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SpaceX (SPCX) is set to IPO on Nasdaq on June 12, 2026, at a $1.75-2 trillion valuation — the largest
TPO in history. This report constructs the strongest possible bull case and the strongest possible bear case,
incorporating the S-1 financials, competitive dynamics, market mechanics (index inclusion, passive flows),
Elon Musk’s execution track record, the interplay with Tesla (TSLA), and expert commentary from leading
technology investors.

Status: Fact-checked 2026-05-24 — corrections incorporated; podcast commentary added

Executive Summary

SpaceX’s TPO is the most anticipated public listing in a generation, and for good reason: the company has
fundamentally rewritten the economics of space access, built the world’s only operational global satellite
internet constellation, and now commands 60%+ of the global launch market at costs competitors cannot
match.1 At $1.75 trillion, it would debut among the four most valuable companies on Earth despite posting a
$4.94 billion GAAP net loss in 2025 and carrying a $41.3 billion accumulated deficit.2

The bull case rests on three mutually reinforcing flywheels: (1) reusable rocket economics that have driven
launch costs below $2,720/kg — roughly 5-10x cheaper than the next competitorl; (2) Starlink, which
generated $11.4 billion in revenue and $4.4 billion in operating income in 2025 from 10 million subscribers,
with a clear path to global ISP dominance3; and (3) Elon Musk’s unparalleled track record of delivering
on goals that the establishment declared impossible — from Falcon 9 booster landings to Tesla’s Model 3
production ramp.4 Add index inclusion mechanics that could force passive funds to buy ~19% of the public
float within months5, and you have a structural demand tailwind unlike any IPO in history.

The bear case is equally well-armed: the company trades at ~94x revenue on a GAAP net loss basis. Al
operations (absorbed from the xAI merger) burned $6.36 billion in 2025 and $2.47 billion in Q1 2026 alone.2
The Anthropic Colossus contract — $1.25 billion/month, up to $45 billion over its life (slightly less after
a two-month ramp-up discount) — sounds transformative but is terminable with 90 days’ notice by either
party.6 Starlink ARPU has fallen from $86/month (2024) to $66/month in Q1 2026 — a 23% compression
as subscriber growth shifts to lower-income markets. Musk controls 85% of voting power with 42% equity,
concentrating governance risk in one person who simultaneously runs Tesla and X. And the valuation, at
$1.75-2 trillion, prices in flawless execution for the next decade.

The single most important caveat: this IPO was engineered for early insiders to exit at peak valuation. The
lock-up structure allows pre-IPO investors to begin selling within weeks, the Nasdaq “fast entry” rule was
literally changed to accommodate SpaceX’s timeline, and passive funds will be mechanically forced to buy
shares at prices set by Goldman Sachs’s roadshow — not by earnings or cash flows.5 7 Whether that makes
this the greatest wealth-creation event of the decade or the most expensive redistribution from passive retail
to venture capital depends entirely on whether SpaceX’s trajectory matches its price.

Key Findings

» SpaceX generated $18.7 billion in revenue in 2025 (up 33% YoY), with Starlink contributing
$11.4 billion (61%) at $4.4 billion operating income — the only consistently GAAP-profitable segment.2
3



e The company posted a $4.94 billion GAAP net loss for 2025 and a $4.28 billion loss in Q1
2026 alone, driven primarily by xAI/AI operations losses ($6.36B in 2025, $2.47B in Q1 2026).2

o At $1.75 trillion, SpaceX trades at ~94x 2025 revenue — higher than almost any public company
in history at IPO, including Snowflake, Coinbase, and Rivian at their debuts.2 8

o Nasdaq’s new “fast entry” rule (effective May 1, 2026) allows SpaceX to join the Nasdaq 100 in
just 15 trading days, potentially forcing QQQ and other index funds to buy 0.47-0.70% of their AUM
in SPCX. Combined S&P 500, Russell 1000, and Nasdaq 100 passive demand could absorb ~19-24% of
the public float within months.5 7

o Elon Musk owns 42% of equity and controls 85% of voting power through a dual-class structure
(Class B = 10 votes per share). Public investors get Class A shares with 1 vote each — making this
functionally a venture investment with public-market liquidity.2

o Tesla owns ~19 million SpaceX shares (worth ~$3.7 billion) and booked $573 million in related-party
transactions. TSLA has averaged -4.2% returns around IPO milestones but +6.1% on synergy disclosures
— suggesting the net effect is negative near-term but positive if an eventual merger materializes.9

o Leading technology investors on the All-In Podcast (Ep. 274) lean bullish, with Chamath
Palihapitiya underwriting the valuation on a revenue-flex basis and Gavin Baker calling the Al
infrastructure opportunity “extraordinary” — while acknowledging macro headwinds and the 90-day
Anthropic termination risk as material caveats.20

I. IPO Status, Valuation, and Capital Structure
Filing and Timeline

SpaceX confidentially filed its S-1 on April 1, 2026, publicly filed on May 20, and targets a June 12, 2026
listing on Nasdaq under the ticker SPCX. Goldman Sachs leads a syndicate of up to 23 underwriting banks
(five lead bookrunners: Goldman Sachs, Morgan Stanley, BofA, Citi, and JPMorgan). The IPO aims to raise
$40-75 billion, with 30% of the float earmarked for retail investors — roughly triple the typical mega-IPO
allocation.2

The IPO price range is blank in the S-1 and will be set during the roadshow in early June based on institutional
demand. The most recent valuation anchors are: December 2025 tender offer at ~$421 /share ($800 billion
valuation); February 2026 xAI merger at $1.25 trillion combined; and the current target of $1.75-2 trillion —
more than doubling in under six months.2

