link: we don’t end the state. 
And, even if the market is bad there’s no better alternative. 
Barry 95 ( Norman, is Professor of Social and Political Theory, University of Buckingham Norman P. Barry “IN DEFENSE OF THE INVISIBLE HAND” http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj5n1/cj5n1-7.pdf //Donnie) 
Sen22 pays some attention to the version of market theory that stresses the inviolability of the property rights of the participants to the exclusion of any consequentialist considerations that would normally be thought relevant to an evaluation of the outcome of the exercise of those rights. Thus he concludes that actual instances of mass starvation in developing countries can be attributed to the property rights structure of market society. Here, the Invisible Hand is said to fail in a welfare sense because it does not distribute food, in conditions of no overall deficit in food availability, to those who clearly need it. No doubt such cases have occurred, although their frequency in the terms so described may be disputed. However, this is not a criticism of the Invisible Hand as such, but of the property rights structure within which it operates; as I suggested earlier, a variety of moral considerations may be brought to bear on the question of property entitlements, The apparent failure of a spontaneous market to distribute food to the needy may be the result of some previous violent acquisition of land and resources by a minority. But even if it were the case that perfectly just acquisitions of resource holdings led to mass starvation in circumstances of aggregate adequate food supply, this does not refute the case for the Invisible Hand or establish the case for a dirigiste production and distribution system. Just because there have been occasional examples of such suffering under capitalist systems, it does not follow necessarily that collectivism itselfwould have prevented them. Surely, the more frequent cases of mass starvation under communism, as in the Soviet Union, are sufficient to tip the balance in favor of laissezfaire even in the least propitious cases. This points to a more general problem with the approach of the critics ofthe Invisible Hand. Their obsessive concern with the alleged failures of the market process leads them to overlook the deficiencies of politics. All too often, the choice of methods is presented as if it were between the commands of a benevolent and omniscient legislator on the one hand and a messy and imperfect market on the other. However, the real comparison ought to be between political and economic means to generally agreed ends.23 

2NC/1nR—They Say: “Free Market Bad”
1.) Not responsive: cp does not destroy the government, it just makes it less all powerful to prevent nuclear war 

2.) Your wrong—two arguments, the political nature of the state means there is a higher risk of failure and property rights solve the logistical needs of the state 
Barry 95 ( Norman, is Professor of Social and Political Theory, University of Buckingham Norman P. Barry “IN DEFENSE OF THE INVISIBLE HAND” http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj5n1/cj5n1-7.pdf //Donnie) 
In comparison with these rather grand themes, the other areas of alleged market failure, where the Invisible Hand has failed to steer  society in a smooth manner, seem almost routine and mundane. These cover the whole range of negative externalities, where private transactors impose costs on the community as a whole. This is now such a well-worn theme that a detailed summary would not be relevant here. It is sufficient to point out that the original argument (from Pigou) that an observed divergence between private and social costs automatically negated the case for the Invisible Hand and justified government intervention is no longer as plausible as it once was. This is so on at least two grounds. First, as mentioned earlier, it must not be assumed that government is an omniscient and benevolent institution that automatically maximizes the public interest. In fact, political failure is likely to be more common than market failure because political actors operate (normally) under fewer constraints than economic transactors. The public choice theorists have strengthened the case for the Invisible Hand with their systematic demonstrations of the failure of government, although this was probably not their deliberate intention. Second, the rapidly expanding property rights literature has shown that many of the alleged externality problems could be internalized if the ownership of resources could be specified. In an appropriate legal framework, there would be many possibilities for tradebetween transactors in the face of apparent externalities. In many cases, there are already appropriate institutional arrangements so that the need for government to conjoin private and social costs by coercive taxation or prohibition is otiose. The common law itself contains remedies for people adversely affected by the economic actions of others.27 

2NC/1NR—They Say: “Government Planning Good”
Your knowledge production fails and central planning sucks 
Hayek 45 (Fredirch, was an economist and philosopher best known for his defense of classical liberalism and free-market capitalism against socialist and collectivist thought. He is considered to be one of the most important economists and political philosophers of the twentieth century, winning the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences in 1974. “The Use of Knowledge in Society” http://www.econlib.org/library/Essays/hykKnw1.html //Donnie)  
In ordinary language we describe by the word "planning" the complex of interrelated decisions about the allocation of our available resources. All economic activity is in this sense planning; and in any society in which many people collaborate, this planning, whoever does it, will in some measure have to be based on knowledge which, in the first instance, is not given to the planner but to somebody else, which somehow will have to be conveyed to the planner. The various ways in which the knowledge on which people base their plans is communicated to them is the crucial problem for any theory explaining the economic process, and the problem of what is the best way of utilizing knowledge initially dispersed among all the people is at least one of the main problems of economic policy—or of designing an efficient economic system.  The answer to this question is closely connected with that other question which arises here, that of who is to do the planning. It is about this question that all the dispute about "economic planning" centers. This is not a dispute about whether planning is to be done or not. It is a dispute as to whether planning is to be done centrally, by one authority for the whole economic system, or is to be divided among many individuals. Planning in the specific sense in which the term is used in contemporary controversy necessarily means central planning—direction of the whole economic system according to one unified plan. Competition, on the other hand, means decentralized planning by many separate persons. The halfway house between the two, about which many people talk but which few like when they see it, is the delegation of planning to organized industries, or, in other words, monopoly.  Which of these systems is likely to be more efficient depends mainly on the question under which of them we can expect that fuller use will be made of the existing knowledge. And this, in turn, depends on whether we are more likely to succeed in putting at the disposal of a single central authority all the knowledge which ought to be used but which is initially dispersed among many different individuals, or in conveying to the individuals such additional knowledge as they need in order to enable them to fit their plans with those of others.  It will at once be evident that on this point the position will be different with respect to different kinds of knowledge; and the answer to our question will therefore largely turn on the relative importance of the different kinds of knowledge; those more likely to be at the disposal of particular individuals and those which we should with greater confidence expect to find in the possession of an authority made up of suitably chosen experts. If it is today so widely assumed that the latter will be in a better position, this is because one kind of knowledge, namely, scientific knowledge, occupies now so prominent a place in public imagination that we tend to forget that it is not the only kind that is relevant. It may be admitted that, as far as scientific knowledge is concerned, a body of suitably chosen experts may be in the best position to command all the best knowledge available—though this is of course merely shifting the difficulty to the problem of selecting the experts. What I wish to point out is that, even assuming that this problem can be readily solved, it is only a small part of the wider problem. H.9Today it is almost heresy to suggest that scientific knowledge is not the sum of all knowledge. But a little reflection will show that there is beyond question a body of very important but unorganized knowledge which cannot possibly be called scientific in the sense of knowledge of general rules: the knowledge of the particular circumstances of time and place. It is with respect to this that practically every individual has some advantage over all others because he possesses unique information of which beneficial use might be made, but of which use can be made only if the decisions depending on it are left to him or are made with his active coöperation. We need to remember only how much we have to learn in any occupation after we have completed our theoretical training, how big a part of our working life we spend learning particular jobs, and how valuable an asset in all walks of life is knowledge of people, of local conditions, and of special circumstances. To know of and put to use a machine not fully employed, or somebody's skill which could be better utilized, or to be aware of a surplus stock which can be drawn upon during an interruption of supplies, is socially quite as useful as the knowledge of better alternative techniques. And the shipper who earns his living from using otherwise empty or half-filled journeys of tramp-steamers, or the estate agent whose whole knowledge is almost exclusively one of temporary opportunities, or the arbitrageur who gains from local differences of commodity prices, are all performing eminently useful functions based on special knowledge of circumstances of the fleeting moment not known to others. H.10It is a curious fact that this sort of knowledge should today be generally regarded with a kind of contempt and that anyone who by such knowledge gains an advantage over somebody better equipped with theoretical or technical knowledge is thought to have acted almost disreputably. To gain an advantage from better knowledge of facilities of communication or transport is sometimes regarded as almost dishonest, although it is quite as important that society make use of the best opportunities in this respect as in using the latest scientific discoveries. This prejudice has in a considerable measure affected the attitude toward commerce in general compared with that toward production. Even economists who regard themselves as definitely immune to the crude materialist fallacies of the past constantly commit the same mistake where activities directed toward the acquisition of such practical knowledge are concerned—apparently because in their scheme of things all such knowledge is supposed to be "given." The common idea now seems to be that all such knowledge should as a matter of course be readily at the command of everybody, and the reproach of irrationality leveled against the existing economic order is frequently based on the fact that it is not so available. This view disregards the fact that the method by which such knowledge can be made as widely available as possible is precisely the problem to which we have to find an answer. IV H.11If it is fashionable today to minimize the importance of the knowledge of the particular circumstances of time and place, this is closely connected with the smaller importance which is now attached to change as such. Indeed, there are few points on which the assumptions made (usually only implicitly) by the "planners" differ from those of their opponents as much as with regard to the significance and frequency of changes which will make substantial alterations of production plans necessary. Of course, if detailed economic plans could be laid down for fairly long periods in advance and then closely adhered to, so that no further economic decisions of importance would be required, the task of drawing up a comprehensive plan governing all economic activity would be much less formidable. H.12It is, perhaps, worth stressing that economic problems arise always and only in consequence of change. So long as things continue as before, or at least as they were expected to, there arise no new problems requiring a decision, no need to form a new plan. The belief that changes, or at least day-to-day adjustments, have become less important in modern times implies the contention that economic problems also have become less important. This belief in the decreasing importance of change is, for that reason, usually held by the same people who argue that the importance of economic considerations has been driven into the background by the growing importance of technological knowledge. H.13Is it true that, with the elaborate apparatus of modern production, economic decisions are required only at long intervals, as when a new factory is to be erected or a new process to be introduced? Is it true that, once a plant has been built, the rest is all more or less mechanical, determined by the character of the plant, and leaving little to be changed in adapting to the ever-changing circumstances of the moment? H.14The fairly widespread belief in the affirmative is not, as far as I can ascertain, borne out by the practical experience of the businessman. In a competitive industry at any rate—and such an industry alone can serve as a test—the task of keeping cost from rising requires constant struggle, absorbing a great part of the energy of the manager. How easy it is for an inefficient manager to dissipate the differentials on which profitability rests, and that it is possible, with the same technical facilities, to produce with a great variety of costs, are among the commonplaces of business experience which do not seem to be equally familiar in the study of the economist. The very strength of the desire, constantly voiced by producers and engineers, to be allowed to proceed untrammeled by considerations of money costs, is eloquent testimony to the extent to which these factors enter into their daily work. H.15One reason why economists are increasingly apt to forget about the constant small changes which make up the whole economic picture is probably their growing preoccupation with statistical aggregates, which show a very much greater stability than the movements of the detail. The comparative stability of the aggregates cannot, however, be accounted for—as the statisticians occasionally seem to be inclined to do—by the "law of large numbers" or the mutual compensation of random changes. The number of elements with which we have to deal is not large enough for such accidental forces to produce stability. The continuous flow of goods and services is maintained by constant deliberate adjustments, by new dispositions made every day in the light of circumstances not known the day before, by B stepping in at once when A fails to deliver. Even the large and highly mechanized plant keeps going largely because of an environment upon which it can draw for all sorts of unexpected needs; tiles for its roof, stationery for its forms, and all the thousand and one kinds of equipment in which it cannot be self-contained and which the plans for the operation of the plant require to be readily available in the market. H.16This is, perhaps, also the point where I should briefly mention the fact that the sort of knowledge with which I have been concerned is knowledge of the kind which by its nature cannot enter into statistics and therefore cannot be conveyed to any central authority in statistical form. The statistics which such a central authority would have to use would have to be arrived at precisely by abstracting from minor differences between the things, by lumping together, as resources of one kind, items which differ as regards location, quality, and other particulars, in a way which may be very significant for the specific decision. It follows from this that central planning based on statistical information by its nature cannot take direct account of these circumstances of time and place and that the central planner will have to find some way or other in which the decisions depending on them can be left to the "man on the spot." 

2NC/1NR—They Say: “Market Intervention Good”
Interventionism is grounded in massive social bias; it is impossible to have effective predictions of benefits which makes miscalculation and government power inevitable 

Williams 99 (GARETH, “HAYEK’S CRITIQUE OF CONSTRUCTIVISM: A LIBERTARIAN APPRAISAL” http://www.libertarian.co.uk/lapubs/econn/econn085.pdf //Donnie) 
The arguments we have considered so far militate against centralised socialism of the type which seeks to replace the market with state control of economic interaction. Hayek’s theory of epistemology also provides compelling reasons to be sceptical of ‘market wise’ socialism which seeks to intervene in the market to correct for market failures. In criticising intervention Hayek is careful to distinguish between intervention which is designed only to uphold the framework upon which he considers the market to be dependent, and intervention designed to achieve certain social goals. The distinction between these two types of intervention lies in Hayek’s concept of the market economy. The “catallaxy”45 of the market is not designed to provide certain social goals, but rather is a spontaneously generated framework in which individuals can interact to achieve their own individual (and often contradictory) goals. Intervention which is designed to achieve social goals creates both ‘winners’ and ‘losers’, unlike intervention which aims to uphold the framework of the market, which only enables individuals to pursue their own goals. The creation of ‘winners and losers’ which the former type of intervention creates, produces the phenomenon of ‘concentrated benefits and dispersed costs’. This phenomenon arises because the benefits of government intervention are normally concentrated in the hands of a relatively small number of recipients, while the costs are widely spread throughout society. It militates against effective analysis of the net effects of intervention, since the benefits of government intervention can be easily detected (with some individuals clearly benefiting from it) while the costs are (due to their diffuse nature) harder to identify and may therefore be underestimated. Miscalculations of benefits and costs may be magnified by the effect of lobbying upon the policy making process. Due to the concentrated nature of the benefits, those who benefit from government policies have a greater incentive than those who lose from them to acquire information about — and mobilise in favour of — certain policies. It is the bias towards an underestimation of the costs of government intervention with which Hayek is most concerned. He states that “when we decide each issue solely on what appear to be its individual merits, we will always over-estimate the advantages of central direction.”; and that “If the choice between freedom and coercion is thus to be treated as a matter of expediency, freedom is bound to be sacrificed in almost every instance.” 46 He suggests that the only way to avoid the drift to central direction is to maintain the general rules of society, and to dismiss plans for arbitrary intervention which conflict with those principles on no more ground than the existence of that conflict. Without a principled rejection of interventionism we are likely, says Hayek, to lose the spontaneously generated market order upon which we all depend. This counter to ‘market-wise intervention’ may appear dogmatic. To a certain extent it is. But the force of Hayek’s argument is that it points to epistemological difficulties regarding the calculation of costs and benefits with government intervention, and to assert that a principled refusal to engage in such planning is the only way to prevent a succession of damaging interventionary activities. Hayek does not suggest that such intervention could never produce benefits which outweigh costs. To do so would be inconsistent with his epistemology. Interventionary proposals can differ significantly, and a future suggestion for intervention may differ from any espoused today. Hayek’s opposition to intervention which is not designed to provide and preserve the framework of the market, but to promote a social goal which produces winners and losers, shows reason for believing that the calculation of costs and benefits could regularly fail to be accurate. Hayek’s theory is sceptical of interventionary proposals which may seem to confer real benefits. Other elements within Hayek’s thought, which may be directed at socialist central planning, also imply good reason to be opposed to intervention which aims at a social goal. In particular his theory of subjective value demonstrates that the value of goods emanates from, and depends upon, the subjective preferences of individuals. Planning to attain a social goal ignores this pertinent point, since it supposes that agreement upon a hierarchy of goals can be attained, and thus that a degree of objectivity underlies the concept of value. Hayek’s account of the market as a catallaxy, in which individuals pursue different, competing, and often contradictory goals, to attain their own satisfaction, demonstrates that social goals with an ordered hierarchy of preferences do not exist. In addition to which, political control of economic life is likely to produce what Hayek sees as the danger of the specialist, in which those with a belief in the desirability of certain social goods will, through the political realm, try to enforce their hierarchy of preferences upon society at large, rather than allow the market place to let each individual to determine the allocation of their resources in accordance with their own hierarchy of preferences. 

2NC/1NR—They Cite: Gamble 

No link: the alt is the cp, make them prove what the x-prize does to end capitalism. 

Our critique does not end capitalism—yes large corporations are bad, but they wont occur on the free market 
Williams 99 (GARETH, “HAYEK’S CRITIQUE OF CONSTRUCTIVISM: A LIBERTARIAN APPRAISAL” http://www.libertarian.co.uk/lapubs/econn/econn085.pdf //Donnie) 
Gamble contends that Hayek was right in his opposition to central planning, and quotes James Kornai as conceding that “Looking back after 50 years one can conclude that Hayek was right on every point in the debate ... The hope Lange held out was illusory.”37 Yet Gamble contends that the “Austrian doctrine of knowledge is double edged”38 and that it provides an effective critique of contemporary capitalism, which allows the development, and permits the continuation, of large scale corporations. It is Gamble’s assertion that large scale companies are unable to make the best possible use of knowledge, due to their centralised hierarchical structures. Arguing in favour of a decentralised socialism Gamble urges “political action to dismantle concentrations of power, both political and economic, and to distribute power and property as widely as possible”.39 He states that “Hayek could have followed this course, but his Austrian faith in the invisible hand inclined him to accept as benign whatever evolved spontaneously.”40 Gamble goes on to ask: “if transnational companies the size of General Motors and IBM are to be accepted, what becomes of Hayek’s insistence on the decentralised character of knowledge?”41 In part Gamble’s assertions have been answered. A wide redistribution of resources must be under political control, since private control is contradictory to the continuous process or redistribution necessary to prevent resource accumulation. When resources are under political control, incentives, which are crucial to the acquisition and use of knowledge, are destroyed. Gamble’s assertion as to the contradictory nature of big business and decentralised knowledge is however more interesting. Clearly a monolithic company faces difficulties in obtaining dispersed knowledge, and thus can lack responsiveness to consumer demand as a consequence. Arguments do exist for breaking up companies and for corporate downsizing. Yet the market provides for the use of knowledge in a second sense which is not accounted for by Gamble. Just as companies possess advantages by being small, similar advantages can exist for increasing the scale of production. These advantages result from economies of scale, and from product recognition made possible by the wide-scale production of goods which carry a guarantee of product quality from which consumers can benefit. 42 These benefits can, for different products, weigh in favour of small or large scale production, and market mechanisms exist to encourage production to tend towards the best level (where the best level is taken as that which most closely matches consumer demand). If a company gets too large to make effective use of knowledge, and if the benefits from its size do not outweigh this, then the resulting poor profits will provide an incentive for investors to transfer their investment to another source offering a greater return on capital. Recent years have seen the growth of market-process management, which by contracting out work, allows companies to improve their use of knowledge while maintaining the benefits of large scale production and distribution. 43 Gamble’s critique of Hayek raises the question of why Hayek himself did not suggest the adoption of market process management. Hayek’s defence of contemporary capitalism was never based upon the claim that we have attained an end state to which improvements can not be made. The structure of capitalism has evolved over time44 with advances in knowledge and changing needs. Hayek did not try to predict future developments in capitalism. Instead he talked of a spontaneous evolution, which is totally compatible with changes in capitalism and changing approaches to management. 

