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Space Tourism Neg
Space Tourism in the Status Quo/Inevitable

Space tourism happening now

Jones 11 (Charisse; staff writer for New York Times and Los Angeles Times, national correspondent for USA Today, awarded the American Book Award 04; “Space Tourism comes closer to liftoff”; USA Today Travel, 4/18/2011; http://travel.usatoday.com/flights/story/2011/04/Space-tourism-travel-comes-closer-to-fruition/46549950/1)
"The laugh factor on this was really intense," says Spencer, founder of the Space Tourism Society, an advocacy group based in West Los Angeles. But with corporate visionaries pouring millions of dollars into the building blocks of such an industry, Spencer says, few people are laughing now. "It's happening," he says. "There's a market. There's a waiting line. … Our ultimate goal is: Tens of thousands of space tourists actually leave Earth, go to orbital cruise ships, lunar ships, lunar resorts, and have a great time." The notion of an ordinary person taking a trip beyond Earth's atmosphere is no longer the stuff of science fiction. Several already have gone, and hundreds more have paid for trips that could begin as soon as next year. Even as NASA's shuttle program is drawing to a close — its next-to-last launch is scheduled for Friday, when the shuttle Endeavour is to begin a two-week mission to the International Space Station— private companies are soliciting passengers for commercial trips to space. STORY: British tycoon Branson tackles space, ocean with 'a smile' VIDEO: Richard Branson on space tourism PHOTO: Gallery: Virgin Galactic's space program Ten years ago Thursday, businessman Dennis Tito became the first private person to pay to fly in space on April 28, 2001, doling out $20 million to travel on the Soyuz, a Russian rocket, to the International Space Station. Now, space travel is beginning to mirror the airline industry, with its own travel agents, carriers and hubs. Companies such as Virgin Galactic, founded by billionaire and aviation enthusiast Richard Branson, and XCOR Aerospace in Mojave, Calif., are building spacecraft and selling tickets for suborbital flights that will allow passengers to see the Earth's curvature and experience weightlessness. Commercial spaceports are sprouting from Upham, N.M., to Kodiak, Alaska. And Space Adventures, the Virginia-based company that since 2001 has arranged eight private trips to the Space Station, has booked one passenger for an excursion around the far side of the moon and has a passenger seat to fill on the first private lunar mission, which could happen as soon as 2014.

Trips to the moon possible by 2014

Jones 11 (Charisse; staff writer for New York Times and Los Angeles Times, national correspondent for USA Today, awarded the American Book Award 04; “Space Tourism comes closer to liftoff”; USA Today Travel, 4/18/2011; http://travel.usatoday.com/flights/story/2011/04/Space-tourism-travel-comes-closer-to-fruition/46549950/1)

Commercial spaceports are sprouting from Upham, N.M., to Kodiak, Alaska. And Space Adventures, the Virginia-based company that since 2001 has arranged eight private trips to the Space Station, has booked one passenger for an excursion around the far side of the moon and has a passenger seat to fill on the first private lunar mission, which could happen as soon as 2014.

Space Tourism taking giant leaps forward NOW
USA Today 10 (Laure Bly, staff writer for USA today, “Up, up and away: as space tourism inches closer, here are more down to earth options,” September 2010)
Tourism to the final frontier took a few small steps forward this month with announcements that billionaire Richard Branson's company Virgin Galactic was set to launch well-heeled joyriders into space within 18 months, that a partnership between Boeing and Virginia-based Space Adventures plans to sell tickets on rocket rides to the International Space Station, and that a group of Russian companies wants to build the first orbiting hotel. Since Branson created Virgin Galactic in 2005, the British entrepreneur has collected $45 million in deposits from more than 340 people who have reserved seats aboard a six-person, suborbital craft - at $200,000 apiece. Space Adventures says it hopes to establish a space taxi system that would launch passengers into low Earth orbit by 2015. The company has already sent seven private space travelers to the space station on Russian Soyuz capsules, including Cirque du Soleil founder Guy Laliberté, who paid close to $40 million for an 8-day stay. PHOTO GALLERY: Space tourism And while details and timing are sketchy, notes Tnooz.com, a commercial space station could offer short, hotel-style stays between three and 14-days, with an opportunity for such "extra-vehicular activities" as space walks.
Space Tourism by 2014