Share Class Structure and Governance

SpaceX will use a dual-class share structure. Class B shares carry 10 votes per share; Class A shares (sold
to the public) carry 1 vote each. Insiders owned approximately 20% of Class A shares and 94% of Class B
shares, giving them 86% of combined voting power. Musk alone controls 42% of equity and 85% of votes.2

This structure is not unusual in tech — Meta, Alphabet, and Salesforce all have similar arrangements. But
the 85% concentration at a single individual who simultaneously serves as CEO of Tesla, owns X (formerly
Twitter), and oversees xAl is at the extreme end. Musk can unilaterally approve mergers, acquisitions,
executive compensation, and strategic pivots. Public shareholders are effectively along for the ride.10

Lock-Up Structure: Designed for Early Exit

SpaceX has engineered an unusually permissive lock-up regime. The traditional 180-day blanket lock-up has
been replaced with a phased release schedule:

o After first earnings report (Q2 2026): Insiders can sell up to 20% of eligible locked-up shares. If
the stock is trading at least 30% above IPO price, they can sell an additional 10%.

o Rolling releases at days 70, 90, 105, 120, and 135 post-IPO: 7% unlocks at each interval.

o After second earnings report (Q3 2026): Additional 28% unlocked.

e Day 180: Full release of all remaining restricted shares.



Musk himself is carved out — he cannot participate in any early-release provisions. But every other insider
and pre-IPO investor gets a structured exit ramp that begins within weeks of listing.7

This matters for two reasons: First, it creates ongoing selling pressure that will absorb much of the passive-
fund buying demand. Second, it increases the float sooner, which in turn increases SpaceX’s weighting in
float-adjusted indices — a self-reinforcing mechanism that benefits early sellers at the expense of later buyers.

II. Revenue Breakdown and Growth Trajectory
2024—-2025 Financials

Metric 2024 2025 YoY Change
Total Revenue $14.1B $18.7B +33%
Starlink Revenue $7.7B  $11.4B +48%
Launch Services Revenue ~$5.5B ~$5.5B ~Flat
Government Revenue — $5.9B —

Adjusted EBITDA — $6.6B —

GAAP Net Loss — ($4.94B) —
Accumulated Deficit — $41.3B —

AT Segment Operating Loss — ($6.36B) —

Sources: S-1 filing via BitMEX analysis, Reuters, The Information, Forbes.2 11 12 13

Starlink: The Profit Engine

Starlink generated $11.4 billion in 2025 — 61% of total revenue — and posted $4.4 billion in operating
income, making it the only SpaceX segment that is consistently profitable on a GAAP basis.3 Subscriber
count grew from 2.3 million in 2023 to 4.4 million in 2024 to 10 million by early 2026.3

However, ARPU has fallen from $86/month (2024) to $66/month in Q1 2026 — a 23% compression over
roughly 15 months — as the subscriber base expanded into lower-income markets. At 10 million subscribers
and $66 ARPU (Q1 2026 rate), consumer subscription revenue runs ~$660 million/month ($7.9 billion
annualized). The gap between that and the $11.4 billion reported for 2025 suggests hardware sales and
enterprise/government contracts contribute roughly $3.5 billion annually beyond consumer subscriptions.2

Starlink is the single most important asset in the S-1. It is a global ISP with 10,300+ satellites in orbit,
regulatory approval for 15,000, and plans for up to 42,000.14 No competitor has a comparable operational
constellation. The question is whether ARPU compression continues as growth shifts to developing markets,
and whether the capital costs of Gen 2 satellites (requiring Starship) can be managed without additional
dilution.

AT / Data Center Operations: The Loss Engine

The xAI merger brought Al operations into the SpaceX umbrella. These operations lost $6.36 billion in
2025 and burned another $2.47 billion in Q1 2026 alone.2 The primary asset is the Colossus data center in
Memphis, Tennessee — 300MW, 220,000 Nvidia GPUs, built in 120 days.6

The Anthropic contract, disclosed in the S-1, is the largest single customer commitment: $1.25 billion/month
through May 2029, potentially worth up to $45 billion over its life (slightly less after a two-month ramp-up
discount).6 But the contract features a 90-day termination clause for both parties. SpaceX describes it as a
“repeatable commercial blueprint” — but until it is repeated, it is a single large, revocable purchase order,
not recurring SaaS revenue.



SpaceX is reportedly evaluating in-house GPU manufacturing to reduce Al costs. If achieved, this could
dramatically improve margins. If not, Al losses will continue to be the primary drag on consolidated
profitability.2

Government and Launch Services

Government contracts (NASA, DoD, intelligence agencies) generated $5.9 billion in 2025 — roughly one-third
of total revenue.11 SpaceX holds $6 billion in long-term government contracts for defense and NASA missions,
including the Artemis lunar program and Starshield military-grade satellite communications.6

Launch services generated ~$5.5 billion in 2024 and remained roughly flat in 2025, as increasing launch
capacity is directed toward internal Starlink and Starship development missions rather than commercial
customers.13 SpaceX completed 134 launches in 2024 (more than all other global providers combined) and is
on pace for 170 in 2025.1

III. The Bull Case
1. Reusable Rocket Economics: An Unassailable Cost Moat

SpaceX has reduced launch costs to $2,720/kg (Falcon 9) and $1,500/kg (Falcon Heavy) — roughly 5-10x
cheaper than any competitor.1 The industry standard is $15,000-$20,000/kg for LEO; ULA’s Vulcan costs
$4,044/kg; Rocket Lab’s Electron costs over $19,000/kg; Blue Origin’s New Glenn is estimated at $67-90
million per launch.1

This cost advantage is not marginal — it is structural. SpaceX achieved it through full booster reusability
(the same Falcon 9 first stage has been reflown 20+ times), a 13-day booster turnaround record, and vertical
integration of manufacturing, launch, and payload operations.1 No competitor has demonstrated comparable
reusability at scale.