***Solvency Arguments
CP Solves Better
Counterplan solves better – public procurement is key to lower cost, higher efficiency, and more success

Zervos,  prof of  econ and Space Policy, 8 (May 2008,  Vasilis Zervos, prof of  Economics and Space Policy @  International Space University,  Ph.D from the University of York, UK, Journal of Applied Economics, Vol. 11, Iss. 1; pg. 221, “WHATEVER HAPPENED TO COMPETITION IN SPACE AGENCY PROCUREMENT? THE CASE OF NASA,” proquest, nogetz)

Government space programs are big business for space firms. This means that the exclusion of a space firm from major government space programs is likely to lead to scaling-down of operations, or even exit the market. In decreasing costs industries, such as the space industry, competition can have controversial results. On the one hand, it pushes in the direction of higher project costs (due to the loss of economies of scale) while on the other hand, it enhances effort and lowers Xinefficiency. Empirical evidence, primarily from the defence industry, point to overall benefits from the presence of competition in contracting (Dews 1979, Lichtenberg 1995). Under closed public space markets, benefits from lack of international competition are expected to take the form of lower production costs due to larger scale (domestic consolidation), while costs are expected in the form of high prices and losses associated with the presence of monopolistic domestic market structures. Net benefits are expected in the case where efficient scale and competition is achieved, which requires the presence of public procurement policies that are open to overseas competition. This is not possible in the case of space programs, as they are typically subject to national security considerations and frequently also subject to export controls (see Commission 2002).
Prizes Good

Prizes stimulate a competitive private space industry and lowers costs

Review of Human Space Flight Plans Committee, 9

[Norman Augustine (Chairman), Wanda Austin Ph.D., Christopher Chyba Ph.D., Bohdan Bejmunk, Edward Crawley Ph.D., General Lester Lyles, Leroy Chiao Ph.D., Jeff Greason, Sally Ride Ph.D., est. by NASA, Seeking a Human Spaceflight Program Worthy of a Great Nation, Executive Summary, pg. 8, no publication date]
The cost of exploration is dominated by the costs of launch to low-Earth orbit and of in- space systems . It seems improbable that significant reductions in launch costs will be realized in the short term until launch rates increase substantially—perhaps through expanded commercial activity in space . How can the nation stimulate such activity? In the 1920s, the federal government awarded a series of guaranteed contracts for carrying airmail, stimulating the growth of the airline industry. The Committee concludes that an exploration architecture employing a similar policy of guaranteed contracts has the potential to stimulate a vigorous and competitive commercial space industry. Such commercial ventures could include the supply of cargo to the ISS (planning for which is already under way by NASA and industry – see Figure iii), transport of crew to orbit and transport of fuel to orbit . Establishing these commercial opportunities could increase launch volume and potentially lower costs to NASA and all other launch services customers. This would have the additional benefit of focusing NASA on a more challenging role, permitting it to concentrate its efforts where its inherent capability reside s : in developing cutting- edge technologies and concept s, defining programs, and overseeing the development and operation of exploration systems . LB
Offering prizes for launch vehicles facilitates domestic launch innovation

Yeager 7’  

[Lt. Col in the US Marine Corps, Pete, National Defense University, Final Report: The Space Industry, Spring,http://www.ndu.edu/icaf/industry/reports/2007/pdf/2007_SPACE.pdf] JR

Option 2: Competitions and prizes. History is replete with stories, now legend in some cases, of the heights to which man’s creative energy can reach when inspired by a meaningful challenge and the potential for economic reward. Such challenges may also inspire a new generation of adventurers, scientists, and inventors to solve the pressing problems of our day. In that vein, NASA supports a series of space-related challenges today, though does so in an ancillary role through a vehicle called the Centennial Challenge. Unfortunately none of these prizes exceed $500 thousand (NASA, 2007). Further, these challenges, while interesting, are unlikely to usher in the changes necessary to transform the space industry from its current conditions of high cost, high risk, and limited innovation and competition, to one of many competitors creating reliable capabilities for many consumers at a fraction of the current expense. Therefore, a dedicated, government-sponsored effort offering substantial prize money is needed to stimulate the technological innovations that will foster the necessary change. The most critical opportunity would be a competition to replace the liquid fuel rocket as the principal means of accessing space with a low cost and lower risk alternative. Eliminating the liquid fuel rocket would transform the industry and set the conditions for broad commercialization of space.

Incentives Key
Private industries will step up, but they need incentives 

Zinsmeister 98 (JEFF ZINSMEISTER, Global Notebook Editor, Harvard International Review “Private space: a free-market approach to space exploration” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb137/is_2_20/ai_n28713165/?tag=mantle_skin;content //Donnie) 
NEAP and SpaceDev are poised on the brink of a new era of space exploration. The recent changes in space programs and policy have left much of the final frontier to whomever is willing to seize the reins. Private industry seems ready to take up the slack that the government has left behind. Should NEAP deliver on its promises to profitably provide cheaper, more reliable data and space travel, the world may witness a boom in private enterprise, and with it, the dawn of cheap, practical space flight open to anyone with the capital and the will to make use of it. With this boom, however, will come issues of international security, simultaneously grave and somewhat unexpected. The political sphere has always lagged behind the technological, often with unforeseen and unfortunate results. The political sphere has often found itself unable to cope with the increasingly rapid pace of technology, whether it be modern military strategy, free speech on the Internet, or electronic copyrights. Such poor planning in space may lead to disaster; wise planning may usher in immense prosperity and discovery. The issue of property rights in space may also loom more closely than is currently thought. If property rights are denied, private incentive may dry up. If they are granted unconditionally, national interests could be drawn into the fray. Private property has existed rarely, if at all, without some public body ensuring its integrity, and there is no reason to believe that there is a difference outside the bounds of Earth. A delicate balance must be struck between private incentive and the good of the global community, for the prosperity and progress of both. 

Innovation 

The market rulez, increased flexibility, the same brilliant minds, and sufficient funding guarantees solvency for the X-prize, NASA just mucks up the process with politics 

Murphy 5 (Robert Murphy is an adjunct scholar of the Mises Institute. He teaches economics at Hillsdale College “The Free Market in Space” http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=525 //Donnie)
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. As if to rebut the naysayers who dismissed SpaceShipOne as a mere tourist attraction for millionaires, Las Vegas hotel magnate Robert Bigelow capitalized on the event by announcing a $50 million prize for the first team to put a privately funded space station into orbit. Beyond the obvious implications for sci-fi buffs and other space enthusiasts, the episode sheds light on the versatility of free enterprise. Most obvious, we see that the government is not necessary for space exploration; engineers and pilots do not suddenly become smarter when they are hired by NASA. Indeed, because a free market in space industries would be open to all competitors, we have every reason to expect technological innovation to be much quicker than in a monopolized space program. In a free market, the maverick pioneer just needs to convince one or a few capitalists (out of thousands) to finance his revolutionary project, and then the results will speak for themselves. In contrast, an innovative civil servant at NASA needs to convince his direct superiors before trying anything new. If his bosses happen to dislike the idea, that’s the end of it. Prior to the exploits of SpaceShipOne, the standard justification for government involvement in space was that such undertakings were "too expensive" for the private sector. But what does this really mean? The Apollo moon program certainly didn’t create labor and other resources out of thin air. On the contrary, the scientists, unskilled workers, steel, fuel, computers, etc. that went into NASA in the 1960s were all diverted from other industries and potential uses. The government spent billions of dollars putting Neil Armstrong on the moon, and consequently the American taxpayers had billions fewer dollars to spend on other goods and services. This is just another example of what Frédéric Bastiat described in his famous essay, "That Which Is Seen, and That Which Is Not Seen." 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. Or to use a more mundane example, everyone can see a beautiful new sports stadium financed (in part) by tax dollars. What people can’t see are the thousands of other goods and services that now won’t be enjoyed, because the scarce resources necessary for their production were devoted to the government project. Politicians may break moral laws, but they can’t evade economic ones: If they send a man to the moon (or build a new stadium), consumers necessarily must curtail their enjoyments of other goods. Thus the question becomes: Was the Apollo program (or new stadium) sufficiently valued by consumers to outweigh its opportunity cost (i.e., the value consumers place on the goods that now cannot be produced)? At first glance, this seems to be a difficult question to answer. After all, how can we possibly compare the benefits of the Apollo program with, say, the benefits of the additional shoes, diapers, automobiles, research on cancer, etc. that could have been alternatively produced? The short answer is, we can’t. This is just a specific example of the more general principle elaborated by Ludwig von Mises: the impossibility of economic calculation under socialism. Even if a central planning board were truly benevolent, and even if it had access to all of the technical conditions (such as resource supplies and technological recipes) of the economy, the planners would be at a loss to deploy the scarce resources in an efficient way. There would be no way to determine whether the chosen output goals were good ones, or whether an alternative plan could have provided the subjects with a better outcome. The above analysis might puzzle the reader. Yes, it is certainly difficult in practice to tell whether the Apollo program (or any other government project) is worth its cost, but isn’t that true of any undertaking? Why should this be a unique drawback for government endeavors? The crucial difference is that private projects are subject to the profit and loss test. The owner of a private firm must pay market prices for all of his or her scarce resources. If the consumers do not then voluntarily spend enough money on the final product or service to recoup these expenditures, this is the market’s signal that the resources are more urgently needed in other lines (according to the consumers). It can never be the case that all entrepreneurs find a particular resource "too expensive" to use; if no entrepreneurs were buying it, then the price of this resource would fall until some did. For example, it would be unprofitable—"wasteful"—to use gold in the construction of bridges; the extra money motorists would pay to drive across a golden bridge would not cover the additional expense. Yet it is profitable to use gold in the construction of necklaces or rings. Consumers are willing to pay enough for golden necklaces (versus silver or copper ones) that it makes it worthwhile for jewelers to buy gold for this purpose. Hence, the high price of gold is (among other things) a signal to engineers not to use gold in building bridges, because consumers would rather the scarce metal be used in jewelry. The principle is the same when it comes to space travel. The reason private entrepreneurs would never have financed the moon program in the 1960s is that the financial returns from such a project wouldn’t come close to covering the expenses. Yet this is just the market’s way to tell these entrepreneurs that the computers, scientists’ labor, fuel, etc. would be better devoted to other ends. By seizing tax dollars and financing the Apollo program, President Kennedy et al. simply forced Americans to forgo the thousands of products that, according to their own spending decisions, they would have preferred to the space adventures. Is this perspective crude materialism? Surely, there are all sorts of things that are not profitable in the narrow sense, and yet are of tremendous importance to humanity. Consequently, are we not in need of noble politicians acting in the public interest? Well, 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? Indeed, it is a common misconception that in the free market, "the highest bidder" determines things. No, in a free market, the owner determines the use of a piece of property. When a man lets his teenage son take the car for the night, is he renting it to the highest bidder? Of course not. A system of property rights, and the freely floating prices that accompany the exchange of these rights, is necessary to ensure the best possible use of resources. This is true in something as mundane as car production, or something as exotic as trips to Mars. The private sector can finance safe and efficient space exploration, but it will only do so in projects where the benefits (including donations from enthusiasts) truly outweigh the costs. 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. 

Everyone loves prizes—we have a laundry list of examples that prove the cp will solve R&D better

Economist 10 (“And the winner is… Offering a cash prize to encourage innovation is all the rage. Sometimes it works rather well” http://www.economist.com/node/16740639 //Donnie) 
The foundation began with the Ansari X Prize: $10m to the first private-sector group able to fly a reusable spacecraft 100km (62 miles) into space twice within two weeks. It was won in 2004 by a team led by Burt Rutan, a pioneering aerospace engineer, and Paul Allen, a co-founder of Microsoft. Other prizes have followed, including the $10m Progressive Automotive X Prize, for green cars that are capable of achieving at least 100mpg, or its equivalent. Peter Diamandis, the entrepreneur who runs the foundation, says he has become convinced that “focused and talented teams in pursuit of a prize and acclaim can change the world.” This might sound like hyperbole, but other charities, including the Gates Foundation, have been sufficiently impressed to start offering their own prizes. An industry is now growing up around them, with some firms using InnoCentive, an online middleman, to offer prizes to eager problem-solvers. Now governments are becoming keen too. As a result, there is a surge in incentive prizes (see chart). Such prizes are not new. The Longitude Prize was set up by the British government in 1714 as a reward for reliable ways for mariners to determine longitude. And in 1795 Napoleon offered a prize to preserve food for his army, which led to the canned food of today. In more recent times incentive prizes have fallen out of favour. Instead, prizes tend to be awarded for past accomplishments—often a long time after the event. As T.S. Eliot remarked after receiving his Nobel prize, it was like getting “a ticket to one’s own funeral”. Incentive prizes do spur innovation. A study led by Liam Brunt of the Norwegian School of Economics scrutinised agricultural inventions in 19th-century Britain and found a link between prizes and subsequent patents. The Royal Agricultural Society awarded nearly 2,000 prizes from 1839 to 1939, some worth £1m ($1.6m) in today’s money. The study found that not only were prize-winners more likely to receive and renew patents, but that even losing contestants sought patents for more than 13,000 inventions. Today’s prizes appear to have a similar effect. The Ansari X Prize, for example, has attracted over $100m in investment into the (previously non-existent) private-sector space industry. The technology used by the winning spaceship is now employed by Virgin Galactic to develop a commercial space-travel service, and many of the losing contestants have formed companies in the burgeoning sector. The important thing about a well-designed prize, argues Dr Diamandis, is its power to “change what people believe to be possible”. Indeed, they open up innovation. A study co-authored by Karim Lakhani of Harvard Business School reviewed scores of problems solved on InnoCentive and found that people from outside the scientific or industry discipline in question were more likely to solve a challenge. Prizes also help form new alliances. Netflix, an American company that rents films, offered a $1m prize to anyone that could do a better job than its own experts in improving the algorithms it uses in online recommendations. It was stunned to receive entries from over 55,000 people in 186 countries. The seven members of the winning team, who collaborated online, met physically for the first time when they picked up the prize in 2009. Inspired by such successes, governments are now offering prizes. Britain, Canada, Italy, Russia and Norway, in co-operation with the Gates Foundation, are funding the Advanced Market Commitment (AMC) to develop vaccines for neglected diseases in the developing world. The AMC is offering $1.5 billion to drugs firms that can deliver low-priced vaccines for pneumococcal disease, a big killer of children. GlaxoSmithKline plans to deliver such vaccines to Africa next year. Alpheus Bingham, a co-founder of InnoCentive, says government agencies, ranging from America’s space agency, NASA, to the city of Chicago, now use his company’s platform to offer prizes. There is even a bill in the American Congress that would grant every federal agency the authority to issue prizes. Is this a good thing? Prizes used to promote a policy are vulnerable to political jiggery pokery, argues Lee Davis of the Copenhagen Business School. Thomas Kalil, a science adviser to Barack Obama, acknowledges the pitfalls but insists that incentive prizes offered by governments can work if well crafted. Indeed, he argues that the very process of thinking critically about a prize’s objectives sharpens up the bureaucracy’s approach to big problems. One success was NASA’s Lunar Lander prize, which was more cost-effective than the traditional procurement process, says Robert Braun, NASA’s chief technologist. Another example is the agency’s recent prize for the design of a new astronaut’s glove: the winner was not an aerospace firm but an unemployed engineer who has gone on to form a new company. When the objective is a technological breakthrough, clearly-defined prizes should work well. But there may be limits. Tachi Yamada of the Gates Foundation is a big believer in giving incentive prizes, but gives warning that it can take 15 years or more to bring a new drug to market, and that even AMC’s carrot of $1.5 billion for new vaccines may not be a big enough incentive. No prize could match the $20 billion or so a new blockbuster drug can earn in its lifetime. So, in some cases, says Dr Yamada, “market success is the real prize.” 