NPR 10 (“Space Tourism: To Infinity And … Right Back to Earth”; 10/21/10 http://www.npr.org/2010/10/21/130672473/space-tourism-to-infinity-and-right-back-to-earth)

If your idea of the perfect vacation is a ride into space in the morning and some scuba diving in the afternoon, there's good news. A company from the Netherlands says it hopes to offer rides into space from a spaceport in the Netherlands Antilles by 2014. If this sounds fantastic and impossible, you're right about one adjective and wrong about the other. Space Experience Curacao has signed a memorandum of understanding with XCOR Aerospace to lease a Lynx suborbital spacecraft. The Lynx takes off from a runway, but its rocket engine can propel it to about 65 miles above the Earth — what's considered the edge of outer space. When the rocket engine shuts off, the Lynx glides to a landing back at the airport's runway. XCOR is just one of several companies planning to get into the space tourism business. Armadillo Aerospace is making a vehicle that Space Adventures will sell tickets for, and Virgin Galactic is making its own suborbital craft modeled after Burt Rutan's SpaceShipOne, the first commercial vehicle to carry spaceflight participants into space.

Space tourism within a few years despite restrictions

NPR 10 (“Space Tourism: To Infinity And … Right Back to Earth”; 10/21/10 http://www.npr.org/2010/10/21/130672473/space-tourism-to-infinity-and-right-back-to-earth)

If spaceflight participant sounds like a cumbersome phrase, it has legal importance. Apart from the myriad technical challenges facing the would-be rocketeers, there are also legal hurdles. For example, "passengers" have certain legal rights, whereas Congress has determined that spaceflight participants must sign an informed consent releasing from liability the company that's carrying them into space. Despite the challenges, it appears likely the first commercial suborbital flights are only a few years away. It won't be cheap; $200,000 seems to be the going rate. But if space tourism takes off, competition could drive down the price. If a brief suborbital flight isn't enough of a thrill, the company Space Adventures is offering a trip to the moon for $200 million. And the company isn't joking, although it admits that circumlunar trips are a few years off.

Space tourism in SQUO

Montreal Gazette 7/22 (“The next phase of space tourism—Entrepreneurs will take to the skies as accessibility and low cost of new services could see the number of sub-orbital adventurers double within two years, experts predict”; 7/22/11)
From quick flights to see our planet from space to honeymooning in an orbiting hotel and rover races on the moon, private individuals will, most likely starting next year, join an exclusive club of just over 500 people who've gone to space - mainly astronauts and cosmonauts. True, seven people have been to the International Space Station as tourists aboard Russian Soyuz rockets. But they paid millions of dollars each for their trips: $35 million in the case of the last tourist, the Canadian founder of the Cirque du soleil, Guy Laliberté. The accessibility and relative low cost of the new services - tickets to spend a few minutes in the weightlessness of space are being offered at $110,000 each - should see spacefarers' ranks easily double within two years, experts predict. "Space is no longer an insurmountable boundary," says Harold Line, a Calgary businessman who has paid the $20,000 deposit on a $200,000 U.S. ticket aboard Virgin Galactic's SpaceShipTwo. Currently being tested in the United States and with its possible first passenger flight next year, the private jet-sized spacecraft with six passengers and two pilots will launch from another airborne aircraft on a 2½-hour journey, including five to 10 minutes in weightlessness at an altitude of 360,000 feet. "That's when the pilot will turn off the seatbelt sign," Line, 49, says with eager anticipation. "We'll be able to float around the cabin and I'll see the curvature of the Earth. It will be something I'll look back on when I'm old and say, 'I did that.' " Line, an aviation buff who flies light planes and is building a Second World War Spitfire airplane as a hobby, adds that he's not certain when he'll fly to space. He's No. 124 on the list of people who've paid for their tickets on Virgin Galactic, the brainchild of Virgin Airlines founder and wellknown media courtesan Richard Branson. "They're doing tests and we'll go when they say it's safe. This is like breaking the four-minute mile," as far as space exploration by private individuals is concerned. "But I'm in no rush." Virgin Galactic's website provides a preview of what passengers should feel during the separation from the other aircraft at 50,000 feet and the immediate jolt thereafter. "You are instantly pinned back into your seat, overwhelmed but enthralled by the howl of the rocket motor and the eye-watering acceleration which, as you watch the readout, has you travelling in a matter of seconds at almost 2,500 mph, over three times the speed of sound. "As you hurtle through the edges of the atmosphere, the large windows show the cobalt blue sky turning to mauve and indigo and finally to black. You're on a high; this is really happening, you're loving it and you're coping well." SpaceShipTwo will float in weightlessness in an area of space considered sub-orbital because it is not high enough for spacecraft to complete a full orbit of the planet. The spacecraft will linger for a bit before at first falling, then gliding, back to Earth and to a landing strip at Virgin's New Mexico spaceport. Stephanie Anevich is a Toronto travel agent whose company, Vision 2000 Travel Group, has booked 10 of the 21 Canadians who are among the 440 people who've paid their deposits on their Virgin Galactic tickets. She booked her ticket two months ago and the married mother of three adult children isn't too concerned about the safety risks. "They won't fly it until they are very sure it's safe," she says, noting that Branson will fly with his family on the inaugural flight. "It will be a media extravaganza." Advertisement will be a marked addition to what is essentially a new space race, one characterized this time by the drive for profit, not national or military supremacy. John Spencer, a Los Angeles architect who specializes in the design of spacecraft interiors and space-related theme parks on the ground, says a major hospitality chain will in the next year announce a space hotel - basically a privately run space station with luxury touches and an unbeatable view. He won't say which one, but a Russian company, Orbital Technologies, plans to launch a space hotel next year and a Las Vegas company Bigelow Aerospace, plans inflatable modules as orbital habitats for research or leisure. 
Space Tourism follows path of commercial aviation—affordable within 30 years