Starship, if it achieves operational status, targets launch costs of $2-10 million per mission — potentially
below $100/kg to LEO by 2030.1 This would not just extend SpaceX’s lead; it would render every existing
expendable rocket economically obsolete.

2. Starlink as a Global ISP Monopoly

With 10 million subscribers, 10,300+ satellites, and operations in 504 countries, Starlink is the only operational
LEO broadband constellation at scale.3 14 The nearest competitor, Amazon’s Project Kuiper (rebranded
Amazon Leo), has not yet launched commercial service and is not expected to until late 2026 at the earliest.15
OneWeb has ~648 first-generation satellites; Telesat Lightspeed is in development. Neither is comparable.

Starlink’s competitive moat is not just satellites — it is the launch system that deploys and replenishes
them. SpaceX can launch Starlink satellites on its own rockets at marginal cost, a vertical integration that
no competitor can replicate. Amazon Kuiper must buy launches from ULA, Arianespace, or Blue Origin at
$50-110 million each, while SpaceX’s internal Starlink launches cost below $28 million.1

The TAM is enormous. Roughly 2.6 billion people globally lack internet access, and hundreds of millions more
are underserved by terrestrial ISPs. Starlink’s addressable market extends to maritime, aviation, military,
and enterprise segments. If ARPU stabilizes and subscriber growth continues toward 20-30 million, Starlink
alone could justify a significant fraction of the $1.75 trillion valuation.

3. Musk’s Track Record: Betting Against “Impossible” Has Been the Winning Trade

The single strongest argument for the bull case is historical: Elon Musk has repeatedly achieved goals that
the establishment declared impossible.

Falcon 9 Reusability. Industry veterans from NASA and Orbital ATK argued that propulsive vertical
landing of orbital-class boosters was impractical or uneconomical, citing the Space Shuttle’s cost and



complexity. Orbital ATK’s Ben Goldberg projected at most 30% cost savings from reuse. SpaceX achieved
the first successful landing in December 2015 and now has hundreds of successful recoveries, driving costs
80-90% below industry norms.4

Tesla Model 3 Production Ramp. AutoNation CEO Mike Jackson called Tesla’s production targets
“between audacious and preposterous” and “mission impossible.”4 Wall Street predicted bankruptcy. Tesla
hit ~5,000 cars/week by mid-2018 (six months behind Musk’s timeline), the Model 3 became the best-selling
EV globally, and the company achieved sustained profitability. Tesla’s market cap went from ~$50 billion to
over $1 trillion.

Starlink Deployment. Critics compared Starlink to failed mega-constellation projects like Teledesic, citing
technical complexity, regulatory hurdles, and unproven economics. Astronomers raised alarms about light
pollution. As of 2026, Starlink has 10+ million subscribers, $11.4 billion in annual revenue, and $4.4 billion
in operating income — making it one of the most successful infrastructure projects in history.3 4

The pattern is consistent: Musk sets aggressive timelines, misses them, absorbs massive criticism — then
delivers the core capability at scale. Investors who bet against the “impossible” thesis on Tesla and Falcon 9
lost decisively. The bull case for SpaceX is that this pattern repeats.

4. Market Mechanics: Forced Buying Creates a Price Floor

The Nasdaq 100’s new “fast entry” rule (effective May 1, 2026) allows companies with market caps above
the 40th-largest member to join the index in just 15 trading days — down from the traditional 3—12 month
seasoning period.7 SpaceX qualifies.

The CRSP Total Market Index can include SpaceX after just 5 trading days. The Russell 1000 is expected to
add it in September. The S&P 500 is under formal rule review (decision expected June 8) that could waive
its requirement for four consecutive quarters of positive GAAP earnings — a hurdle SpaceX clearly does not
clear.7

Collectively, passive funds tracking these indices could be forced to buy approximately 19-24% of SpaceX’s
public float within months of listing.5 With $1.4 trillion in Nasdaq 100-linked ETFs and trillions more in
S&P 500 and total market funds, this represents tens of billions in non-discretionary demand — a structural
price support that no IPO in history has enjoyed.7

5. Anthropic Contract: Optionality on AI Infrastructure

The $45 billion Anthropic Colossus contract ($1.25B/month through May 2029) is the largest single customer
commitment in SpaceX history. Even with the 90-day termination risk, the deal validates the commercial
viability of the Colossus infrastructure model. If Anthropic exercises the contract in full and SpaceX replicates
the model with additional AI customers, the data center division could generate $50-100 billion in cumulative
revenue over the next decade — transforming SpaceX from an aerospace company into an Al infrastructure
provider.6

6. TSLA Synergy and Merger Optionality

Tesla owns ~19 million SpaceX shares worth ~$3.7 billion and booked $573 million in related-party transactions
in 2025 (Megapack sales, Cybertruck purchases, shared technology development).9 Synergy disclosures have
historically triggered +6.1% average 10-day TSLA returns, suggesting the market rewards evidence of
operational integration.2

The “amalgamation” thesis — a potential merger of SpaceX, Tesla, and xAl into a single entity — has
non-zero probability. Walter Isaacson has publicly suggested it is likely. Prediction markets assign 12-50%
probability to a near-term combination.9 If it occurs, TSLA shareholders would receive SpaceX shares,
creating a multi-trillion-dollar conglomerate. Even without a merger, the growing commercial ties between
the two companies create a reinforcing economic loop.