Empirics prove our argument—the market can travel to space efficiently and the competition created ensures that

Morgan 9 (Jaison G. Morgan is the lead manager of the Prize Development Department for the X PRIZE Foundation. The Department houses the intellectual property and knowhow that has enabled the successful design of over $60 million of inducement prizes. Over the next five years, the Foundation plans to launch between 10-15 additional prizes, representing a combined purse value of over $300 million. Morgan holds degrees from Hampden-Sydney College (BA) and the University of Chicago (MA) and is a frequent blogger and lecturer on the continuing evolution of prizes to induce innovative breakthroughs. “ Inducing Innovation Through Prizes” http://www.usa.gov/webcontent/reqs_bestpractices/challenges/documents/InnovationsJournalFall08PrizesJaisonMorgan.pdf //Donnie) 
Offering prizes as a financial incentive to inspire innovative breakthroughs is a time-honored model (see Text Box, p.111).3 The most recent corollary for the Orteig Prize came from the X PRIZE Foundation, with the awarding of the Ansari X PRIZE in 2004. Once again, the model engaged commercial interests, changed public perceptions, and opened new markets. In 1996, the X PRIZE Foundation launched the first private race to space. Frustrated with the pace of innovation from government programs, Dr. Peter Diamandis developed a competition that offered a prize to the first privately financed team that reached an altitude of 100 kilometers carrying a payload equivalent of three passengers and capable of replicating the feat twice within two weeks.He cultivated a partnership with the Ansari family, which made possible the cash purse of $10 million. Over the course of eight years, the Ansari X PRIZE led to important developments in private space travel. Twenty-six teams from seven nations registered to compete,4 and the combined value of their efforts exceeded $100 million.5 The care-free reentry and cantilevered hybrid rocket motor technology developed by the winning team have both since evolved into commercial applications, and preflight sales of suborbital space tickets are showing promising interest. The winning spacecraft, SpaceShipOne, now hangs in the Smithsonian National Air and Space Museum next to the Spirit of St. Louis. Whether or not private space travel will achieve the commercial success found in other civil aviation sectors has yet to be determined, but we can attribute many critical developments in the early formation of this new industry to the Ansari X PRIZE. 

CP solves innovation—it frees up more time for NASA to do other things 

Changand and Bronstein 10’ 

[Alicia and Seth, AP contributors for MSNBC, “NASA's space change: Renting the Right Stuff,” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35169753/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasas-space-change-renting-right-stuff/] JR

Getting to space is about to be outsourced. The Obama administration on Monday will propose in its new budget spending billions of dollars to encourage private companies to build, launch and operate spacecraft for NASA and others. Uncle Sam would buy its astronauts a ride into space just like hopping in a taxi. The idea is that getting astronauts into orbit, which NASA has been doing for 49 years, is getting to be so old hat that someone other than the government can do it. It's no longer really the Right Stuff. Going private would free the space agency to do other things, such as explore beyond Earth's orbit, do more research and study the Earth with better satellites. And it would spur a new generation of private companies — even some with Internet roots — to innovate.

The airplane industry proves competition is key to innovation

Poole, MA in Engineering from MIT, 2 (2002, Robert W. Poole Jr.,  bachelor's and master's degrees in engineering from MIT, During George H.W. Bush’s administration, board member of the Vice President's Space Policy Advisory Board, worked with the Vice-President's Competitiveness Council and the White House Counsel to help develop an executive order on infrastructure privatization, Director of Transportation Studies and Trustee, Reason Foundation, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 61-62, ngoetz)
The competition to seek out and serve customer markets leads to continual pressures for innovation and produces relatively steady, incremental improvements in performance in relation to cost. As Bennett and Salin point out,

No single organization or development effort comes up with all the important cost-reducing innovations. No organization can generate all the right answers at one point in time. Without intense competition, major cost-lowering strategies can go undiscovered for years. With competition, not only are valuable innovations discovered more quickly, but they also spread more quickly.8 

Had the federal government implemented a NASA-type approach to the development of air transportation, this vitally important competitive process would have been fatally undermined. Instead of the steady evolution from Wright Flyer to Ford Trimotor to Douglas DC-3 to Lockheed Constellation to Boeing 707 to Douglas DC-10 to Boeing 777 we might instead have had a succession of massive National Air Transportation System vehicles, each attempting to be ‘‘the’’ all-purpose aircraft that would carry passengers and cargo, drop paratroops, perform reconnaissance, and set speed records. The likely result would be what we see today in space transportation: a series of technically impressive but hugely expensive government vehicles that do none of their tasks especially well. And, as an unfortunate side effect, there would be a tiny, poorly funded industry of small-plane start-up companies, desperately struggling to raise venture capital for innovative aircraft ideas. 
NASA admits - private sector key to space exploration 

Milstein 09 [Michael, staff writer for Popular Mechanics, 10.1.09, "NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Private Industry", 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. "I'd like for us to get to the point where we have the kind of private/public synergy in space flight that we have had for a hundred years in aviation," Griffin said. The spirit of private enterprise is crucial to the future of space exploration, he acknowledged. "I see a day in the not-very-distant future where instead of NASA buying a vehicle, we buy a ticket for our astronauts to ride to low Earth orbit, or a bill of lading for a cargo delivery to space station by a private operator. I want us to get to that point." LB
International Cooperation
The era of US leadership is over - must engage in international co-operation 

Review of Human Space Flight Plans Committee, 9

[Norman Augustine (Chairman), Wanda Austin Ph.D., Christopher Chyba Ph.D., Bohdan Bejmunk, Edward Crawley Ph.D., General Lester Lyles, Leroy Chiao Ph.D., Jeff Greason, Sally Ride Ph.D., est. by NASA, Seeking a Human Spaceflight Program Worthy of a Great Nation, Executive Summary, pg. 8, no publication date]
First, space exploration has become a global enterprise. Many nations have aspirations in space, and the combined annual budgets of their space programs are comparable to NASA’s.  If the United States is willing to lead a global program of exploration, sharing both the burden and benefit of space exploration in a meaningful way, significant accomplishments could follow.  Actively engaging international partners in a manner adapted to today’s multi-polar world could strengthen geopolitical relationships, leverage global financial and technical resources, and enhance the exploration enterprise. LB
Pick-a-Winner Bad
The cp solves case better—the aff’s choosing of one form of technology forcloses new and innovative ideas distorting the market—the cp solves by keeping an open mind

Steidle 4 (Craig, is a retired Navy Rear Admiral Statement of Craig E. Steidle at House Science Committee Hearing on NASA Aerospace Prizes http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=13390 //Donnie) 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to appear today to discuss the past accomplishments and future promise of prize competitions. Prize competitions are proving to be an important tool for innovation, not only for NASA and our Centennial Challenges program, but also for private efforts like the X PRIZE and for other federal agencies like the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency and their Grand Challenge competition. Congress's attention and support will be important in the months and years ahead to all of these efforts. I would like to take a few minutes to describe NASA's new prize competition program, Centennial Challenges, including how it supports NASA's new direction, the program's goals, the past prize competitions that Centennial Challenges is modeled on, and recent developments. I will close by outlining future directions for Centennial Challenges and describing how Congress can help support this exciting new program. Centennial Challenges and the Vision for Space Exploration On January 14th, President Bush visited NASA Headquarters and announced a new Vision for Space Exploration. The Vision lays out a strategy for sustained, long-term human and robotic exploration of our solar system and the worlds that lay beyond. Embedded within the Vision are many difficult technical challenges, from autonomy and communications to power and propulsion to structures and spacecraft. Meeting these challenges will require us to unleash the best innovative talents our Nation has to offer. Recognizing that NASA needs a dynamic mechanism for tapping the ingenuity of our Nation, wherever it may lie, we created Centennial Challenges. Centennial Challenges is a very different approach from how NASA, and nearly all federal R&D agencies, have traditionally gone about technical innovation. Instead of soliciting proposals for a grant or contract award, NASA will set a technical challenge, the prize amount to be awarded for achieving that challenge, and a set of rules by which teams will compete for that prize. Through Centennial Challenges, we hope to: Stimulate Innovation in Ways That Standard Federal Procurement Cannot - By specifying technical goals but not pre-selecting the best way to achieve them, a large number of approaches to a problem will be developed, including unorthodox approaches that would likely not be pursued in a traditional procurement. Enrich NASA Research With New Innovators - Centennial Challenge winners will be judged and earn awards based on actual achievements, not proposals. Using this approach, we hope to reach new innovators who would not normally work on NASA issues and find novel or low-cost solutions to NASA engineering problems that would not be developed otherwise. Help Address Traditional Technology Development Obstacles - In each Challenge, multiple teams will be developing, integrating, testing, or flying various approaches to the same technical goal. With multiple teams and multiple approaches, Centennial Challenges will help transition new technologies into operation and address other traditional technology pitfalls. Achieve Returns That Outweigh the Program's Investment - History shows that the total resources spent by teams to win prize competitions usually exceeds the value of the prize many times over. By having multiple teams bring varied resources and knowledge to bear on a problem, we will get more solutions developed and tested. Educate, Inspire and Motivate the Public - Highly visible Challenges will draw substantial public, educator, and student interest in NASA, the competitors, and the technical field of the Challenge itself. 
Now Is They Key Time
Now is the key time for the private industry

Whyte and Martinez, 11

[ Chelsea Whyte and Sara Martinez, Medill reports at Northwestern U, 2/17/11, "NASA budget flatlines, looks to commercial industry", http://news.medill.northwestern.edu/chicago/news.aspx?id=178776)

The budget estimates the commercial space vehicles will be available by 2016. NASA is looking to the commercial market to develop low-cost options for crew travel to and from the space station and other future destinations. "It's a welcome change. It's just showing that private industry can do the job of designing and building a rocket faster and for less money," said Rod Burton, an aerospace engineer and professor emeritus at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. But Burton added that NASA has been lagging behind. "For the last 10 years, they've been short-changing not just university research but basic research and technology development," he said. The 2012 budget makes clear that the human space flight program must now rely on the commercial sector, which will be able to more nimbly provide affordable access to space. Federal grants will be awarded to innovators at U.S. universities and research centers to stimulate the aerospace industry LB
CP Solves Colonization/Exploration

The cp is the only way we will ever be able to colonize space—NASA lacks ideas innovation and efficiency 

Hudgins 4 (Edward L. Hudgins, director of The Objectivist Center, is the editor of the Cato Institute book, Space: The Free-Market Frontier. “Move Aside, NASA” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2514 //Donnie) 
One reaction to President Bush's plan for a permanent moon base and a trip to Mars is, "Great! It's about time NASA stopped going around in circles in low Earth orbit and returns to real science and exploration." Unfortunately, there's not a snowball's chance in the sun that the same agency that currently is constructing a downsized version of its originally planned space station, decades behind schedule, at 10 times its original budget, a few hundred miles up in orbit, will be able to build a station several hundred thousand miles away on the moon. If Americans are again to walk on the moon and make their way to Mars, NASA will actually need to be downsized and the private sector allowed to lead the way to the next frontier. The lunar landings of over three decades ago were among the greatest human achievements. Ayn Rand wrote that Apollo 11 "was like a dramatist's emphasis on the dimension of reason's power." We were inspired at the sight of humans at our best, traveling to another world. In announcing NASA's new mission, President Bush echoed such sentiments, speaking of the American values of "daring, discipline, ingenuity," and "the spirit of discovery." But after the triumphs of Apollo, NASA failed to make space more accessible to mankind. There were supposed to be shuttle flights every week; instead, there have been about four per year. The space station was projected to cost $8 billion, house a crew of 12 and be in orbit by the mid-1990s. Instead, its price tag will be $100 billion and it will have only a crew of three. Worse, neither the station nor the shuttle does much important science. Governments simply cannot provide commercial goods and services. Only private entrepreneurs can improve quality, bring down the prices, and make accessible to all individuals cars, airline trips, computers, the Internet, you name it. Thus, to avoid the errors of the shuttle and space station, NASA's mission must be very narrowly focused on exploring the moon and planets, and perhaps conducting some basic research, which also might serve a defense function. This will mean leaving low Earth orbit to the private sector. Thus, the shuttle should be given away to private owners. The United Space Alliance, the joint venture between Boeing and Lockheed-Martin that refurbishes the shuttle between flights, would be an obvious candidate. Let a private owner fly it for paying customers--including NASA, if necessary -- if it is still worth flying. NASA also should give up the money-draining space station, and sooner rather than later. The station might be turned over to international partners or, better still, to the mostly private Russian rocket company, Energia -- and the Western investors who were in the process of commercializing and privatizing the Mir space station before the Russian government brought it down for political reasons. If need be, NASA can be a rent-paying station tenant. NASA centers that drive up its overall budget but do not directly contribute to its mission should be shut down. If the government wants to continue satellite studies of the climate and resources or other such functions, they could be turned over to other agencies, such as EPA and Interior Department. NASA and the rest of the government should contract for launch services with private companies, which would handle transportation to and from low Earth orbit. Contracting with private pilots with private planes is what the Post Office did in the 1920s and 1930s, which helped the emerging civil aviation sector. Further, to facilitate a strong private space sector, the government needs to further deregulate launches, export licensing and remove other barriers to entrepreneurs. Creating enterprise zones in orbit would help make up for government errors of the past. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher proposes a "Zero Gravity, Zero Tax" plan that would remove an unnecessary burden from "out-of-this-world risk-takers." NASA will also need to do business in new, innovative ways. For example, if a certain technology is needed for a moon mission, NASA could offer a cash prize for any party that can deliver it. The federal government used such an approach for aircraft before World War II, modeled after private prizes that helped promote civil aviation. Even if the federal government foots the bill for a moon base, it should not own it. Rather, NASA should partner with consortia of universities, private foundations and even businesses that are interested in advancing human knowledge and commercial activities. NASA could simply be a tenant on the base. Or consider a radical approach proposed by former Rep. Bob Walker. The federal government wouldn't need to spend any taxpayer dollars if it gave the first business to construct a permanent lunar base with its own money a 25-year exemption from all federal taxes on all of its operations, not just those on the Moon. Think of all the economic activity that would be generated if a Microsoft or General Electric decided to build a base! And the tax revenue from that activity probably would offset the government's revenue losses from such an exemption. If we're true to our nature, we will explore and settle planets. But only individuals with vision, acting in a free market, will make us a truly space-faring civilization. 

CP spurs necessary engagement to solve 

Searles 11 (Harrison Searles is a Collegian columnist. He can be reached at hsearles@student.umass.edu. “Send the space-bureaucrats to Mars”

http://dailycollegian.com/2011/03/24/send-the-space-bureaucrats-to-mars/ //Donnie) 
Eventually, all talk about NASA and the future role of government in space exploration must come down to a judgment regarding whether a bureaucracy put in place by the government is the best means of attaining the ends desired. Here, there can be only an unequivocal answer: no. The future of mankind in space requires an institution that is an environment that encourages unforeseen innovation and that depends not on the designs of men, but rather by where spontaneous order brings them. In short, what is needed is a market in which not only are competitors not crowded out by the government, but also in which space-entrepreneurs can try out a vast array of plans based not on the approval of a single board of central planning, but rather on the confidence of investors. A market will be far more sensitive to the demands of the public regarding how the space-industry ought to evolve and rather than simply expecting money for their projects, as do space-bureaucrats, the space-entrepreneur would have to support his enterprise on providing actual services to consumers. Indeed, in the past years private enterprise has already shown its capability to organize missions into space when SpaceX, a company founded by one of the co-founders of PayPal, created the line of Falcon Rockets.  In the end, NASA’s mission of preparing the way for further involvement of the human race in space is not best accomplished by a public bureaucracy. Instead, it is time that the government end its involvement in the aerospace industry and let private enterprise be the force that propels humanity into whatever future there may be.

CP Solves Mars
Free market solves yo biz—this card rules your soul 

Pisaturo 4 (Ronald Pisaturo, writer for Ayn Rand institute,  “Mars: Who Should Own It” http://www.ronpisaturo.com/mars/marswsoi.html //Donnie) 
Suppose the US Government made the following declaration: The first person to land on Mars, and to live there some specified minimum duration (such as a year), and to return alive owns the entire Red Planet. Objectivist philosopher Harry Binswanger recently proposed this policy (without specifying a required duration of stay) and defended it on moral grounds. But Dr. Binswanger made this defense to illustrate a more fundamental point, which is: Mars must be recognized as property-not some time in the future, but now. This is more important than the details of the specific rule for establishing initial ownership of Mars. I am going to argue in favor of Dr. Binswanger's specific proposal. Before judging the morality of this proposal, let us examine its meaning-and its possible consequences-in concrete terms. If this declaration by the government were made, what would happen? Here's one scenario. The government makes its announcement. Robert Zubrin [founder of the Mars Society] runs to the telephone. He calls every wealthy person he knows, to try to raise money for a mission to Mars. Other Mars enthusiasts do the same. Wealthy individuals interested in Mars receive many phone calls. Concurrently, the leading aerospace companies call emergency meetings with their senior executives. This emergency is not a disaster, but an opportunity. The companies call in leading Mars experts to try to get a handle on the options and the prospects. One leading Mars expert produces a detailed plan of how to accomplish the first manned mission to Mars, complete with a detailed schedule and budget: 10 years, and only $10 billion. He presents the plan to potential investors. How can he miss? That cost is only about 2% of what NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Agency) said it would cost 15 years ago. And for only $10 billion, his investors will own an entire planet. The investors laugh. This planet we will own, they ask, is it Earth? No? Well, then, how much is it worth? The investors explain to the Mars expert: Owning Mars-getting all the way to Mars and back-is getting to first base. In order to have a successful venture, a venture to invest in, the property must be valuable. How valuable? $10 billion? Hardly. A successful, manned Mars mission, according to the most optimistic estimates, would take a minimum of 10 years from planning to completion. Venture capital firms, in order to justify their high-risk investments, seek a minimum of 10 times growth in their investment over five years. And they want to be able to "cash out"-to sell their initial investment if they want to. Assuming that the $10 billion would be spent smoothly over the 10 years (i.e., tying up the capital an average of five years), means that after the successful mission, Mars would have to be worth at least $100 billion in order to justify the investment of $10 billion. A hundred billion is almost $3 an acre. Now, even after a successful, manned Mars mission, why would other investors pay the original venture capitalists $100 billion for Martian land? (Why would they even pay $100 million, or one million?) The land would be almost completely undeveloped. For anyone to invest in such a risky proposition, there would have to be a reasonable chance for the land to be worth at least 10 times as much five years later-one trillion dollars, 15 years after the beginning of the original project. That's almost $30 an acre. Today, you can still buy range land in New Mexico for $40 an acre. And that is with Earth's atmosphere included, and substantially lower transportation and energy costs. Moreover, the risks facing a financially successful Mars mission are much greater than those facing other new ventures, such as an Internet company. First, there can be only one winner of the race to Mars. Second, there may be cost overruns. Third, the mission could fail. Even one failed launch could mean a two-year delay (waiting for the next launch window), which would mean billions of dollars just in the cost of funds. So the investors laugh. But that's not the end of our scenario. The Mars experts, and others, do more thinking. They think of ingenious financing methods-for instance, selling TV broadcasting rights, merchandising, etc.-which reduce the amount of investment capital needed. And they do much more thinking on how to make use of Martian land-not just in theoretical generalities, but in the form of specific plans. In other words, they think more carefully about the long term. But the problem is very difficult. And for a while, it seems little progress is being made. But beneath the surface, a shift is occurring. In 1999, about a thousand zealots attended the Mars Society convention. Maybe a few thousand more people were actively thinking about how to explore and exploit Mars. Millions more followed the action as spectators, on NASA's Web site. Formerly, when these millions went to work or to school, or when they were in the shower, they were thinking about how to make a fortune in computers, or on the Internet, etc. Now, with the chance of owning and exploiting Martian land a real possibility, their shower-time thoughts turn to new directions for getting rich. One engineer thinks of a process for manufacturing computer chips that benefits from the combination of sparse atmosphere and the availability of energy and water on Mars. Another thinks of a way to build nuclear power plants on Mars and then transport the energy back to Earth. Many others think of viable ideas that seemed fantastic a year earlier. In short, there is a shift in the allocation of resources-specifically, in the one most precious resource of all: time spent by human minds. Millions of creative individuals-among them many geniuses, motivated by the challenge to create and the opportunity to profit from their own creation-start thinking about Mars and swell the ranks of today's Martian pioneers. As brilliant and determined as Bob Zubrin and today's Martian pioneers are, millions of determined people can accomplish millions of times more than thousands of determined people can. The increase is far greater than the proportional increase in population; in fact, it's exponential because of the exchange of knowledge in a politically free, division-of-labor economy. Next, the patent office is besieged by patent applications for processes designed to operate on Mars-power generators, water drilling systems, construction techniques, communication systems. But the patents can be fully secured only after they have been proved out on the surface of Mars. This, in turn, gives the inventors a reason to want to own land on Mars (to prove out their inventions), which gives them a reason to want to invest in ventures to own Mars or to purchase options to buy Martian land from those ventures. And, of course, if the inventions make sense, all of Mars would be more valuable. Now another curious thing happens. A director of a major corporation not even in the aerospace industry asks its chief executive: What's your Mars strategy? Companies begin to realize: If they don't have a Mars strategy, a strategy for exploiting Mars, their competitors might. Companies in every industry assign task forces, allocating even more mental resources, to think about Mars just as they think about the Internet today. All this thinking pays off. Viable plans for exploiting Mars are developed. Several ventures, seeking to be the first to own Mars, gain the financing they seek. How do investors protect themselves from the risk that a competitor will beat them in the race to own Mars? By investing in several competing ventures. Some ventures even do partial stock swaps (of 10 or 20 per cent of their respective stocks) to protect each other. These racing ventures are not merely ventures in one mission of space travel. They are ventures in long-term real estate development, because that's the only way for them to make their investment pay. Owning property makes the owners think long-term, in pursuit of an ultimate pay-off, instead of thinking of short-term programs like the Apollo moon program. Returning to our scenario, this long-term real-estate development includes ongoing systems of economical transportation, communication, energy production, construction, tourism, entertainment, and many other things that millions of enterprising profit-seekers think of. Their investors and business partners include venture capitalists, speculators, and potential builders of all the above systems, some of whom invest in return for land rights, energy rights, broadcast rights, travel rights, and other property rights that will enable them to build these systems. The structures of the competing ventures vary widely. One is an aerospace company that plans to sell parcels of its land to the highest bidders once its mission is successful. Another venture is a real estate firm that contracted with an aerospace firm to complete the first mission in return for half the proceeds of the subsequent land sales. Another is a joint venture among an aerospace company, an oil company (planning to drill for water), a construction company, a manufacturer, and an entertainment company. And so on. Some members of the public worry about the idea of one company owning an entire planet. While there would be nothing wrong with such a situation, that situation is the opposite of the plans of the racing companies. No one company has anywhere near the resources to exploit the land of a whole planet on its own. Each company plans to sell and lease pieces of property to the highest bidders, in order to recoup the huge investment needed to win the race, and then to develop the land that it does choose to keep. Each company, rather than planning to forbid others from exploring Mars after ownership is secured, plans to promote further exploration by others as much as possible-because the more that other explorers find, the more these others will be willing to pay for the land. As the race continues, some ventures drop out, others join forces. Eventually, one venture wins the race, owns Mars, sells much of its land, and makes a good profit. The venture also goes on to build a space airline servicing the new Martian landowners. Some of these landowners profit from their Martian ventures, others do not. The ones who do badly sell their land to others. In a short time, the free market sees to it that Martian land accumulates in the hands of those who make the best economic use of it. The buying, selling, and exploiting of land is greatly facilitated by clear, objective titles to ownership, registered by the us government and enforced by virtue of its jurisdiction over the owners back on Earth. Because there is one initial owner of the whole planet, there is no bickering, fighting, or deception over who has the right to which claim over what boundaries. Such fighting was a great problem in the settling of much of the land of the United States. Also, there is no room for subjectivity, corruption, and political intrigue over what constitutes the earning of a title-as there was in the implementation of the Homestead Act of 1862. (For example, what constitutes working the land and building a home?) The rule for initial ownership is unambiguous: get to Mars, stay for a year, and return alive. Period. Buyers of land from the initial owners are not daunted by the need to pay for the land. For example, a company that buys 100 square miles of land to build an industrial complex and surrounding city would much rather pay $3 an acre, in other words $200 thousand, or even three hundred dollars an acre ($20 million), than be concerned about whether the government would approve their own land claim some time in the future, in the face of competing claims. Twenty million dollars is a grain in the regolith compared to the other costs of such a project. In general, the cost of buying unbuilt-on land is a minuscule fraction of any Mars project's budget. In return for enforcing clear property rights, the government charges a modest yearly fee, not to exceed a ceiling set at the time of the government's initial declaration. Also, any Martians wishing to have their contracts enforced by the government would pay a small fee per contract for that service. These fees would be voluntary and very low, since they would cover the expenses only of protecting property rights. United States citizens on Earth are taxed nothing for Mars. Only those Earthlings who expect to profit in some way, financially or otherwise, invest their time and money in Mars. If their investments fail, only they suffer. If they succeed, some of the rewards of developing Mars are theirs. Thanks to the recognition and enforcement of objective property rights, a productive Martian civilization begins and thrives. That was scenario 1. Here is scenario 2. After the government declares that the first to land on Mars, live there a year, and return to Earth alive owns the entire red planet . . . nothing happens for a long time. No one creates a financially viable venture. Ten years go by. Twenty years. Fifty years. Mars remains dormant . . . for 100 years, before someone finally launches a mission. But when it finally does happen, it is because the economy and the technology base have progressed to the point that exploiting Mars is a profitable proposition. And then, as in scenario 1, a mission to Mars will not be a one-shot, short-term Apollo program, but the start of a long-term, sustained effort to build a thriving Martian civilization. That's a look at the future. Now let's look at the past. Some might argue that recognizing ownership of all of Mars by the first explorer is out of line with our past history of recognizing land rights, that it grants too much to the first explorer. For instance, by the Homestead Act of 1862 a settler had to work his plot of land for five years before owning it outright. And Lewis and Clark were certainly not awarded the entire half of the continent they crossed en route to the Pacific. Would the first explorer of Mars be getting a better deal than Lewis and Clark or the homesteaders? Let 's examine the facts. The original budget for the Lewis and Clark expedition was $2,500. In the same year, the price the us paid for the Louisiana Territory (which was only part of the land Lewis and Clark crossed) was more than $23 million (if you include certain French claims and interest on purchase bonds). In other words, the value of the land that Lewis and Clark crossed was already worth on the order of 10,000 times as much as the budgeted cost of their mission. In contrast, a mission to Mars costs on the order of $20 billion to $200 billion. The planet Mars, far from being worth 10,000 times as much as the cost of a mission, is today not even worth the cost of the mission itself. After a successful mission is completed, Mars might be worth much more, but that would be due to the successful mission. The increased value would be the achievement of the successful mission. Suppose the $2,500 budgeted for the Lewis and Clark mission were paid in the form of land instead of cash. That would come to about 100 square miles of Louisiana Territory, out of the total size of 900,000 square miles. Would anyone have objected to such a payment? (Actually, Lewis and Clark and their colleagues were eventually granted more land than that as a further reward for their success.) But observe, ownership of Mars is not out of line with such a payment because Mars today is worth less than the cost of a mission. Now compare Dr. Binswanger's Mars proposal to the Homestead Act of 1862. Suppose a Mars mission costs $10 billion over 10 years. Including the cost of capital (not even considering the high risk factor) that's $20 billion, which is the equivalent of about one million average man-years. Now each homesteader had to work five years on his land; but during those five years, he was also supporting himself. The million man-years investment in a Mars mission is generating no food and shelter and so must come out of savings. Assuming a high savings rate of 20%, we have the equivalent of one million people working for five years. That's each person working five years to own 56 square miles of Martian land compared to each homesteader working five years to own his choice of a quarter of a square mile of farmland in the middle of the us. At the end of his five years, the homesteader had productive land with a home on it. At the end of his five years the Martian explorer has 200 times as much land, but it is barren terrain to say the least. Who has the better deal? The Martian still has to pour tremendous amounts of capital into his land to have a chance of getting anything out of it. And what percentage of his 56 square miles is prime land, even by Martian standards? As we can see, Dr. Binswanger's proposal does not amount to handing over riches to the first Martian explorer. If there are any riches to be had, they have yet to be created. It would be different if Mars were already worth $20 billion or more, or if a trip to Mars and back cost only a few hundred thousand dollars. But, as the numbers stand today, owning all of Mars as a reward for getting there and back is not a better deal than was received by Lewis and Clark or the homesteaders of 1862. Now we are ready to address the moral issue of Dr. Binswanger's proposal. In my judgment, it comes down to this: Whoever implements the concept of getting to Mars and living there turns a virtually worthless ball of rock into something of substantial value, into real estate. Initial ownership of that real estate is a just reward to the one who creates its initial value. The traditional, Lockean view of recognizing initial ownership of land is based on the idea that the initial claimant must make some use of the land, and must make some actual physical improvement to the land such as building a home, cultivating the land, constructing a mine, etc. This was the idea behind the Homestead Act of 1862. This view, while a monumental advance at the time of Locke, because it established a solid philosophical basis for private property, is not exactly right, in my judgment. Rather than the essential issue being the physical changing or improving of land, the essential issue is endowing value to the land. And such value may be endowed, not only by a physical improvement to the land, but by a preceding improvement of knowledge about and access to the land, proved objectively by physical demonstration. In other words, it is the explorer, not the homesteader, who may be the creator of the initial value of a body of land. And the creator of the initial value is the rightful initial owner. It has often been said, even by vocal proponents of free enterprise who claim to hate government subsidies, that while private citizens are good at settling or homesteading, the government is good at exploring. They argue that we have always needed the government to do the exploring, to pave the way for the private settlers. My reply is: Recognize private property for exploring, and you will see that private citizens make better explorers than do government employees. The only possible objection I can see to awarding ownership of Mars to the first successful mission is if the whole of Mars is already, today, worth more than the cost of a mission. So the government could declare: "If anyone objects to the securing of all of Mars for the authors of the first successful mission, let that person or private organization make a bona fide offer of $30 billion today for ownership of Mars." I don't think anyone would make an offer anywhere near that amount. If someone did, that could be considered a fair payment to the federal government for the groundwork that was done by NASA with the initial unmanned missions to Mars. The government should then accept that payment (or the payment of the highest bidder) in exchange for recognizing the private ownership of Mars. Either way, Mars would be recognized as private property and that is the essential requirement, both morally and practically, for the exploration and exploitation of Mars. Here then is Dr. Binswanger's main point: Much more important than the exact rule for initial ownership is that Mars be owned-that it be property-not some time in the future, but now-not merely as a just reward and incentive for settlement, but as a just reward and incentive for initial exploration. Once the rules of ownership of Mars are clearly established, then private citizens will have the assurance that their moral right to keep the fruits of their labor regarding Mars will be protected. And speaking practically, as my scenarios illustrated: Regardless of who owns Mars initially, the free market would ensure that pieces of Martian real estate would quickly end up in the hands of those who could make the most productive use of them. Indeed, even if tomorrow the government picked a name out of a hat and declared, "You, John Doe, now own Mars," we would be far better off than we are today-because the next day, John Doe would sell parcels of his land to the highest bidders, and we would be back on track with my earlier scenarios. (The only drawback would be that John Doe would have received an unearned windfall; the money he received should rightfully go to those who develop Mars.) This private-property approach to Mars exploration is the only approach consistent with capitalism. The best definition of capitalism was formulated by Ayn Rand: Capitalism is a social system based on the recognition of individual rights, including property rights, in which all property is privately owned.1 Ayn Rand also writes: The right to life is the source of all rights-and the right to property is their only implementation. Without property rights, no other rights are possible. Since man has to sustain his life by his own effort, the man who has no right to the product of his effort has no means to sustain his life. The man who produces while others dispose of his product, is a slave.2 Until Mars is turned into private property, the only alternative means of exploring and exploiting that planet is through the forced service-in other words, the enslavement-of others: either the explorers who develop land that is later expropriated from them or the taxpayers who are forced to pay for that exploration. A capitalist, private-property policy is not an alternative moral policy for the exploration of Mars; it is the only moral policy. If no private organization wants to explore Mars in the absence of government financing, then-unless there is a valid military need-Mars should not be explored. The proper, moral purpose of government is to protect the rights of its citizens-the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness-and the right required in order for these other rights to be secured: the right to property. It is not the proper purpose of government to launch its own ventures in religion nor (on the same principle that requires the separation of church and state) to engage in business, art, charity-or science. It is doubly wrong when the government in fact violates the property rights of its citizens by spending the money earned by those hard-working citizens on such ventures. As a capitalist and a lover of technology, I judge the NASA space program and a NASA mission to Mars to be morally a far better government expenditure than welfare-state programs such as Medicare, public housing projects, etc. At least NASA is creating something of value that benefits all Americans, instead of just taking money from producers and giving it away to non-producers. And I idolize American astronauts and NASA engineers for their heroic achievements. But we will never know what these same heroic achievers would have accomplished if NASA had been a private company with a chance to own the moon-and if all the money the government spent on NASA had remained in the hands of private citizens and had been invested in other equally heroic ventures that we will never know about; we will never know about these other ventures because they were not allowed to happen-because the money needed to finance them was taken from their rightful owners. Suppose NASA's budget for sending a man to Mars had been approved in 1989. Suppose the project had been successful, and suppose it ended up costing less than half what was budgeted-say, $200 billion instead of the budgeted $450 billion. Suppose an American astronaut had walked on Mars in 1999. Would that have been a good thing? Two hundred billion dollars is about 10 million average man-years of work. Let's suppose the average person earns 20% more than he consumes in necessities and pays out in taxes. That means that the equivalent of five million Americans would have had to work 10 years to generate the wealth to send a man to Mars. Five million Americans... in complete indentured servitude. Yes, these taxpayers would have accomplished NASA's grand plan. But what of their own plans? What about their plans to start computer companies, telecommunications firms, Internet companies. Many of those firms would not exist today. And think about your own plans over the last 10 years. Your plans to buy a house, to have a child, to buy a musical instrument for your child or for yourself, to go to graduate school, to start a school, to produce a movie. The money you spent on those things would probably have been taxed away from you instead. The money you borrowed or raised for those plans would probably not have been there for the raising. The job you've had would probably not have existed. The booming economy of the past decade might well have been a bust. Sure, going to Mars is a noble plan. But many people have had, and continue to have, their own noble plans. By what right can you force people to give up their own plans in order to serve yours? By no right. And what would happen to Mars after a successful government mission to land there? Probably the same thing that happened to the moon after the Apollo missions: nothing-unless the government continued to spend billions of dollars for the next steps. Not unless private citizens have property rights will they have reason to invest their time and money, as they did in the first scenario I described. Not until there are property rights can people plan long-range for productive use of the property. In order to have a productive, thriving, civilized Mars, property rights must be secure. But how can Martian pioneers stand up for their own property rights, if they advocate violating the property rights of others? Analyzing the history of American railroads, Ayn Rand wrote: "One of the statists' arguments in favor of government controls is the notion that American railroads were built mainly through the financial help of the government and would have been impossible without it."3 If it is the government that gets to Mars, the government will forever take credit for it and will forever claim this excuse for denying property rights on Mars as on Earth. I say to the lovers of freedom who would be pioneers of Mars: If you let the government be the first explorers of Mars, you are setting yourselves up for failure. In short: No good can come from non-military government exploration of space. Any good that seems to come from it, such as a successful mission, is paid for by the loss of other goods-the plans of millions of individuals-that are quashed. And even the Martian pioneers-the supposed beneficiaries of government financing-will find themselves ultimately controlled by the government. Dr. Zubrin has said that our civilization needs a new frontier, a new challenge to keep us progressing. New frontiers are important, but I have a different view of the causal chain involved. Frontiers have always existed and always will. The land of America existed all through the Dark Ages. It was a frontier waiting to be explored, but not until the Renaissance did that exploration begin. And once the principle of property rights was expounded by John Locke and carried through by the Founding Fathers, that exploration thrived as never before. I say: Defend individual rights, defend individuals' rights to their own property, and those individuals will always discover new frontiers to explore and own. If you want to see the development of Martian civilization in our lifetime, then make Mars private property-now. Make it possible for Martian explorers to keep the fruits of their labors, and fruit aplenty will spring from Martian soil. 
CP Solves Military
Private sector is key to heg—cheaper tech, our own launch pads, better innovation 

Walker 11 (Robert S. Walker is former chairman of the President’s Commission on the Future of Aerospace and former chairman of the U.S. House Science Committee. He is currently executive chairman of the Washington lobbying firm Wexler & Walker Public Policy Associates.  “A Powerful Case for Commercial Space” http://spacenews.com/commentaries/110502-powerful-case-for-commercial-space.html //Donnie) 
The Russians are giving us an excellent view of what to expect once the shuttle has been retired and they are the exclusive transport to the space station. Just recently they announced a new price increase from $56 million to $63 million per astronaut. Once American commercial launch providers have qualified their vehicles for crew delivery, the cost is thought to be on the order of $20 million per astronaut. And their anticipated timetable for achieving that capability is considerably shorter than the NASA heavy-lift vehicle, a rocket that would not really be very useful for low orbit activity anyway. So, for those in the Congress who worry about our reliance on the Russians for space station transport, the answer is more investment in the commercial option. What needs to be realized is that it is not only the civilian space programs that benefit from the growth of a commercial space industry. Our military needs also can be en hanced by competition. Fixed-price contracts for delivery of services can replace cost-plus contracts. Payloads hosted on commercial satellites can give the Pentagon lower-cost options for many of its missions. As launch costs come down because of the efficiencies that commercial providers bring to the market, traditional contractors will have to find ways to lower their costs as well. And vigorous competition among a wide range of providers, launch and satellite, will mean a broader industry with the capacity to contribute more to the national economy and the national defense. For those who worry about our ability to compete internationally in the space arena, the commercial option offers much hope. We already are beginning to see the cost curve favor American launchers over their foreign competition, including the Chinese. When we have affordable launch, the result will be a better business climate for our satellite manufacturers. That, in turn, will lead to the survival of third-, fourth- and fifth-tier industrial suppliers, meaning less need to purchase components offshore. What we know after 50 years of space history is that each time we have seen technology mature to the point the investors and entrepreneurs can see real business potential, the role of space in our lives has expanded and the benefits to our economy and our national security have been enhanced. Communication, GPS and remote sensing have all contributed significantly to our national well-being and have become more valuable the longer they have been market-driven. Today, commercial space entrepreneurs appear to have a better grasp of the complex formula of resources, risk, technology, vision and imagination that define space leadership than do government bureaucracies. Tapping that asset will carry us forward to remarkable new adventures and discoveries. 