IV. The Bear Case
1. Valuation: Pricing in Perfection for a Company That Has Never Been Profitable

At $1.75 trillion and $18.7 billion in revenue, SpaceX trades at ~94x sales. For context:

Company IPO Valuation Revenue Multiple at IPO  1-Year Return
SpaceX $1.75T ~94x TBD
Snowflake (2020) ~$70B ~160x -25%
Coinbase (2021) ~$86B ~20x -78.5%

Rivian (2021) ~$77B ~600x -81%

Meta (2012) ~$104B ~25x +1,580%
Arm (2023) ~$54B ~20x +190%

Sources: WallStreetBets historical IPO comparison table,8 BitMEX S-1 analysis.2

The comp that matters most is Rivian: a company with massive long-term potential, staggering valuation,
and GAAP losses that burned through cash until the market re-rated it downward 81%. SpaceX is far more
advanced operationally than Rivian was, but the principle is the same — at 94x revenue, every assumption
must come true.

The accumulated deficit of $41.3 billion means SpaceX has consumed more capital than many countries’ GDP.
The S-1 does not project when GAAP profitability will be achieved. If Al losses continue at the current burn
rate (310B+ annually), the deficit will keep growing.2

2. AI Operations: A $10 Billion Annual Burn Rate with No Ceiling

The xAI merger brought $6.36 billion in losses for 2025 and a $2.47 billion Q1 2026 loss rate into SpaceX’s
consolidated income statement.2 At this run rate, Al operations are on pace to burn $10+ billion annually.

The Anthropic contract provides revenue but is terminable with 90 days’ notice. If Anthropic walks (or
if GPU costs decline enough for Anthropic to build its own infrastructure), this revenue disappears. The
contract also creates customer concentration risk — one customer accounting for a potentially massive share
of data center revenue is a classic S-1 red flag.6

SpaceX’s reported consideration of in-house GPU manufacturing is speculative and capital-intensive. If
pursued, it would require additional billions in R&D and fab investment, further increasing the already
enormous capital requirements. If not pursued, SpaceX remains at the mercy of Nvidia’s pricing power.2

3. Starlink ARPU Compression: Growing Fast, Monetizing Even Slower Than Expected

Starlink subscribers grew from 4.4 million to 10 million in roughly 18 months, but ARPU has fallen from
$86/month to $66/month in Q1 2026 — a 23% compression in just 15 months.3 This is the classic growth-at-
all-costs dilemma: subscriber growth looks great in press releases, but revenue per user is declining faster
than the bear case assumed, and the marginal subscriber in developing markets generates less lifetime value
than early adopters in North America and Europe.

At $66 ARPU and 10 million subscribers, consumer subscription revenue runs ~$7.9 billion annualized — well
below the $11.4 billion reported. The ~$3.5 billion gap likely comes from hardware sales, enterprise contracts,
and government/defense revenue. But hardware sales are low-margin, and government contracts are subject
to political and budgetary cycles.2

If ARPU continues to compress toward $50-60/month as growth shifts to lower-income geographies, and
if subscriber growth slows as the low-hanging fruit (rural North America, military, maritime) is picked,
Starlink’s revenue growth rate could decelerate sharply — leaving the $1.75 trillion valuation dependent on
cost-cutting and Al revenue that does not yet exist at scale.



4. Governance Risk: One Man, Six Companies, 85% of the Votes

Musk controls 85% of SpaceX’s voting power. He is simultaneously CEO of Tesla, owner of X, and overseer
of xAl, Neuralink, and The Boring Company. The S-1 describes his compensation in 15 tranches tied to
milestones including achieving a $7.5 trillion market cap and establishing a self-sustaining Mars colony of one
million people.6

This governance structure means public shareholders have no mechanism to replace management, block
dilutive acquisitions, or redirect strategy. The Cursor deal — a $10 billion commitment with an option to
acquire for up to $60 billion (or pay a $10 billion breakup fee) — was negotiated under this structure without
public shareholder input.2

Musk’s attention is finite. Each additional company he adds to his portfolio increases the risk of distraction
from SpaceX’s core execution challenges. The Tesla experience is instructive: TSLA dropped 10.5% over 10
trading days after the confidential S-1 filing on April 1, 2026, as analysts flagged capital diversion risk.2

5. Competitive Threats: The Long Game is Not Won

Amazon Leo (Project Kuiper). Amazon has committed to deploying 3,236 satellites and recently
rebranded the initiative as Amazon Leo. It plans to begin commercial service in late 2026 with 578 initial
satellites. Amazon has AWS integration (a massive advantage for enterprise customers), 1 Gbps terminals,
and 100 Gbps optical inter-satellite links. Crucially, Amazon does not need to be cheaper than Starlink — it
needs to be good enough at a competitive price, and Jeff Bezos has the balance sheet to sustain years of
losses.15

Chinese Entrants. China’s Long March rocket family, developed by the state-owned CASC, benefits from
unlimited state subsidies and strategic government prioritization. China does not need its space companies
to be profitable — they serve geopolitical objectives. This is a competitor that plays by entirely different
economic rules.16

Rocket Lab and Blue Origin. Rocket Lab’s Neutron (medium-lift, targeting late 2025 first flight at ~$50
million/launch) and Blue Origin’s New Glenn (heavy-lift, launched January 2025 at $67-90 million) are
both approaching operational status. Neither matches SpaceX’s cost structure today, but both have credible
funding and long-term roadmaps.1 Rocket Lab’s CEO Peter Beck notes: “There is a practical monopoly
in the medium-lift launch market right now, with really only one operational vehicle.”1 Monopolies attract
competition.

Regulatory and Political Risk. SpaceX generated $5.9 billion from the US government in 2025.11 A
change in administration priorities, contracting rules, or national security posture directly impacts a third of
revenue. The FAA’s launch licensing process is already a bottleneck for Starship; political pressure could
further constrain cadence.