The commercial sector is critical to military weapons development 

Pena 2 (defense policy expert at the Cato Institute “U.S. COMMERCIAL SPACE PROGRAMS: FUTURE PRIORITIES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY”  se2.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/RESSpecNet/.../en/03_Pena.pdf //Donnie) 
Control of space is at the crux of the debate about the future of U.S. military space policy. It is important to point out that the issue is not whether the United States should militarize space. The militarization of space has already occurred and will continue. Space assets are currently used to great effect to support terrestrial (ground, sea, and air) military operations. The more immediate issue is whether the United States should weaponize space, at least in the near- or mid-term, and more important, whether military uses and requirements in space should be the driving force behind how we think about space and space policy. Advocates of a more aggressive U.S. military policy for space argue that the United States is more reliant on the use of space than is any other nation, that space systems are vulnerable to attack, and that U.S. space systems are thus an attractive candidate for a “space Pearl Harbor.” Critics of such a policy shift are concerned that weaponizing space could trigger a dangerous arms race. They are quick to point out that no country currently has an operational anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon that threatens U.S. satellites or weapons in space and that a U.S. move to deploy weapons (either offensive or defensive) would only provide unneeded impetus for other countries to follow suit.  Regardless of how one views the need to weaponize space, one thing is abundantly clear: the U.S. military greatly benefits from using commercial space systems. Former vice chief of staff of the Air Force, General Thomas S. Moorman, asserts that by making maximum use of commercial satellites, “military satellite communications will benefit in terms of access to additional capacity (tremendous increases in available bandwidth and flexibility, as well as  multiplicity of alternative communications paths).”1 In all likelihood, in the future, the military will be even more reliant on commercial space systems. As General Moorman has also stated: On the one hand, commercialization is not a total panacea.... On the other hand, the commercial space industry is expanding at such a rate and with such marvelous capabilities that it seems reasonable if not inevitable that a number of missions— heretofore the exclusive province of the government—can be satisfied or augmented commercially. We can also realize significant efficiencies by taking advantage of commercial space.2 Therefore, as U.S. Air Force Lt. Col. Peter Hays and Karl Mueller (both former professors at the School of Advanced Airpower Studies) argue: “It is no longer clear that the relationship between space and national security is, or should be, shaped primarily by international military competition.”3 Indeed, space as it relates to national security may be shaped and influenced more by the future of commercial space activities. 

CP Solves SPS
CP solves for SPS—only private sector can provide effective funding—studies prove

NSSO 7’ 

[“Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security,” November 10, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf] JR

The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP systems are unlikely to become economically competitive, nor produced on the scale that is needed to help solve global energy and environmental problems unless the systems are manufactured, owned, and operated by private industry. This finding is consistent with the U.S. National Space Policy that advocates space commercialization.

CP Solves International Space Station
The free market could help run the ISS and make it work 

Hudgins 1(Edward L. Hudgins, director of The Objectivist Center, is the editor of the Cato Institute book, Space: The Free-Market Frontier “Space Policy and Space Tourism” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12326 //Donnie) 
In addition to changing the regulatory regime, something must be done about the ISS. We have seen how NASA often uses its influence to stifle private space efforts. There is also always the danger of unfair NASA competition with the private sector. The ISS and NASA's role in it poses just such a problem. Those dangers must be contained if private space travel is not to face even more roadblocks. It would be best if the station were privatized, but that would be politically difficult since the United States is in partnership with other governments in the ISS. Thus a possible alternative would be to organize the ISS like an airport authority or a multi-jurisdictional port authority like the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. Such a station authority would be chartered among the station's owners, that is, the governments that are participating. NASA would not be U.S. government representative on the authority though it could be a customer or tenant on the station. That authority initially would provide infrastructure, safety, utilities and a regime that would allow private parties to run commercial operations on the station. The private sector could take over even those functions at some point. The authority would not be allowed to finance any station business operations, to expand into unrelated businesses, or to own any stock in station contractors. Those restrictions also would apply to NASA itself. In addition to commercial activities, the private sector would provide and pay for all future travel to and from the station, station operations, maintenance, and expansion. Such an approach would mean that station resources would be allocated for the highest valued activities. A real market would be created. Because market prices would be paid, this approach would help contain the danger of unfair competition from a government station to a private station. It is also important that a station port authority arrangement allow for private sector expansion and perhaps even eventual takeover of the station. For example, perhaps to expand activities, one provider wants to add infrastructure that would provide energy cheaper than the shared energy facilities. It would not be sound policy if the station owners, the governments, could veto such a move in order to hold on to their control and stake in the station. 
CP Solves Advanced Propulsion
Empirical evidence shows the market can deal with this 

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
One might be inclined to wonder why advanced propulsion is necessary. Current propulsion systems seem to be adequate, safe, and relatively reliable. But what of the future? Advanced propulsion is becoming a necessity, for both economic reasons and mission requirements.  Advances in propulsion systems ultimately will reduce the cost of launching payloads into orbit. They will also reduce the propulsion system mass for satellite orbit maintenance and attitude control, will be easier to maintain for extended periods of time, and will reduce the cost of LEO to GEO orbit transfers. Advanced propulsion will extend our ability to explore the solar system and ultimately will enable interstellar missions. NASA has initiated two activities aimed at identifying technologies and systems capable of producing dramatic reductions in launch costs. The Highly Reusable Space Transportation Systems study goal is $200–$400/kg to low Earth orbit (a factor of 50 reduction from current systems); and the Affordable In-Space Transportation study goal is $2,000–$4,000/kg to geosynchronous Earth orbit (a factor of 30 reduction). And the SLI program is funding a third-generation reusable vehicle using highly advanced rocket engines not yet in development or testing. 
Other Launch Technologies
We’ll present three methods of launch that they preclude that are less expensive and more efficient than your biz 
A. RLV’s

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
Reusable Launch Vehicles RLVs have long been an attractive alternative for reducing the costs of access to space. Currently the only reusable transportation vehicles are NASA’s fleet of four Shuttles. The goal of NASA’s RLV program is to deliver technology that in turn could deliver current payloads to LEO at a cost substantially lower than the current estimated $10,000 per pound for cargo on the Shuttle. The next step in launch capability is a crucial element of the country’s National Space Transportation Policy for commercial as well as government payloads. 

B. ELV’s

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
Expendable Launch Vehicles That brings us to the next type of space transportation system, the expendable launch vehicle or ELV. These are exactly as it sounds— expendable. These are throwaway rockets that are built to put all types and sizes of payloads into space and then fall back to the atmosphere and disintegrate. They can carry several payloads into orbit depending on the size and can vary in price from $20 million to $100 million, again depending on the type of vehicle, the size of payload, and the destination. The destination can range from LEO, 100 to 300 miles up, to GEO, which is up to 30,000 miles in a fixed position above a desired place on the Earth’s surface. For instance, the ISS orbits Earth in LEO about 250 miles above the surface, whereas an Air Force or a CIA spy satellite orbits in GEO about 22,000 miles above Earth. A reusable launch vehicle would bring commercial payloads and perhaps even humans into orbit for a fraction of the cost of ELVs or the Shuttle. 

C. SLI

McCoy 2 (Tidal W. McCoy is the elected Chairman of the Board of the Space Transportation Association of the United States. “Structure of the Space Market: Public and Private Space Efforts” pg, Donnie) 
NASA currently is conducting a Space Launch Initiative (SLI) program to develop new space launch vehicles. Why the SLI? Three reasons stand out: 1) Space transportation systems are expensive and therefore limit civil space efforts in both science and exploration. 2) The U.S. Shuttle fleet, although capable, is based on decadesold technology and will soon need to be replaced. 3) A fiercely competitive overseas commercial market has developed, with the introduction of many new vehicles. The SLI directly targets these three problems. The five-year, $4.5 billion effort funds second-generation risk-reduction activities ($592 million in FY 2002, ramping up to $1.3 billion per year in FY 2004 and FY 2005). The investments will enable a focused program for  second-generation RLV risk reduction and efforts to make possible commercial launch services to the ISS. NASA’s SLI ideally will develop technology and systems that will enable NASA to pursue safer, more cost-effective space missions and make it possible for the private sector to justify independent investment in future launch systems. Improvements in the safety, reliability, and affordability of current and future space transportation systems must be achieved if NASA is to perform its mission and if the U.S. space industry is to reach its commercial potential.6 Riding on the SLI are NASA’s hopes to foster a new second generation of RLVs. NASA intends to select a design by the end of 2005 for full-scale development with an operational vehicle family available in 2010. Congress decided to fund SLI in NASA’s 2001 budget and allocated an initial $290 million. The money is to begin an effort that NASA believes will result in government funding of one or two human-rated subsidized launch systems within five years. President Bush’s fiscal 2003 budget proposed a 64 percent increase over the previous year’s funding. The proposed amount would meet NASA’s human and robotic space flight needs as well as commercial interests. 
***2NC/1NR Blocks
They Say: “Perm Do Both”
Nope, not possible, we can’t privatize government space ventures and have the government send stuff into space, if it is possible it severs government action, that’s a vi for fairness because the neg has no ground when we don’t have a stable advocacy to argue against. 

Still stifles innovation/hurts the economy 

No solvency—any NASA intervention crowds out the private sector links to all of our turns 

Hudgins 98 (Edward L. Hudgins, director of The Objectivist Center, is the editor of the Cato Institute book, Space: The Free-Market Frontier.  “Time to Privatize NASA” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5960 //Donnie) 
The government has had many opportunities to turn over civilian space activities to the private sector. In the 1970s, American Rocket Co. was one of the private enterprises that wanted to sell launch services to NASA and private businesses. But NASA was moving from science to freight hauling, and planned to monopolize government payloads on the shuttle and subsidize launches of private cargo as well. The agency thus turned down American Rocket. In the late 1980s, Space Industries of Houston offered, for no more than $750 million, to launch a ministation that could carry government and other payloads at least a decade before NASA's station went into operation. (NASA's station currently comes with a price tag of nearly $100 billion for development, construction and operations.) NASA, not wishing to create its own competition, declined Space Industries' offer. In 1987 and 1988, a Commerce Department-led interagency working group considered the feasibility of offering a one-time prize and a promise of rent to any firm or consortium that could deliver a permanent manned moon base. When asked whether such a base were realistic, private-sector representatives answered yes -- but only if NASA wasn't involved. That plan was quickly scuttled. Each shuttle carries a 17-story external fuel tank 98 percent of the distance into orbit before dropping it into the ocean; NASA could easily -- and with little additional cost -- have promoted private space enterprise by putting those fuel tanks into orbit. With nearly 90 shuttle flights to date, platforms -- with a total of 27 acres of interior space -- could be in orbit today. These could be homesteaded by the private sector for hospitals to study a weightless Mr. Glenn or for any other use one could dream of. But then a $100 billion government station would be unnecessary. As long as NASA dominates civilian space efforts, little progress will be made toward inexpensive manned space travel. The lesson of Mr. Glenn's second flight is that space enthusiasts ignore economics at their peril. 

More evidence—smaller NASA key to spur the private sector 

Gough 97 (Michael Gough is director of science and risk studies at the Cato Institute. “Don’t Lavish Funds on NASA” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6120 //Donnie)
These heady Sojourner days are a time to examine NASA, not a time to lavish funds on it. To begin, the examination needs to separate NASA’s manned and unmanned programs. The manned vehicles are expensive and deliver few scientific or commercial payoffs. Cheap by comparison, the unmanned vehicles continue exploring the universe, the business that has excited us since NASA’s beginnings. But, successful or unsuccessful, NASA’s programs have crowded out commercial and nonprofit explorers. Should NASA funding end, private sources would take up the slack for worthwhile ventures into space. 

Zero permutation solvency – NASA empirically blocks private investment

Powers 3’ [Blake, Director of Outreach for NASA’s Space Product Development Program, “A Time for Everything,” August 24, http://laughingwolf.net/archives/000400.html] JR

At the same time, NASA has not exactly been a friend to commercial space enterprises. This is particularly true for efforts to develop alternative manned space access. NASA has a great deal invested in being the only way to get people into space, from hardware and infrastructure to an internal culture that claims that only career NASA civil servants can be called astronauts. All those others who fly, or meet the international guidelines for being called such, cannot be called such in any NASA publication. NASA has for years tried to block the development of manned commercial access. Just take a look at the regulatory environment for such and NASA’s role in it. NASA has bitterly resisted any suggestion that any other launch service be used, unless it was completely under their control. There are many other examples, for those who care to go do the homework and look them up. It’s official support of commercial activities has been limited. Despite various actions by Congress and its own charter, the agency has not been supportive of commercial research and development. Just go take a look at the history of the Space Product Development Program, which has managed to do some very important and good things with industry, for a good example. Take a good look at the so-called commercialization efforts of Dan Tam, or the idea that Headquarters had that companies would pay for large portions of the ISS without being able to display logos or use their sponsorship in advertising. Those ideas were patently ridiculous, obvious to anyone who had any real-world experience, and beloved by top NASA management who should have known better.
And, coercion da, your sequestration of tax funds is immoral and wrong  

Villacampa  6 (Alexander Villacampa [is a sophomore in economics at the University of Florida and summer fellow at the Mises Institute “NASA: Exemplary of Government Waste” http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig7/villacampa2.html //Donnie) 
In summation, in order to roll back the growing tide of government spending, the most wasteful programs must be cut first. What is needed from such public sector failures as NASA is not increased funding and wasteful behavior but full privatization. Only when this occurs will resources be used efficiently, will there be increased emphasis on consumer safety on extraterrestrial flights, and an end to the coercive sequestering of funds from taxpayers to prop up a failed program. It is time to put the industry of space exploration to the ultimate test: that of the market economy. The market, not the government, will be the true decider as to the existence of such an industry. It seems that the market is declaring that space exploration can be not only profitable but safe. If this is so, then so be it; it might be possible one day for all citizens to afford flights into the far reaches of space. What is important is to allow consumers, not bureaucrats, to decide where precious resources should go. It is time to end the government finance of wasteful public space exploration and to forevermore dismantle NASA.

Private sector key to development and commercialization of space—moon mission proves

CEN 7’ [Chemical and Engineering News, “NASA Gets Ready to Revisit the Moon,” February 5, http://pubs.acs.org/cen/government/85/8506gov1.html] JR

Agency officials have already begun talks with several countries interested in being part of the lunar mission, and they also are looking for ways to involve the private sector. For its part, the private sector doing business in human space travel isn't waiting for NASA to get to the moon. In fact, some observers believe NASA should let the private sector develop the details of how to get to and from the moon and should focus instead on next-generation technologies, such as nuclear propulsion, which will enable deeper space travel. "NASA should be playing a Lewis and Clark function with respect to space travel," says Rick Tumlinson, president of X-Tremespace and Orbital Outfitters. In other words, he says, "NASA should go over the hill and tell us what's there. Then the private sector can go out there and figure out ways to utilize it and create wealth from it."

Government control crowds out the private sector—kills innovation

Dinerman 7’ [Taylor, editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com, January 15, “Independent space colonization: questions and implications,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/784/1] JR

In the long term the effort to impose controls on private space colonization by the use of a vague process of international consensus-seeking will create a reaction not only against the OST but against the whole idea that Earth governments should be allowed any say whatsoever in the governance of off-Earth activities. In the near term it is relatively easy for governments to impose their will on space activities, but when vehicles that can provide low-cost access to low Earth orbit are as available to the public as oceangoing private yachts, maintaining control will be much harder.