6. The Index Inclusion Paradox: Forced Buying Benefits Sellers, Not Buyers

The “fast entry” rules were specifically changed to accommodate SpaceX’s IPO. As former Fidelity fund
manager George Noble stated: “This amounts to index manipulation. The waiting period exists for a reason
— it lets the market establish real price discovery. It protects passive investors from being forced into untested,
illiquid stocks.”7

The mechanics are clear: with a public float of just 2.86-3.75%, passive funds forced to buy 19-24% of that
float create enormous non-discretionary demand. But this demand does not reflect fundamental analysis — it
reflects mechanical rules. The result is a price that may be disconnected from underlying value for months,
benefiting insiders who are simultaneously selling through the phased lock-up structure.5 7

Reddit’s r/ETFs community captured the sentiment bluntly: “Silicon Valley insiders and venture capitalists
get bespoke rule changes that guarantee a tsunami of my mandatory, passive liquidity. They get to dump
their bloated, overvalued private equity directly into my retirement accounts... I am mechanically forced to
gobble up these overpriced shares.”17



Historical parallels are mixed. Meta debuted at $104B, dropped 36% in the first year, and then returned
1,580% — but that required diamond hands through brutal drawdowns. Arm Holdings returned 190% from
its 2023 IPO. But Rivian, Snowflake, and SoftBank Corp. all destroyed IPO-day buyers who held through
the lock-up expiration.8

7. Lock-Up Expiration: The Largest Insider Selling Event in History

The phased lock-up structure means that by December 2026, virtually all pre-IPO shareholders will be free
to sell. Early employees who have held shares for 515 years, venture capital firms that invested at valuations
50-100x lower than today’s TPO price, and institutional investors from tender rounds at $421/share will all
be potential sellers at the same time.2 7

Even if only a fraction of insiders choose to sell, the sheer volume could overwhelm the market. At a $1.75
trillion valuation, a 5% insider sell-down represents $87.5 billion in selling pressure. The passive-fund demand
tailwind may offset this partially, but the timing mismatch between mechanical index buying and discretionary
insider selling creates a volatile price dynamic that favors insiders with early information over public buyers
without it.

V. Market Mechanics: Index Inclusion and Passive Flows

Timeline and Weighting

Index ETF Tickers Inclusion Timeline Expected Weight
CRSP Total Market VTI ~5 trading days 0.07-0.11%
post-IPO

CRSP Large Cap VUG ~5 trading days 0.17-0.26%
Growth

Nasdaq 100 QQQ 15 trading days 0.47-0.70%
Russell 1000 IWB September 2026 0.08-0.12%

S&P 500 SPY/VOO March—June 2027 0.08-0.12%

(pending rule change)

Sources: Business Insider analysis of index provider rules and methodology.7

The Nasdaq 100 is the most impactful near-term inclusion: with $1.4 trillion in linked ETFs, a 0.47-0.70%
weighting translates to $6.6-9.8 billion in forced buying concentrated into a very short window.7 The CRSP
total market inclusion is nearly immediate but at a smaller weight. S&P 500 inclusion is the largest long-term
catalyst but depends on a rule change that would waive the positive-earnings requirement — without which
SpaceX cannot qualify.

The Float Problem

SpaceX’s public float at IPO is projected at just 2.86% (at $50B raise, $1.75T valuation) to 3.75% (at $75B
raise, $2T valuation). For comparison, Microsoft floats 99.97% of shares; Nvidia floats 95.8%.7 Such a thin
float means extreme volatility: small buying or selling pressure creates outsized price moves, which in turn
affects the valuation of every index fund that holds it.

This is not a bug — it is a feature for early sellers. A thin float amplifies price on the upside (benefiting
insiders selling through the phased lock-up) and on the downside (punishing late retail buyers who chase
momentum after the initial pop).




VI. TSLA Interplay: Competition, Synergy, and Merger Optionality
Capital Allocation Competition

SpaceX IPO milestones have historically been negative for TSLA: the April 1 confidential filing triggered a
10.5% drop over 10 trading days; other IPO-related events averaged -4.2%.2 The mechanism is straightforward:
“Musk-bull” capital currently concentrated in TSLA has a new, high-profile outlet. Retail investors who have
been buying TSLA as the primary public expression of Musk conviction can now rotate into SPCX.

Synergy Upside

When Tesla and SpaceX disclose commercial ties, TSLA has historically outperformed (+6.1% average
10-day return on synergy news).2 The S-1 reveals substantial cross-selling: ~$697 million in Megapack sales
(2024-2025), $131 million in Cybertruck sales, and the Terafab chip collaboration with Intel in March 2026.9
Tesla’s 19 million SpaceX shares also mark to market, providing a modest per-share uplift.

Merger / Amalgamation Thesis

The amalgamation rumor has been circulating since late 2025, fueled by the xAI merger, overlapping Al
ambitions, and Musk’s governance structure. Walter Isaacson has publicly predicted an eventual combination.
Prediction markets assign 12-50% probability. If a merger occurs, TSLA shareholders would receive SpaceX
shares in a stock swap, creating a multi-trillion-dollar conglomerate spanning EVs, energy, satellites, launch,
Al and social media.9

However, no merger terms appear in the S-1, and Ron Baron (Tesla’s largest individual shareholder) has
publicly said “don’t bet on it.” The regulatory complexity (different valuations, public vs. post-IPO structures,
SEC scrutiny) is enormous.9

Net Assessment for TSLA Holders

e Short-term: SPCX IPO is a net negative for TSLA due to capital rotation and management distraction.

¢ Medium-term: Synergies and Tesla’s SpaceX stake provide modest offset.

o Long-term: Merger optionality is a binary tail event that either creates enormous value or never
materializes.

TSLA holders should expect the stock to trade lower around June 12 and should not assume that “rising tide
lifts all boats” dynamics will apply.