They Say: “Perm Do The CP”
The counterplan is functionally distinct from the affirmative in 3 ways—this proves this perm is severance which is a reason to reject it because if the aff doesn’t defend anything concrete negative preparation becomes impossible. 

A. Congress goes to work to make the cp not happen and they got all the power—not normal means  

Zimmerman 4 (Robert Zimmerman, is an award-winning space historian, writing articles and books on issues of science, history, technology, and culture “Congress Impedes NASA Prizes” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nasa-04zt.html //Donnie) 
Worse, the legal and bureaucratic hurdles for NASA to offer an award for a human spaceflight, comparable to the X Prize, are formidable. When you talk about humans it involves other obstacles, Sponberg told United Press International. We've got to coordinate with (NASA's) Office of Mission Safety Assurance, with the office of the Chief Medical Officer, and this also involves the (Federal Aviation Administration). He added, We don't yet know whether we will be able to pursue a human mission or not. 

Here, too, Congress has made no effort to grease the wheels and make it easier for NASA to encourage private human space travel. NASA officials have spent innumerable hours over the last few months lobbying Congress for some increased authority and have gotten nothing. In fact, the only bills pending in Congress specifically limit NASA from awarding any prize larger than $1 million. Yet Sponberg still thinks the program can get off the ground. 

B. Even if their ‘NASA contracts out’ ev talks about private companies doing stuff, that is still not what NASA normally does—vagueness in the plan should be punished otherwise affs are encouraged to not research creating lazy debates. 

Zimmerman 4 (Robert Zimmerman, is an award-winning space historian, writing articles and books on issues of science, history, technology, and culture “Congress Impedes NASA Prizes” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nasa-04zt.html //Donnie) 
Under the agency's old way of doing business, officials decided what they wanted built, asked private companies to bid on building it, then awarded a contract to the lowest acceptable bidder - who often was located in an important Congressional district. Then, whether the project succeeded or not, NASA would pay out monies to the winning bidder, based on that bidder's predicted construction cost. For example, Lockheed Martin won the billion-dollar-plus contract to build the X-33 in 1996 on the basis of its radical engineering concept. The company then attempted to build it, pocketing $1.2 billion in fees. When the program was canceled due to engineering problems with the X-33's composite fuel tanks, no one expected Lockheed to give the money back. The Centennial Challenge Awards would follow a new paradigm, following the X Prize mode and hoping to repeat the success of SpaceShipOne, the winner of the $10 million purse and the first privately funded craft to carry a human occupant in a sub-orbital spaceflight. Winners will be determined by actual achievements, not proposals, said Brant Sponberg, NASA's award program manager at the Nov. 15 meeting as he outlined NASA's initial roadmap for the program. Sponberg explained to an audience of private commercial space developers - including Peter Diamandis of the X Prize Foundation and David Gump of t/Space - prize competitors will have to produce some results first before NASA will fork out any cash. 

C. Certainty makes the cp functionally different 
Zimmerman 4 (Robert Zimmerman, is an award-winning space historian, writing articles and books on issues of science, history, technology, and culture “Congress Impedes NASA Prizes” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nasa-04zt.html //Donnie) 
If NASA actually can get the prize program started, it could mean no more dead-end projects such as the X-33 and X-43. Instead, NASA will offer an award, watch as private companies to develop the technology on their own, then - even if NASA decides not to use the technology - allow the award-winner to retain ownership and even sell it on the open market.
D. The plan text says NASA and its un-constitutional for them to do the cp –its competitive 

Zimmerman 4 (Robert Zimmerman, is an award-winning space historian, writing articles and books on issues of science, history, technology, and culture “Congress Impedes NASA Prizes” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nasa-04zt.html //Donnie) 
The only problem with all these plans, however, is NASA lacks the authority to award almost anything. Though Congress already has authorized $12 million for the CCA program and even stated it wants NASA to get the program going quickly, legislators so far have failed to increase NASA's authority to award large prizes. At this moment the largest prize that NASA can legally hand out is only $250,000. 

E. “Its” is a possessive pronoun that refers to the USFG 

English Plus 97 (http://englishplus.com/grammar/00000227.htm //Donnie)
Its is the possessive pronoun; it modifies a noun. 
And, the cp has the private sector explore, not the USFG, this is a voting issue—
a.) ground: if you take the free market from the neg the vague use of the word development in the res makes being negative impossible with a huge amount of affs and no geneneric to check. 

b.) limits: they double the amount of affs, there is a government and market version 
THIS IS A TOPICALITY ARGUMENT AND AN INDEPENDENT VOTING ISSUE

They Say: “Free Market Can’t Fund

The free market can get the necessary cash—non profits and incentives  

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

Space is not too expensive for the market – NASA’s inefficiencies fuel misconception

Livingston, Prof of Space Studies, 2 (2002, David M. Livingston, adjunct professor at the University of North Dakota Graduate School of Space Studies,  Doctorate in Business Administration, former adjunct professor in the Graduate School of Business at Golden Gate University teaching Entrepreneurship and Small Business Management, business consultant, financial adviser, and head of Livingston Business Solutions , CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 77-78, ngoetz)

Misperceptions about space commerce also create barriers to space enterprise.  The barriers caused by misperceptions especially limit the progress of space commercialization. Misperceptions are the most insidious barriers because they often influence the preliminary thoughts about a project. A good example of this is the perception that space has to be expensive. Most in the private sector believe that our current space program and NASA projects are costly because space is and always will be costly. Seldom does one understand that these projects are costly because of the specifics of the program. The perception that all space has to be expensive is difficult to change because businesses and investors look to the federal government, NASA, and the aerospace industry for almost everything to do with space. In addition, the public is constantly reminded by the government and the media of just how expensive and risky space is, especially with failed NASA missions to Mars, Shuttle difficulties, and International Space Station (ISS) cost overruns. In fact, many people simply accept that the price for sending people to space on a typical Space Shuttle flight costs between $500 million and $750 million. What people do not know and what they are not told is just how out of date and inefficient the Space Shuttle is, and just how cost-effective a new-generation RLV could be if one were developed. Most people are also unaware that commercial projects in LEO are less costly than a NASA Space Shuttle mission. 

The market solves by lowering prices and prizes 
Hudgins 2 (Dr. Edward L. Hudgins, Director of Regulatory Studies “The Coming Commercial Frontier in Space” pg, Donnie) 
Some NASA defenders argue that only governments can sponsor scientific space ventures that promise no profit for decades, if ever. But an excellent illustration of the way private entrepreneurs who do not put NASA’s institutional interests first could cut costs is seen in proposals for manned missions to Mars. In 1991 President George H. W. Bush announced the goal of placing humans on the Red Planet by 2019. Such a mission would bring unparalleled scientific returns. But NASA’s ‘‘90 Day Report’’ put the mission’s price at a staggering $450 billion, a cost that effectively killed the idea. Sensing that a less costly mission was possible, engineer Robert Zubrin, then with Martin Marietta, and other scientists devised what  Tito’s trip opened the eyes of much of the public to the possibility that everyone some day might be able to travel to space. South African Internet entrepreneur Mark Shuttleworth also booked a flight in 2002 to ISS. Polish businessman Leszek Czarnecki may follow his lead. And as mentioned, LunaCorp and RadioShack have helped Lance Bass, a member of the pop group ‘N Sync, to travel to Moscow for initial medical screening in hope of a flight as well. Space tourism indeed seems to be a potential ‘‘killer application’’ that will offer opportunities and incentives to the private sector to develop low-cost access to space and places in orbit for private adventurers to go. But space tourism does not have to start with a $20 million price tag. Space Adventures offers an array of spacerelated activities, including tours of space facilities or sites on Earth, stargazing, and even flights on training planes like those used by astronauts to simulate weightlessness.18 Space Adventures now has teamed up with US Airways to offer a truly innovative frequent flyer perk. Ten million passenger miles— the equivalent of circling the Earth 250 times—entitles the passenger to a free half-hour suborbital flight into space aboard a reusable rocket expected to be ready by 2005. The retail price of this space adventure is $98,000. Intermediate prizes are offered as well. A traveler with 30,000 miles can pay an extra $650 and take a trip to the Kennedy Space Center to see a Shuttle launch and get admission to the Kennedy Space Center Visitor Complex. For 250,000 frequent flyer miles and a $2,000 fee, the traveler will get a trip to Russia to fly on a Soviet-era cargo plane to experience several 30-second periods of weightlessness. Market studies suggest that space tourism is a potential multibilliondollar market. As prices drop, more people would be willing to pay to travel to the final frontier. 

They Say: “CP Theoretically Illegitimate”
The cp is a key and relevant discussion point 
Searles 11 (Harrison Searles is a Collegian columnist. He can be reached at hsearles@student.umass.edu. “Send the space-bureaucrats to Mars”

http://dailycollegian.com/2011/03/24/send-the-space-bureaucrats-to-mars/ //Donnie) 
As the space shuttle Discovery is decommissioned and retired from service, it is time that the government of the United States rethink the role that government has to play in the future of space exploration. The reason for this is that it is necessary to contemplate whether the resources that have been and will be allocated to the space program has been worth the output it has produced. Despite all of the praise that has been heaped on the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) for the past decades, it is clear that its output is the subject of hype and that it has also been an organization that has been imprudent in its utilization of resources. If there is to be future progress in space exploration, then what needs to happen is not sending highly specialized, billion-dollar missions into space for the curiosity of scientists and welfare for the aerospace industry.

They Say: “Regulation Good”
It’s bad—stifles innovation, the impact is your aff

Hudgins 1 (Dr. Edward L. Hudgins, Director of Regulatory Studies, Cato Institute “Space Policy and Space Tourism” http://www.cato.org/testimony/ct-eh062601.html //Donnie) 
To understand the barriers to private space travel, it is important to keep in mind three important facts: First, travel is tied to the general fate of most other private space efforts. Less costly rocket designs or the ability to place private habitats in orbit are the essential elements for a successful space tourism sector. Reforms that help the space industry in general can benefit, both directly and indirectly, private space travel. Regulations that hinder the industry in general will smother commercial synergies that arise in a healthy industry. Second, since the beginning of the Space Age, the activities by NASA, U.S. government policies, and international treaties have systematically hindered or barred many private space endeavors. The past two decades have seen numerous policies struggles to free the private sector, some successful, some not. Third, America's general regulatory regime and that part of it in particular that governs commercial space activities is the principal barrier to the expansion of those activities. If such a regime were in place earlier in this century, civil aviation would not have developed as it did and air travel might be as rare as space travel. If such a regime had been applied two decades ago to emerging personal computer, software and internet firms, the communications and information revolution would have been stillborn. 
They Say: “Losers Drain Innovation”
That’s nastyfalse—multiple empirical examples counter your claims 

Hoyt 6 (David,  “X PRIZE FOUNDATION: REVOLUTION THROUGH COMPETITION” http://www.prizecapital.net/docs/prizes/XPRIZE-StanfordBusinessSchoolCase.pdf //Donnie)  
The Ansari X PRIZE had clearly stimulated a great deal of investment and interest in personal spaceflight. However, the winner of the prize would not necessarily be the most successful at commercializing personal spaceflight. Following Lindbergh’s successful New York-to-Paris flight, the rapid development of commercial aviation was not led by Lindbergh, Ryan (who built his plane), or his St. Louis backers. Rather, there was a change in the public perception of aviation, and many airplane manufacturers and airlines competed to take advantage of the resulting commercial opportunity. The winner of the Ansari X PRIZE was certainly well positioned for commercial success in private spaceflight, building spacecraft for Branson’s Virgin Galactic. Virgin Galactic was also positioned as the front-runner of the prospective operators of personal spaceflights. However, a number of other companies planned to operate space flights for paying passengers, using technology developed for the X PRIZE competition. One of these groups was funded by Amazon.com founder Jeff Bezos. The companies and technologies that would ultimately triumph in the commercial world were not yet known. But, the Ansari X PRIZE had played an important role in creating an environment in which commercial, private spaceflight could develop. 
They Say: “No Incentive”
a.) the prize solves; extend Garmong, they do it for cash 

b.) even if they don’t like they prize we solve: 
companies would want to get involved for the publicity which would still lead to them to produce better products.

c.)The Ansari X-prize disproves this, broad public exposure financial leverage and payment assure broad participation 

Morgan 9 (Jaison G. Morgan is the lead manager of the Prize Development Department for the X PRIZE Foundation. The Department houses the intellectual property and knowhow that has enabled the successful design of over $60 million of inducement prizes. Over the next five years, the Foundation plans to launch between 10-15 additional prizes, representing a combined purse value of over $300 million. Morgan holds degrees from Hampden-Sydney College (BA) and the University of Chicago (MA) and is a frequent blogger and lecturer on the continuing evolution of prizes to induce innovative breakthroughs. “ Inducing Innovation Through Prizes” http://www.usa.gov/webcontent/reqs_bestpractices/challenges/documents/InnovationsJournalFall08PrizesJaisonMorgan.pdf //Donnie) 
Over the course of eight years, the Ansari X PRIZE led to important developments in private space travel. Twenty-six teams from seven nations registered to compete,4 and the combined value of their efforts exceeded $100 million.5 The care-free reentry and cantilevered hybrid rocket motor technology developed by the winning team have both since evolved into commercial applications, and preflight sales of suborbital space tickets are showing promising interest. The winning spacecraft, SpaceShipOne, now hangs in the Smithsonian National Air and Space Museum next to the Spirit of St. Louis. Whether or not private space travel will achieve the commercial success found in other civil aviation sectors has yet to be determined, but we can attribute many critical developments in the early formation of this new industry to the Ansari X PRIZE. Another important outcome of the Ansari X PRIZE was a renewed interest in prizes. Today, the number of new prizes is peaking at levels not seen for more than fifty years. Furthermore, the level of experimentation and innovation in prize design is being supported by an increasing variety of corporate and philanthropic sponsors. Prize sponsors are attracted by many of the strengths of the Orteig Prize and the Ansari X PRIZE, such as broad public exposure, financial leverage, and the guarantee of payment only upon providing proven results. So, as prize designers continue to experiment with novel prize constructs, we are seeing many of them attempting to replicate these strengths while also trying to mitigate the costs and risks associated with such ambitious and innovative endeavors. 

They Say: “Delay”
Private sector key to successful space tech and quick implementation

Burk 4’ [James, vice president of Artemis Society International and staff writer, June 3, “What the Moon-Mars Commission's Report Should Say...” http://www.marsnews.com/articles/20040603-what_the_moonmars_commissions_report_should_say.html] JR

NASA should get out of the way of the private sector. For too long, NASA has stifled creativity and entrepreneurialism on the part of non-governmental efforts to pioneer space. In the late 1990s, many firms such as Rotary Rocket and Beal Aerospace were working on bringing SSTO/RLV technologies to market, and NASA did everything to prevent their success. Firms like LunaCorp and TransOrbital were talking about private lunar missions and NASA did everything to stifle them, including spreading rumors of a new NASA moon probe, which ultimately amounted to nothing and caused their funding opportunities to dry up. Let the commercial sector do what it excels at, namely cutting through bureaucracy and accomplishing goals on a short timeframe. Instead of stifling private sector efforts, NASA should do everything they can to help them. NASA should enhance and expand their programs to transfer technologies & methods developed internally to start-up companies. During the Apollo days, most of the hardware and operations were conducted by private contractors. That model has worked before and should be returned to for future projects. Let NASA set the direction & goals, but let the private sector implement them and create wealth & commercial opportunities from them. That is a much faster way to get into space, and also much cheaper for the public.

They Say: “Safety”
No safety worries—the FAA would regulate the private sector

Changand and Bronstein 10’ [Alicia and Seth, AP contributors for MSNBC, “NASA's space change: Renting the Right Stuff,” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35169753/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasas-space-change-renting-right-stuff/] JR
Peter Diamandis, founder of the X Prize Foundation, which sponsored a competition in suborbital spaceflight, dismissed safety worries: "We don't fly on U.S. Air Government. We fly on Southwest and JetBlue." The Federal Aviation Administration, which has a commercial space division, would regulate private space safety and other issues.

They Say: “DOD Security Issues”
The security is not an issue – companies are like PSCs

Poole, MA in Engineering from MIT, 2 (2002, Robert W. Poole Jr.,  bachelor's and master's degrees in engineering from MIT, During George H.W. Bush’s administration, board member of the Vice President's Space Policy Advisory Board, worked with the Vice-President's Competitiveness Council and the White House Counsel to help develop an executive order on infrastructure privatization, Director of Transportation Studies and Trustee, Reason Foundation, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” ch.4: Is This Any Way to Run Space Transportation? p. 63-64, ngoetz)

What about specialized military needs: for example, for launching highly classified intelligence-gathering satellites? Since those satellites themselves are developed by private contractors, there is no good reason why they could not be launched by private spacelaunch firms, subject to the same levels of security clearance as the companies building the satellites. Intelligence payloads tend to be large and to require launch vehicles at the upper end of the payload scale (such as the Titan IV). It might be argued that the market for payloads in that size range is too small to be viable for a commercial launch company; hence, USAF might just as well purchase those vehicles itself. But there are some potential commercial uses for these large-payload boosters, and the USAF might encourage that market by adopting a policy similar to what it uses for a portion of its air transport needs. Instead of owning and operating a large fleet of general-purpose passenger and cargo ‘‘airlift’’ planes, the Air Force contracts with a number of airlines on an ongoing basis under the Civil Reserve Airlift Fleet program. In exchange for an annual payment for each participating plane, the airline agrees to a set of design modifications that permit rapid conversion from civilian to military configuration, and to the military’s right to ‘‘call up’’ the plane on short notice for military use in the event of war or other national emergency. Until reusable launch vehicles become economical, the analogy between launch vehicles and commercial aircraft is not perfect; for the foreseeable future these large-payload boosters will be expendables. But the Air Force could still adapt the Civilian Reserve Airlift Fleet idea to a launch vehicle company’s expendable booster line by offering a premium rate per pound for launches on that vehicle, if it were configurable to meet the special requirements of the military payloads. 