VII. Investor Sentiment: What the Market Is Saying
Retail and Social Sentiment

Reddit sentiment is deeply split. On r/wallstreetbets, a highly upvoted post (754 upvotes, 783 comments)
framed the dilemma: “I’ve been following the SpaceX IPO for over 10 years and plan to put a significant
amount in and hold for 10-15 years. That said, the current implied valuation already looks very high.” The
top comment (648 upvotes) captured the volatility thesis: “IPO launches at an insane valuation, opens +40%,
financial Twitter declares Elon the emperor of Earth, somebody mortgages their house to buy calls, then two
weeks later the stock dumps 30%.”18

The r/stocks community is more cautious: “The company is losing money. So I will wait until prices and
valuations are correct.” and “Cash flow is not impressive at all... I'm going to just see how it plays out.
Maybe buy some RKLB instead.”19

The r/ETFs community is actively hostile to the forced-buying mechanics: “This is such a beautifully
orchestrated, legal grift... I am mechanically forced to gobble up these overpriced shares, paying a shadow
tax so hedge funds can front-run the inclusion.”17



Institutional Positioning

Goldman Sachs leading the syndicate signals strong institutional support. The 21-bank underwriting group is
unusually large — designed to distribute demand across as many networks as possible and maximize the
IPO pop. PitchBook’s independent analysis valued SpaceX at $1.1-1.7 trillion, roughly in line with the TPO
range, suggesting the valuation has analytical support from at least one credible third party.2

However, the 94x revenue multiple means most value-oriented institutional investors will pass. The natural
buyers are growth funds, momentum strategies, and retail — all of which are prone to sentiment-driven exits
when the narrative shifts.

VIII. Industry Commentary: All-In Podcast, Episode 274 (May 2026)

The following section presents key bull and bear arguments discussed on All-In Podcast, Episode 274,
published the week of the SpaceX S-1 filing. The panel — Jason Calacanis (host/angel investor), Chamath
Palihapitiya (host/CEO of Social Capital), David Friedberg (host/CEO of Production Board), and
guest Gavin Baker (founder and CIO of Treaties Management, a technology-focused hedge fund managing
100+ positions with 30+ team members) — provided detailed, financially grounded analysis of the S-1 and
SpaceX’s positioning.20

This section is presented separately from the primary research to allow clear attribution of claims to their
sources.

Chamath Palihapitiya: Revenue-Flex Underwriting + the Flywheel Thesis

Palihapitiya offered the most structured bull-case framework on the podcast, approaching the $1.75T valuation
through a revenue-multiple lens:

Revenue trajectory underwriting. “Last year it did $18-19 billion. It’ll probably do $25 to 30 this
year. Next year it’s probably $40-45 billion, then the year after that it probably doubles again. So now
I’'m buying it at 20 times [forward] revenue.” Palihapitiya argued that this is defensible because revenue
provides “the operating leverage to go and invest in all of these other businesses that ultimately consolidate
his differentiation and competitive moat.”20

The capital-technology-execution flywheel. “What he creates is a capital moat that then accelerates a
technology moat that then accelerates an execution and a learning moat. And that flywheel, when it starts
to spin very quickly... I would say we're at the beginning of the beginning.” This framework treats today’s
disparate assets (Starlink, launch, xAl, Colossus) as pre-convergence pieces that become dramatically more
valuable when unified.20

Terrestrial data center TAM. Palihapitiya separately flexed just the ground-based data center opportunity:
“Terrestrial data centers alone are $100-200 billion of revenue by 2030-2032. .. already you’re buying it at 20
times revenue just for that business.” This frames the Al/compute segment as the valuation underpinning —
with Starlink and launch as upside optionality.20

The “Elon premium?” is real. “He’s the only guy at the scale of civilizational [impact] out of left field. ..
whether you like him or you hate him, he’s the guy, and there’s a premium that is well-deserved that comes
with that.” Palihapitiya compared Musk to Steve Jobs’s “one more thing” moments — arguing that the
market consistently underprices the probability of unexpected positive catalysts.20

Tesla merger as the endgame. “I still don’t like the fact that Tesla’s over here. And as I've told you, that
will get merged in. And now you have this incredible corpus of physical capability, movement of all kinds,
learning capability, infrastructure, connectivity. That thing will look very cheap, I think, in a few years.”
Palihapitiya assigns meaningful probability to an eventual TSLA-SPCX combination.20

Bear acknowledgment. Palihapitiya was explicit about the risks: rates going up is “very concerning,” and
he advocates for extreme concentration (“five or less” positions) rather than broad speculation. His personal

10



strategy: find companies that “represent the future,” get comfortable, and “own it for 10 years.”20

Gavin Baker: Colossus Build Velocity + GPU Useful Life

Baker, whose firm Treaties Management is an active SpaceX investor and whose portfolio includes satellite
and Al infrastructure positions, focused on the data center buildout and compute economics:

Colossus data center build velocity is the underappreciated advantage. “For the first data center it
was 122 days. For the second one, it took them 91 days. The third one was 66 days. They build data centers
dramatically faster than anyone else at a lower cost.” Baker argued this speed advantage, combined with
Nvidia’s imperative to allocate GPUs to whoever can “plug them in, turn them on, and start converting
electrons into tokens,” means the compute business “can grow dramatically faster than... anyone could have
contemplated three months ago.”20

The Anthropic contract is transformative — but terminable. Baker acknowledged the $15B/year
Anthropic commitment is “extraordinary,” but specifically noted the 90-day termination provision: “I think
that’s probably an important provision.” This is a measured endorsement — not unconditional.20

GPUs have much longer useful lives than bears assume. Baker directly challenged Michael Burry’s
bear thesis on GPU amortization: with domain-specific accelerators (DSAs) now disaggregating inference
from training, older GPUs “have a useful life for 10 or 15 years.” This means neo-clouds like CoreWeave can
finance GPUs at 6% rates, and “that quarter single-handedly saved the neo clouds.” Baker cited CoreWeave
CEO Michael Intrator’s statement that customers “can’t get enough of them” and are signing six-year prepaid
contracts.20

Nvidia’s $20B CPU business validates co-design advantage. “Nvidia is the only company that works
with every lab... that puts them in the best position to architect their chips through co-design for where the
models are going.” Baker argued Nvidia is building DSAs inside its own ecosystem, making the “Nvidia is
losing share to custom silicon” narrative premature.20

AT market cross-sectional inefficiency. “Memory makers at three to five times PE. Nvidia at a really
low PE. Everything in power, cooling, optical [trading at premium multiples|... these are discounting very
different things. The AI market is cross-sectionally inefficient right now.” Baker’s point: the infrastructure
buildout cannot be both overpriced (power/cooling names) and underpriced (Nvidia) simultaneously — one
side of this trade is wrong.20

Macro offset: America is the best house in a bad neighborhood. Baker argued three things can
be true simultaneously: (1) rising rates are concerning, (2) AI fundamentals are strengthening dramatically,
and (3) the Strait of Hormuz closure — while terrible globally — is “relatively the best for America” given
energy self-sufficiency and natural gas at $NG1 levels far below international benchmarks. His conclusion:
“It’s probably hard for me to see, with America being the most advantaged by what is going on... a dollar
crisis is around the corner.”20

Orbital compute timeline: 2H 2028 to 1H 2030. Baker noted that a working Nvidia H100 GPU is
already in space (used by Andre Karpathy for both training and inference), and that Nvidia is building a
space-grade variant. He also highlighted SpaceX’s unique ability to use non-radiation-hardened semiconductors
in space (citing portfolio company Exite Labs as an example), which dramatically reduces cost. His prediction
for operational orbital compute: second half of 2028 to first half of 2030.20

David Friedberg: Civilizational Backup + Proliferation Dynamics
Friedberg took the most macro/philosophical lens, framing SpaceX beyond financial metrics:

Space-based infrastructure as civilizational insurance. Friedberg argued that Starlink and potential
space-based data centers represent “a backup for civilization” — communication and information networks
“that can’t be controlled, manipulated, or destroyed by governments.” He acknowledged this is a long-term
optionality argument, not a near-term earnings driver, but noted that “the assault on data center build-outs
in the United States right now” increases the strategic value of government-independent infrastructure.20
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ATl proliferation parallels nuclear arms race. Drawing on Cold War history, Friedberg argued the US
cannot slow AI development without ceding advantage to China: “If the United States does not advance its
AT technology. .. there will be someone else that will. And if someone else does, we can go through what
would happen if China had sufficiently advanced models.” He supported a KYC-style framework for frontier
model releases, analogous to nuclear non-proliferation, but warned against unilateral US regulation.20

Anti-tech sentiment is structural, not cyclical. Friedberg identified three drivers: (1) power asymmetry
fears — “a small number of people that control and profit from Al are going to get outsized returns”;
(2) state-sponsored influence operations — “a deep amount of external energy fueling this anti-technology
sentiment” from adversaries; and (3) psychological disruption — AT is “not human-centric” and “shifts the
ego of the human.” His view: this backlash is durable, not a passing phase.20

Jason Calacanis: Structural Demand from AI Labs
Calacanis focused on the demand side of the Colossus compute business:

Anthropic was “dead in the water” on compute — Colossus saved them. Calacanis argued Cursor’s
models were “falling very far behind” competitors due to compute constraints until SpaceX granted access to
Colossus. The result: “Instantly their models are growing faster.” He raised the possibility that within a year,
“Elon is selling compute to Google and Open AI”20

Composer 2.5 is the proof point for Colossus data quality. Calacanis highlighted that Cursor’s
Composer 2.5 model, trained via reinforcement learning on Colossus 2 for just 3-4 weeks, became “Pareto-
dominant” — outside the frontier curve of all competing models. He attributed this to Cursor’s proprietary
coding dataset (“more tokens of coding data than exist on the public internet”) combined with Colossus
compute.20

Grok Build closes the harness gap. Calacanis noted that Grock lacked a “harness” (agentic runtime
environment) that Claude and OpenAl already had. With Grock Build’s release, xAI now has “a runtime, an
environment that manages state, manages memory” — making the model “dramatically more useful in an
agentic world.”20

Podcast Consensus: Where They Agree and Disagree

Topic Consensus View Dissent / Nuance

Valuation at $1.75T

Palihapitiya’s “20x forward
revenue” math assumes aggressive
growth; no one defended
current-year valuation

No one addressed ARPU

Expensive but defensible on 2-3
year forward revenue

Starlink The profit engine; global ISP

Colossus /| EWS

AT losses

Musk governance risk

Macro / rates

monopoly with clear path
Transformative; fastest data
center builder in the world
Necessary investment; will be
offset by compute revenue

Accepted as the price of admission;
“five or less positions” approach

Concerning but not disqualifying;
AT fundamentals outweigh
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compression explicitly

Anthropic 90-day termination risk
acknowledged by all

Not directly addressed — the
panel focused on revenue
opportunity, not expense
trajectory

No panelist advocated for active
governance reform or expressed
concern

Friedberg most bearish on macro;
Baker most optimistic on US
relative advantage



Topic Consensus View Dissent / Nuance
Orbital compute Real, happening, 20282030 Palihapitiya initially dismissed it
timeline as “completely different” from
Starlink satellites; Baker and
Calacanis pushed back
TSLA merger Likely eventually No dissent; Friedberg framed it as

strategic necessity

What the podcast adds that this report didn’t cover:

1.

GPU useful life is 10-15 years, not 2—4 — if Baker is correct, the GPU amortization bear case
collapses and neo-cloud economics are far stronger than assumed. This directly challenges Source 6’s
implied bear narrative.

. Colossus build speed (122->91->66 days) is a proprietary advantage — this metric isn’t in

the S-1 and isn’t captured by traditional data center comps. It suggests SpaceX can capture compute
market share faster than any incumbent.