Firm, governmentwide policies for purchasing launch services rather than specifying and procuring launch vehicles would go a long way toward fostering a competitive space launch industry. 

They Say: “NASA Innovates”
--No offense: cp does not ban NASA, they can still make things later on, our argument is that in this instance NASA will fail--

And, all of your empirics are flat wrong mumbo-jumbo; the private sector has made what ever is worth while-NASA just risks screwing it all up. 

Villacampa  6 (Alexander Villacampa [is a sophomore in economics at the University of Florida and summer fellow at the Mises Institute “NASA: Exemplary of Government Waste” http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig7/villacampa2.html //Donnie) 

Individuals claim that a majority of NASA's funding is spent on the exploration of new useful technologies. The citizenry views the government as an entity that can fund and perform research in order to uncover technologies that would be beneficial to the market. There is no reason to believe that corporations, with patent laws in place, would not be more than willing to research more efficient ways of creating products. Yet, even if it were the case that government research in technology was necessary or beneficial, NASA is funding scientific studies that are far from useful to the market. Much of NASA's funding is spent directly on extraterrestrial initiatives that study the solar system, space exploration, and methods of improving shuttle performance. It is also a myth that NASA created such technologies as Velcro, Tang and those famous memory-cell mattresses. In reality, the maker of Velcro was a private engineer with a bright idea, Tang was created by the General Foods Corporation, and the Tempur-Pedic company developed those memory-cell mattresses for use on NASA flights. These were all private initiatives and not outcomes of NASA’s technological research efforts. To their credit, NASA did develop freeze-dried ice cream but who likes those things anyway? NASA dedicates over two-thirds of its budget to space exploration and extraterrestrial research. The government agency has spent close to $150 billion dollars simply on the shuttle program, which calculates to about $1.3 billion per launch. This is a decent sum considering that the space shuttle program was sold to the taxpayers as only costing $5.5 million per launch. The question then arises, “should the United States citizens continue to pay for such a costly program?” In the end, it is always the citizenry who pays. Naïve individuals may believe that the Federal government has an endless spring of wealth from which it draws in order to fund its operations, but this is not the case. NASA has continuously let down the United States citizens and is nothing but a wastebasket into which the government throws our hard-earned wealth. The NASA shuttle tragedies are an outright shame, not only because of the precious lives lost, but also due to the immense cost of these shuttles. The costs of these space ventures are steep and the rewards reaped from these explorations are close to nil. The Mars Observer, that was lost in 1993, cost the taxpayers nearly $1 billion dollars. What the government can not understand is the profit and loss mechanism that is so ingrained into the market. Private entrepreneurs produce goods in a way that minimizes costs in order to obtain a high profit margin. Government programs, such as NASA, continuously spend without giving any benefit to the public. One may say that the simple existence of shuttle programs are a psychological benefit to society but this does not justify the coercive collection of taxes from citizens who may or may not be willing to donate to such a program. When government collects tax revenue, it does not allocate the funds to where citizens demand but instead the funds are spent where politicians desire. Not to mention the fact that much of this funding is lost in the shuffle between citizen and program and wind up in the golden pockets of pork-barrelers. NASA, like all government programs, becomes increasingly less efficient as time goes by and its purpose becomes less clear. The space shuttle programs may have once accomplished significant scientific discoveries but this is no longer evident. In addition, the social reward of these programs, regardless of what scientific feats they accomplished, are to be measured by a cost-profit analysis and not arbitrary merit. NASA's space exploration programs have continued to fail and this is only understandable to those aware of the lack of incentives present in the public sector. Government, unlike the capitalist market, has little incentive to strive for successful output and may often times overlook the many systematic failures present in the execution of these programs. The public sector inherently has less of an economic incentive to keep costs low and profits high. NASA knows that funding will continue, at least for the coming year, and pushes on promises rather than accomplishments in order to receive funding. On the other hand, the private sector functions on accomplishments, the achievement of its goals, and keeping costs at a minimum while maximizing profits. The failure of the NASA program is inevitably tied to the fact that it is not a private company; it has much less of an economic incentive than those companies that are furthest away from the government’s grasp. In addition, the current President, with a projected 2007 fiscal budget of $2.8 trillion, has shown no sign that the government will decrease spending in the near future. President Bush stated on June 16, 2004 that we will explore space to improve our lives and lift our national spirit. Space exploration is also likely to produce scientific discoveries in fields from biology to physics, and to advance aerospace and a host of other industries. This will help create more highly skilled jobs, inspire students and teachers in math and science, and ensure that we continue to benefit from space technology, which has already brought us important improvements. The President's hopes are sadly misplaced, there is no evidence proving that NASA funds improve technologies in any marketable industries. Any jobs produced by NASA funding will simply be a misallocation of labor. It should be up to the market, with its profit and loss mechanisms, to decide were labor should be properly allocated including the labor of highly skilled scientists. In addition, $17 billion dollars should not be arbitrarily spent in order to "lift our national spirit" through space exploration but should instead be given back to the taxpayers and allow them to lift their own spirits with the wealth. The solution the problem of NASA overspending and endless mishaps is, like all government programs, privatization. If the citizenry, through the market process, find it profitable to invest and consume products that are tied to space exploration, so be it. In such a scenario no individual is forced to pay for products that continuously fail to meet their expectations. In addition, private companies that take on the task of space exploration will be doing so at a profit and trying to minimize cost. This is significantly different from the wasteful practices of government and public sector programs. Whenever costs outweigh profits, precious resources have been wasted in the production of that good or service. In the private sector, entrepreneurs quite literally pay the price for having misused resources and the costs will cut into the entrepreneur’s income. If this occurs, either changes are to be made in order to cut costs or the entrepreneur will need to shut down the business. When public sector industries waste resources, often times no direct harm is done to their ability to continue the misuse of funding. Any punishment comes down from the legislature and usually comes with multi-millions of dollars in addition funding. It is a time-proven fact that when a private sector company fails, they go out of business yet if a public sector industry fails, they get additional funding.

The cp is a pre-requisite to NASA innovating, lowers costs  

Eckert 8 (Dr. Paul Eckert, PhD, is Coordinator of the Space Investment Summit Coalition, Chair of the Emerging Markets Working Group of the Space Enterprise Council within the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Chair of the Entrepreneurship and Investment Technical Committee of the International Astronautical Federation, and International and Commercial Strategist within the Business Development section of The Boeing Company’s Space Exploration division. The opinions expressed here are his own and do not necessarily represent the official position of these organizations or the Boeing Company. “Investment in entrepreneurial innovation: why cooperate?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1080/1 //Donnie) 
A third rationale for helping startups attract investment involves support for space agencies, which often represent contractors’ most important customers. By helping show that commercial space can produce promising new markets, so that space activity can be viewed by the general public as delivering the benefits of economic growth, investment summits can help reinforce advocacy for robust space agency funding. In addition, new products and services may directly help space agencies by lowering their costs, so that they can more effectively accomplish important aspects of their missions. Stronger space agencies may in turn be able to offer a more reliable flow of business to established contractors, in areas where the special competencies of these contractors render them uniquely capable of satisfying agency needs. 

NASA is too politicized to innovate—overwhelming ev like SpaceX and Falcon Rockets show we solve your turns  

Searles 11 (Harrison Searles is a Collegian columnist. He can be reached at hsearles@student.umass.edu. “Send the space-bureaucrats to Mars”

http://dailycollegian.com/2011/03/24/send-the-space-bureaucrats-to-mars/ //Donnie) 
As the space shuttle Discovery is decommissioned and retired from service, it is time that the government of the United States rethink the role that government has to play in the future of space exploration. The reason for this is that it is necessary to contemplate whether the resources that have been and will be allocated to the space program has been worth the output it has produced. Despite all of the praise that has been heaped on the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) for the past decades, it is clear that its output is the subject of hype and that it has also been an organization that has been imprudent in its utilization of resources. If there is to be future progress in space exploration, then what needs to happen is not sending highly specialized, billion-dollar missions into space for the curiosity of scientists and welfare for the aerospace industry. Instead, what must happen is a dramatic decrease in the costs in order for mankind to have any future in space and this is a task of economizing resources that is best left to the free market. For the past three decades after the end of the Apollo missions in 1972, NASA has existed in a state without a clear objective to accomplish and has instead existed in a nostalgic limbo. Indeed, much of NASA has served as welfare to the post-Apollo aerospace industry as insignificant missions that are sent in and out of Earth’s atmosphere with much fanfare. This has had the result of merely keeping the aerospace industry alive, but little innovation has occurred. While the scientific gadgets that are hurdled into space may have become smaller and more advanced, the most important feature of the space program: the costs of getting payload beyond the grasp of Earth’s gravity, has yet to reach economical levels. Instead, despite the fact that NASA lives off of the reputation of blazing the trail for future activity in space, ever since the breakthrough of the Saturn rockets, it has yet to make real a more cost-effective means of launching into space. On the face of it, this may seem like an obtuse and excessively critical view of NASA. Of course, critics of this judgment would bring to the table projects like the International Space Station or the Hubble Space Telescope. While the Hubble Telescope may be of great use to astronomy, astrophysics and cosmology, it has not only been beset by technical issues since its launch, but it is not clear-cut whether its advantages over Earth-bound observatories warrant its costs. The ISS is almost a complete waste of money on a project that is more a post-Cold War make-up hug between the space programs of Russia and the United States than a project that has any utility, or even relevance, to humanity’s supposed future in space. In addition, NASA is also heavily politicized, first serving the interests of politicians in Congress and then space exploration. Evidence for this is that even though solid rocket boosters for the space shuttle were the least preferred means of propulsion from an engineering perspective, among other things a solid fuel booster can never be shut down once started unlike other types of fuel, it was chosen because it was produced by a company in Sen. Orrin Hatch’s (R-Utah) state. Without a doubt, the space program has been the beneficiary of both a wave of hype ever since the American government thought it was critical to land a gadget made in America on the moon before a gadget made in the USSR was as well as low expectations from the general public. The public seems content to watch missions be launched into space, or even lost (need I mention the recent loss of a $424-million mission earlier this month), with little accountability for either how they use resources or whether their goals are even worth pursuing. The space program, despite the fact it may be the pet program of many, is not sacrosanct. Eventually, all talk about NASA and the future role of government in space exploration must come down to a judgment regarding whether a bureaucracy put in place by the government is the best means of attaining the ends desired. Here, there can be only an unequivocal answer: no. The future of mankind in space requires an institution that is an environment that encourages unforeseen innovation and that depends not on the designs of men, but rather by where spontaneous order brings them. In short, what is needed is a market in which not only are competitors not crowded out by the government, but also in which space-entrepreneurs can try out a vast array of plans based not on the approval of a single board of central planning, but rather on the confidence of investors. A market will be far more sensitive to the demands of the public regarding how the space-industry ought to evolve and rather than simply expecting money for their projects, as do space-bureaucrats, the space-entrepreneur would have to support his enterprise on providing actual services to consumers. Indeed, in the past years private enterprise has already shown its capability to organize missions into space when SpaceX, a company founded by one of the co-founders of PayPal, created the line of Falcon Rockets. 

***AffIRMATIVE RESPONSES
Permutation 

Perm solves best – combination of NASA deep-space exploration and burgeoning private industry key to solve.

Thomas Brannen, J.D. Candidate, Southern Methodist University Dedman School of Law, Summer 2010, “Private Commercial Space Transportation’s Dependence on Space Tourism and NASA’s Responsibility to Both,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, p.661

Three steps by which NASA can remedy the budgetary problems are: (a) focusing on the exploration of deep outer space, such as efforts to the moon and Mars; (b) encouraging growth in the private U.S. commercial space transportation industry; and (c) returning to the age where NASA was the premiere developer of cutting-edge technologies that enabled human space exploration. n163 HSFPC suggests that the latter two steps can be achieved by merely focusing on the exploration of deep outer space. n164 In simpler terms, NASA should leave the "burgeoning" suborbital and orbital space flight industries behind to private businesses while NASA pushes to beyond-earth regions. Additionally, HSFPC suggests that NASA utilize resources made available by the global efforts of various countries interested in space exploration, such as Russia's launch services. This contrasts with the current nationalistic focus of having the United States conquer Mars on its own. The following five questions provide a framework in which to plan for future U.S. human spaceflight:
CP Links To Politics
CP links to politics—Clinton failures make Congress hesitant 

Changand and Bronstein 10’ [Alicia and Seth, AP contributors for MSNBC, “NASA's space change: Renting the Right Stuff,” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35169753/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasas-space-change-renting-right-stuff/] JR

Pace cautioned that Clinton era efforts to privatize parts of the National Reconnaissance Organization, which builds and operates U.S. spy satellites, as a failure and this could be similar. He added that there's such strong support in Congress for the current space program a change may be difficult to get through Capitol Hill. New York University government professor Paul Light said: "My general caution is be careful about what you give away. It's awful expensive to get it back."
Prizes Distort The Market
Prizes create a disincentive to invest in a loser – wrecks the private sector and creates monopolies 

Schlather,  President of ProSpace, 2 (2002, Marc Schlather,  President of Pro Space. ProSpace, a grassroots space policy organization, was founded to focus attention on Capitol Hill toward needed changes in American space policy, CATO,  “Space: The Free Market Frontier, ” Ch. 13. The Legislative Challenge in Space Transportation Financing p. 200, ngoetz)

For the next six months, however, feelings about the program deteriorated in many sectors. Of particular contention was the NASA goal of reaching a so-called ‘‘down-select’’ point in 2005, where they would choose at least two vehicle designs that would then receive all NASA launch business once they were constructed and operational. That would have a chilling effect on those systems that were not chosen, as the capital markets might view a system seen as a ‘‘loser’’ in the NASA competition as not commercially viable. In fact, as we will see later, the down-select process and its negative effect on the private sector will come much sooner than 2005. 

Private Sector Lacks Necessary Technology
Private sector lacks the technology for new space exploration – comparisons to previous tech are wrong

Eric R. Sterner, George C. Marshall Institute, April 2010, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” George C. Marshall Institute Policy Outlook, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf
First, developing a spacecraft capable of safely launching people into orbit, operating there, and returning them safely to the planet is extraordinarily difficult, with extremely low tolerances for risk. For comparison purposes, launching SpaceShip 1, a privately-developed and revolutionary spacecraft capable of carrying people to suborbital space, requires roughly 2% of the total energy required to take the same mass to low-earth orbit. Solving such complex problems is not beyond the wherewithal of the private sector. After all, the bulk of NASA’s spacecraft were developed by contractors, and the private sector developed, owns and operates much of the nation’s infrastructure. Human spaceflight to LEO is different, however, than developing or operating the complex terrestrial systems frequently created by the private sector. It requires the development of entirely new technologies and capabilities, for which there has been no private demand or commercial reward. So, there have not been sufficient incentives for the private sector to bring its otherwise healthy abilities to mobilize massive amounts of capital or solve complex problems to bear. There simply is no useful comparison between the public and private sector interests when it comes to human spaceflight. Indeed, to date, only three governments have been able to organize the financial, organizational, scientific, and technical resources to achieve this task. At the time, two of them were superpowers and the third appears to be on the verge of becoming one.

Private Sector Doesn’t Solve Leadership
Private sector can’t fill in fast enough – risks collapse of US space leadership.

David Kushner, award-winning journalist, September 2010, “Launching Into the Era of Private Spaceflight,” Discover, http://discovermagazine.com/2010/sep/18-launching-into-age-of-private-spaceflight/article_view?b_start:int=0&-C=

To start flying humans into space, Sierra Nevada (or any other private firm) will have to reach many milestones in development, testing, and financing. Not only do the companies need to pass NASA’s safety standards with unproved spacecraft, but they must train astronauts on the new equipment as well. Even the most optimistic estimates suggest it will be three to five years before a commercial vehicle is ready to reach the International Space Station. In other words, the United States faces the exact same gap in space access that got Sirangelo motivated to begin developing the Dream Chaser five years ago. “The shuttle will stop flying next year, and we’re not going to have a human-rated vehicle to take to station. That problem is our fault,” Olson admits. The problem could get worse. If the commercial companies cannot deliver the vehicles on the anticipated schedule, NASA will have no back-up other than the Soyuz. Even Voss questions the timing of NASA’s sudden conversion to a free-market philosophy. “I think they made a mistake by canceling the Constellation program without having an alternative in place,” he says.
Privatization kills space leadership.