The AI market is cross-sectionally mispriced — Baker’s observation that chip companies and
infrastructure companies are pricing mutually exclusive outcomes is a useful meta-framework for
assessing which parts of the AI supply chain to own.

Composer 2.5 as proof of Colossus data value — the 3-week Pareto-dominant result suggests the
combination of proprietary data + Colossus compute is a genuine competitive moat for xAl and its
customers.

Sources

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

SpaceX vs Competitors: Launch Market Share 2025 — SpaceXStock, comprehensive competitive
analysis with cost/kg comparisons, launch cadence data, and market share figures

. SpaceX TPO Guide: S-1 Breakdown, Valuation & Trading Strategy — BitMEX Research, detailed S-1

analysis covering financials, share structure, valuation mechanics, and IPO timeline

. SpaceX’s IPO Filing Gives First Look Into Company’s Financials — Via Satellite, Starlink subscriber

counts, ARPU data, and revenue breakdown

. Elon Musk track record: Tesla, Falcon 9, Starlink — Teslarati + Forbes + CNBC archive, documented

skeptics’ statements vs. outcomes for Musk’s major achievements

. SpaceX IPO Could Force Index Funds to Buy 19% of Its Float — CryptoBriefing, analysis of passive

fund forced-buying mechanics and float dynamics

. SpaceX’s Blockbuster IPO Filing: Al Losses and Anthropic Pact — TechStory, Anthropic Colossus

contract details, xAI merger financials, Musk compensation structure

. SpaceX is set to join major indexes after its IPO — Business Insider, index inclusion timeline, weighting

projections, and rule changes across CRSP, Nasdaq 100, Russell, and S&P 500

. WallStreetBets: Those who will invest on SpaceX PO, will you buy Day 17 — Reddit, historical IPO

comparison table with 15 mega-IPOs and their 1-week through long-term returns

. SpaceX IPO impact on Tesla stock — xAI/Grok analysis — xAI web search + X/Twitter social listening,

TSLA returns around SpaceX milestones, synergy disclosures, merger speculation, Tesla’s 19M share
stake

Explainer: From Meta to SpaceX: how dual-class shares keep founders in control — Reuters, dual-class
share analysis and governance comparison

Exclusive: SpaceX generated about $8 billion in profit last year ahead of IPO — Reuters, government
revenue figures and EBITDA /profit breakdown

$11.4 Billion Revenue vs. 1.75 Trillion Valuation: Can Starlink Support SpaceX IPO? — TradingKey,
Starlink revenue and EBITDA analysis from The Information

SpaceX Valuation Soars on Record Launches, Starlink Growth — Forbes, launch revenue growth and
market projections
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

Chart: Satellite Internet: Starlink’s Rivals Scale Up Constellations — Statista, satellite counts and
deployment figures for Starlink and competitors

Western LEO Satellite Internet Update: OneWeb, Telesat, Amazon Project Kuiper and IRIS2 —
CirclelD, competitive analysis of Starlink rivals including Amazon Leo

Rivals are rising to challenge the dominance of SpaceX — MIT Technology Review, competitive
landscape including Rocket Lab, Blue Origin, and Chinese entrants

Rant: SpaceX and OpenAl: The Mega IPO Fast Track Entry to Nasdaq / S&P Scam — Reddit r/ETFs,
retail investor sentiment on forced index inclusion

Those who will invest on SpaceX IPO, will you buy Day 1? or wait? Why? — Reddit r/wallstreetbets,
retail sentiment and historical IPO comparison table

Thoughts on the SpaceX IPO? — Reddit r/stocks, cautious retail investor commentary

All-In Podcast, Episode 274 — “The Spicy Takes Must Flow” (May 2026) — YouTube video featuring
Jason Calacanis (host), Chamath Palihapitiya (host/CEO, Social Capital), David Friedberg (host/CEO,
Production Board), and Gavin Baker (guest/founder & CIO, Treaties Management). Topics covered:
Andre Karpathy joining Anthropic, SpaceX S-1 teardown (Starlink, Colossus, xAI), Nvidia Q1 earnings,
macro outlook, and China geopolitical dynamics. Full transcript extracted from YouTube auto-captions
via yt-dlp.

Fact-Check Addendum (May 24, 2026)

The following corrections were incorporated based on independent fact-checking:

# Issue Correction

1 AT segment losses understated at ~ Updated to $6.36 billion (per S-1
“$6 billion” throughout the report as cited by Yahoo Finance,

TechCrunch, Morningstar). The
original figure understated losses
by ~5.6%.

2 ARPU presented as $81/month Updated throughout to reflect the
(2025 figure) without noting Q1 latest available data: $86/month
2026 decline to $66/month (2024) -> $66/month (Q1 2026), a

23% compression. The $81 figure
was a midpoint that no longer
reflects current trends.

3 Anthropic contract described as Added qualifier: “up to $45 billion
“$45 billion over its life” without  (slightly less after a two-month
noting ramp-up discount ramp-up discount).” The exact

discount is not publicly disclosed.

4 Underwriter count stated as 21 Corrected to “up to 23” (five lead

bookrunners: Goldman Sachs,
Morgan Stanley, BofA, Citi,
JPMorgan). The discrepancy
depends on whether “bookrunner”
vs. “underwriter” is used.

5 Q1 2026 loss stated as $4.28B Confirmed accurate ($4.27B per

Fortune, $4.28B per
Forbes/BitMEX — rounding
difference). No change needed.
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Issue Correction

Subscription revenue gap (Starlink Recalculated: at $66 ARPU x

$11.4B vs. implied consumer sub ~ 10M subs = $7.9B annualized,

revenue) was understated implying a ~$3.5B gap to total
revenue (not the original $1.7B),
reflecting hardware, enterprise,
and government contributions.
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