Wu, 10 [David ,Chairman of the House Science and Technology, “ 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/]HSS
(April 15) -- President Barack Obama is in Florida today to argue his case for privatizing the human spaceflight program. It will be a tough sell. The president's vision for privatizing American space exploration may sound appealing initially, but it rests on flawed assumptions and could result in the United States surrendering our lead in space exploration to our international competitors, including China and Russia. The president has proposed a radical restructuring of U.S. space policy, which includes the termination of the next phase of the human spaceflight program, known as the Constellation program. The Constellation program is the architecture developed to deliver American astronauts to the International Space Station -- and later to the moon and other destinations in our solar system -- following the retirement of the space shuttle program, which is on pace to fly its last mission late this year or early next year. In place of Constellation, the Obama administration supports the development of commercial capabilities for delivering Americans to the space station and beyond. This may sound good rhetorically, but it fails to meet the standards of sound space policy. The president's plan to privatize space exploration rests on ill-defined objectives and unsubstantiated assumptions. For instance, the administration has not adequately explained where the space program's shifted trajectory will lead our nation and cannot explain how its plan affects our nation's previously established goals of returning humans to the moon by 2020 and some day sending astronauts to Mars and beyond. Without clearly defined goals, including specific destinations and timelines for reaching them, how can we ensure that taxpayers are receiving an adequate return on their investments in space exploration It is simply unwise to carry out such a dramatic shift in how our nation conducts space exploration without a clear objective in mind. More concerning is the administration's inability to explain what assumptions were used in developing its proposed commercial crew-delivery strategy. In testimony before the House Science and Technology Committee on Feb. 25, NASA administrator Charles Bolden admitted that his agency had not conducted a single market survey on the potential costs of privatizing space exploration. Instead, the administration relied solely on information provided by the aerospace industry when formulating its plans for privatizing the human spaceflight program. While these estimates may indeed be accurate, we cannot know for sure what the potential costs associated with this dramatic move will be without independent, unbiased estimates. Simply put, the president's vision lacks clearly defined objectives and metrics for measuring success. The administration cannot adequately explain where the space program's shifted focus will lead. And the president's justification for privatizing human space exploration relies on the proverbial fox guarding the hen house. The American people deserve better. The Constellation program is not perfect. But putting all of our eggs in a private-sector basket is simply too risky a gamble. If the president's plan is implemented, we would be jeopardizing our nation's lead in space exploration, and we would be jeopardizing our children's future. The space program encourages us to reach for the stars in both our dreams and our actions. It helps drive innovation, and it challenges us to find creative solutions to technological challenges. Moreover, it inspires America's next generation of scientists and engineers to pursue their passions -- something we must have if our nation is to compete in the 21st century global economy. The president's plan to privatize our spaceflight program will hinder our nation's ability to remain at the forefront of human achievement for generations to come. We must reconsider.
Privatization Fails
Space privatization fails- markets will manipulate, 3 reasons
Gagnon, 04 [Bruce, Coordinator for Global Network Against Weapon & Nuclear Power in Space, “ Space Privatization: Road to Conflict?”, http://www.presbyvoicesforjustice.org/arms_race_in_space.htm] HSS
The news brings us the story of "space pioneers" launching privately funded craft into the heavens. A special prize is offered to the first private aerospace corporation who can successfully take a pilot and a "space tourist" into orbit. Is this "privatization" of space a good thing Is there any reason to be concerned about the trend Are there any serious questions that should be raised at this historic moment Three major issues come immediately to mind concerning space privatization. Space as an environment, space law, and profit in space. We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m.p.h. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close. Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. The time as certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. When the United Nations concluded the 1979 Moon Treaty the U.S. refused, and still does, to sign it. One key reason is that the treaty outlaws military bases on it but also outlaws any nation, corporation, or individual from making land "claims" on the planetary body. The 1967 U.N. Outer Space Treaty takes similar position in regard to all of the planetary bodies. The U.N., realizing we needed to preempt potential conflict over "ownership" of the planetary bodies, made claim that the heavens were the province of all humankind. As the privateers move into space, in addition to building space hotels and the like, they also want to claim ownership of the planets because they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars. It was recently reported that the Haliburton Corporation is now working with NASA to develop new drilling capabilities to mine Mars. One organization that seeks to rewrite space law is called United Societies in Space (USIS). They state, "USIS provides legal and policy support for those who intend to go to space. USIS encourages private property rights and investment. Space is the Free Market Frontier." Check their web site at http://www.space-law.org/ The taxpayers, especially in the U.S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception, have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development (R & D). As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing privatization of space what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and lets private industry begin to make profit and control space. Thus the idea that space is a "free market frontier." Of course this means that after the taxpayer paid all the R & D, private industry now intends to gorge itself in profits. One Republican Congressman from Southern California, an ally of the aerospace industry, has introduced legislation in Congress to make all space profits "tax free." In this vision the taxpayers won't see any return on our "collective investment." So let's just imagine for a moment that this private sector vision for space comes true. Profitable mining on the moon and Mars. Who would keep competitors from sneaking in and creating conflict over the new 21st century gold rush Who will be the space police In the Congressional study published in 1989 called Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years we get some inkling of the answer. The forward of the book was signed by many politicians like former Sen. John Glenn (D-OH) and Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL). The author reported to Congress on the importance of military bases on the moon and suggested that with bases there the U.S. could control the pathway, or the "gravity well," between the Earth and the moon. The author reported to Congress that "Armed forces might lie in wait at that location to hijack rival shipments on return." Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone" where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction. And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth. After Columbus returned to Spain with the news that he had discovered the "new world," Queen Isabella began the 100 year process to create the Spanish Armada to protect the new "interests and investments" around the world. This helped create the global war system. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more. Privatization really means that profits will be privatized. Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created.

Privatization of space fails- Bureacracy will prevent it.

Butler, 10 [Katherine, Writer at Mother Nature Network, “The pros and cons of commercialized space travel”, http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel] HSS
President Obama’s budget request to NASA for 2011 has called for the cancellation of the Constellation project, a five-year, $9 billion effort to build a new Orion spacecraft and Ares rockets. Instead, hopes are that the private sector can help finance space travel. Recently, the Wall Street Journal presented two opposing views on the commercialization of our world’s truly final frontier.   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.   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.  
Even if the U.S. privatizes space, other nations will prevent it.

Dinerman ,04 [Taylor, Editor and publisher of spacequity.com, “Privatizing the ISS: international complications.”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/145/1]HSS

The port authority model, which has been proposed by Rick Tumlinson and the Space Frontier Foundation, makes sense to American ears, but may not be as acceptable to the Europeans or Russians. They would probably prefer a more traditional model of a state-controlled company or a public-private partnership. Whatever the solution, the US will insist on certain rules, mostly having to do with security and liability. For example, the US would not look kindly on the new owners’ leasing out parts of the station to the Chinese military for their operations. Handled properly, the privatization of the ISS could set an example for future in-space handoffs from the government to the private sector. For this reason, alone, it is worth beginning to figure out what the US wants, ultimately, to happen to the ISS. One basic principal the US side should recognize is that the international partners have a moral “right of first refusal.” They went into this project expecting that the US would insure that the station would be a world-class scientific facility. Due to the Colombia accident, it is possible that the ISS will never reach that goal. It may be completed in 2010 or 2011, but, after the Shuttle is withdrawn from service and before the CEV is ready, there will be a period of three or four years when the only access will be via Soyuz. At least that is the only reasonable current assumption; Burt Rutan may have other ideas. In any case, the idea that a seven-person crew will live and work on the ISS for long periods of time seems, for now, to be out of the question. The US now wants to concentrate its scientific work onboard the ISS on human factors research for long-duration spaceflight. NASA’s apparent rejection of the Russian proposal to keep two-man expeditions onboard for up to a year thus seems a little strange. Could this be yet another example of the dysfunctional way the Washington bureaucracy has of responding to unanticipated situations In any case, the US has a responsibility to its partners and to itself to properly plan for the post-2017 life of the ISS. Letting the station follow Mir into the Pacific would be a major blunder and discredit America as an international space partner for decades to come. Handled properly, the privatization of the ISS could set an example for future in-space handoffs from the government to the private sector. For this reason, alone, it is worth beginning to figure out what the US wants, ultimately, to happen to the ISS. Without setting clear goals, NASA cannot effectively propose anything to the other governments involved. They have only twelve years to figure this out. It’s a sad commentary on the way the world works, but it will probably take them that long to come up with an agreement. 
Privatization will fail- markets don’t know how to regulate.

Dinkin, 04 [Sam, Ph.d in economy, “Property rights and Space commercialization”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/141/1] HSS

It’s time to start thinking about commercialization and colonization of the Moon and Mars. Fifty years after the Wright Brothers, we had global airlines. Fifty years after the invention of the integrated circuit we have a trillion-dollar-a-year industry. Cell phones alone account for tens of billions of dollars of government auction revenue. We need to make the regulatory environment for 50 years after Apollo now. An American private property regime and capitalist economic system can encourage space commercialization and colonization. A utopian property regime and a communitarian economic system will keep out commercialization and leave colonization and exploration in the realm of governments. Consider what the regulatory environment like when the New World, and later the American West, were colonized. Sovereign authorities granted property rights for would-be colonists. In some cases, these colonists paid a good deal of money for their property rights. While there was plenty of reason to doubt the legal force of many of the land grants, they were nevertheless successful in sparking waves of colonization that created a frontier culture that in many ways facilitated the development of the airplane and integrated circuit. Patent rights were, of course, another critical ingredient to develop these industries. The Federal Communications Commission has adopted an excellent private property rights regime for telecommunications spectrum. Bidders have tendered tens of billions of dollars for property rights, then spent tens of billions more to deploy systems. By assuring these companies exclusive rights to the spectrum bands, they had the incentive to develop these bands and have created a major new industry. Consider also some examples of failed attempts at economic development. In the Eastern Bloc countries, private property rights were poor. This directly resulted in little incentive for economic development and ultimately failed economic systems and shrinking GDPs. These results are intuitive. Who takes better care of a house, an owner or a renter By having a strong property rights regime, owners will invest in their property and everyone benefits. The current advocates of space commercialization have the mindset of rocket engineers. They primarily focus on technology and usually ignore the regulatory and legal environment. Imagine a rocket engineer who has an excellent design for an inexpensive Mars base that will use in situ resources such as local water deposits. The rocket engineer proposes to send scouts to look for that water. The rocket engineer puts this proposal into a business plan and goes to potential funders. The funders may say that the engineering is sound, but still no funding comes. Investors do not have sufficient assurance that water found in the scouting expedition will be available when the time comes to build the base. Other Mars missions may extract the water in the intervening time and not pay any compensation to the prospector. On Earth we protect mining claims by granting exclusive exploration and extraction rights. Sometimes these mineral rights fetch a good deal of money in government auctions.
CP Kills Jobs
Incentivizing private industry tradeoffs with jobs 

Changand and Bronstein 10’ [Alicia and Seth, AP contributors for MSNBC, “NASA's space change: Renting the Right Stuff,” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35169753/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasas-space-change-renting-right-stuff/] JR

But there's some concern about that — from former NASA officials worried about safety and from congressional leaders worried about lost jobs. Some believe space is still a tough, dangerous enterprise not to be left to private companies out for a buck. Government would lose vital knowledge and control, critics fear. Proponents of private space, an idea that has been kicking around for nearly 20 years, point to the airline industry in its infancy. Initially the Army flew most planes. But private companies eventually started building and operating aircraft, especially when they got a guaranteed customer in the U.S. government to deliver air mail. That's what NASA would be: a guaranteed customer to ferry astronauts to the International Space Station through 2020. It would be similar to the few years that NASA paid Russia to fly astronauts on its Soyuz after the Columbia accident in 2003.

Safety/Dangerous
No solvency—equipment funded by the private sector is inherently more dangerous 

Changand and Bronstein 10’ [Alicia and Seth, AP contributors for MSNBC, “NASA's space change: Renting the Right Stuff,” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35169753/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasas-space-change-renting-right-stuff/] JR

But the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel, created after NASA's first fatal accident, warned that the existing private rockets are not rated by the government as safe for people to fly on. That has to be addressed with testing and study before jumping into commercial space, the panel said. It's not that it is impossible to certify these rockets as safe enough for astronauts but it is a long process that is not spelled out, said former NASA associate administrator Scott Pace, now a space policy professor at George Washington University.

CP Causes Space Militarization
Turn -  Privatization leads to space militarization

Salin 01 [Patrick Salin, doctoral candidate at McGill University (Quebec Canada), 2/19/01, "Privatization and Militarization in the space business environment", http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503) 
We are slowly discovering that the militarization process of outer space seems to be a given, thanks to increasing competition within the space business environment. And, as privatization has accelerated during the last decade, we can clearly see an acceleration of the militarization process of outer space. This has become apparent through two main observations: (1) private space corporations are, more than ever, vanguards of national interests; and (2) commercial competition is another way for nations to impose their influence in space (and world) affairs. In the end, what is at stake here is the fragile equilibrium between world peace and tensions, now transported into outer space. 2. Growth of private space corporations Private corporations have grown in number as a consequence of the privatization of space activities and act in outer space like citizens that are not answerable to the international community. LB
This leads to inevitable conflict

Salin 01 [Patrick Salin, doctoral candidate at McGill University (Quebec Canada), 2/19/01, "Privatization and Militarization in the space business environment", http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503) 
This is the most logical business consequence, reinforcing the probability of future national interventions and conflicts. These interventions may be based on a legitimate desire to protect ‘national’ assets, i.e. a proactive type of intervention. When the US Congress and the FCC constantly refer to the necessity of maintaining US industry leadership and advantages in the space business, it seems legitimate that the US Space Command authorities at the same time reassert the need to protect US assets in outer space and request adequate funding in order to develop and operate the most sophisticated space weapons ever. Even though military commanders do (or should) not dictate public policies, their leitmotiv constitutes the permanent background ‘‘noise’’ that any present and future US administration and Congress has to live with [37, 38 and 39]. 23 LB

Government Key To SPS
Private sector can’t solve SPS on its own – government risk assessment and initiative are key

NSSO, 7’ [National Security Space Office, “Space‐Based Solar Power: As an Opportunity for Strategic Security,” October 10, Report to the Director, National Security Space Office Interim Assessment, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/nsso.htm, accessed 7/7] JR
FINDING:  The  SBSP  Study  Group  found  that  adequate  capital  exists  in  the  private  sector  to  finance  construction,  however  private  capital  is  unlikely  to  develop  this  concept  without  government  assistance  because  the  timeframe  of  reward  and  degree  of  risk  are  outside  the  window  of  normal  private  sector  investment. Capital  in  the  energy  and  other  sectors  is  available  on  the  level  needed  for  such  a  large  project,  but  capital  flows  under  fairly  conservative  criteria,  and  SBSP  has  not  yet  experienced  a  suitable  demonstration,  nor  have  the  risks  been  adequately  characterized  to  make  informed  business  plan  decisions.  

Government control for the initial SPS satellite is vital to creating a market – it spurs privatization

David 1’ [Leonard David, Senior Space Writer, “Bright Future for Solar Power Satellites” October 17, http://www.space.com/businesstechnology/technology/solar_power_sats_011017-2.html] JR

On the other hand, while the willingness of potential customers to adopt a new power technology like SSP is promising, flight testing the idea would help boost adoption of the in-space energy idea. Early on, supplying power from an SSP could gain greater acceptance as a supplement, rather than a substitute for, an existing power system on a spacecraft, Macauley and Davis note. Macauley said that in future years the space-based power market could be really big in dollar terms. Still to be determined is where to place an SSP, or whether or not there's need for a constellation of SSP satellites. "Given our estimate of the market, can SSP designers create an SSP that's financially attractive? We also realize that other technological innovation in spacecraft power is proceeding apace with SSP," Macauley said. "So SSP advocates need to 'look over their shoulders' to stay ahead of those innovations and to capitalize on those that are complementary with SSP," she said. "The ownership and financing of SSP may be handled as a commercial venture," Macauley and Davis report, "perhaps in partnership with government during initial operation but then becoming a commercial wholesale cooperative." Once an SSP is fully deployed, the private sector is likely to be a far more efficient operator of the power plug in space, the researchers said.

A2: Democracy Net-Benefit 

Privatization fails—moves away from democracy

Kahn and Minnich 09 [Si and Elizabeth, founder and former executive director of Grassroots Leadership. “The Fox in the House”, pdf] HSS

Privatization may not sound to you like a threat to democracy. It’s not a familiar word, and it isn’t often used by people who are struggling for democracy, for freedom, for justice. People haven’t usually stood up at rallies and made rousing speeches either for or against privatization. That’s because privatization is the kind of word economists and policymakers use. What it means in practice, its purposes and effects both internationally and in the United States, are hidden by such dry language. We believe not only that privatization is a threat but that it is the threat to democratic commitments to the public good. It is a threat to the commonwealth that sustains us all, in the United States and around the globe. We believe that we fail at our peril to see that the possibility of public provision for our basic human needs, safety and security, our basic human rights, and our high aspirations to liberty, justice, and equality are under concerted attack by corporate privatizers and the officials who do their bidding from inside government. We believe that efficiency in pursuit of profits is not at all the same thing as effectiveness in providing for and protecting democratic values and dreams of liberty, equality, and a decent life for all. So, then, what is privatization Privatization as an agenda for the United States has been described by the Wall Street Journal, a generally reliable reflector of corporate thinking, as the “effort to bring the power of private markets to bear on traditional government benefits and services.”1 Translation: Privatization is letting corporations take over and run for profit what the public sector has traditionally done.Privatization as an international agenda is usually described this way: “The privatization of state-controlled industries in countries that have had heavily nationalized economies is a necessary step in their progress toward a free market economy.”2 Translation: Same as above, only more so. Neither definition makes privatization sound like a threat to democracy. There’s that powerful word free, the familiar, friendlysounding market, the use of private that evokes the Western value of private property. Such language makes privatization sound like an economic policy that is true to the democratic way, the road everyone should take to become free and prosperous like the United States. But this familiar rhetoric hides too many realities. For one, it slides right over the awkward fact that income and wealth inequalities and poverty rates in the United States are actually among the most dramatic of the more developed nations.3 On a larger scale, it avoids entirely the important questions of just how free today’s capitalist economies actually are, whether they really do serve political freedom, and whether it is always progress to join, or be forced to participate, in them. These dry, common definitions just don’t reveal that “privatization of state-controlled industries” means selling off a nation’s natural resources—oil, coal, natural gas—for exploitation by privatizing corporations. In many countries, state development of natural resources has provided the funds for essential social services, such as public health care and education. The usual definitions of privatization don’t make it clear that those services will not be provided or financed by the corporations that under privatization schemes pocket profits from the natural resources and national industries they take over. Financially weakened national governments cannot afford to provide for the common good. Nor can they stand up to and regulate the huge corporations that are strengthened by privatization, or the individuals who become enormously wealthy by buying and reselling that nation’s resources.
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