Jones 11 (Charisse; staff writer for New York Times and Los Angeles Times, national correspondent for USA Today, awarded the American Book Award 04; “Space Tourism comes closer to liftoff”; USA Today Travel, 4/18/2011; http://travel.usatoday.com/flights/story/2011/04/Space-tourism-travel-comes-closer-to-fruition/46549950/1)

Stephen Attenborough, Virgin Galactic's commercial director, sees similarities between the growing space travel industry and notions of commercial aviation a century ago, when few people would have believed that plane rides would be commonplace.

"My sense is we're on a very similar path here," he says. "At the moment, most people would assume they'd never go to space. I think they're going to be wrong. … My view of the future is that, maybe in 30 to 40 years, most people who want to go to space will have the opportunity to do it, and that it will be affordable.
***Space Tourism Fails***

Cost
Space tourism not feasible – too expensive

Stone 8 (Dr. Barbara A. NASA – National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “Space Tourism: Exploring a New Industry”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/space_tourism_exploring_a_new_industry.shtml)
Eilingsfeld and Abitzsch at the Aerospace Institute of the Technical University of Berlin in Berlin, Germany have studied the prospects of commercial passenger transportation into low-Earth orbit. They conclude that the present transportation cost per passenger to orbit is "far too high to allow any sustainable development of space tourism. " Space tourism will only develop if an inexpensive space transportation system is developed specifically for space tourism. Although the technical problems of producing such a vehicle are not insolvable, the resulting prices would be too high for a mass market to develop, even if R&D costs were not included. In 1993 Eilingsfeld and Abitzsch completed a case study of tourism in which they considered a market model for a thirty-year time span (2020 to 2050) and three different market growth scenarios. A finding of the case study is that a space tourism initiative is feasible, but only if there is a national will to strive for the goal. The authors suggest using a space tour lottery to overcome the initial high prices, while at the same time attracting more people to the concept of space tourism. A "day trip" of up to 12 hours flight duration (equating to five to eight orbits) would be the most practical since it would eliminate the need for living quarters beyond those currently available on commercial aircraft. Manned space travel is entering its third decade and the technology for space travel and habitation has advanced considerably. However, space travel is still an expensive -- and risky -- proposition. As long as access continues to be a scarce and valuable resource, other beneficial uses of space will always be of higher priority than tourism. Development of such a space transportation system would be prohibitively expensive for the private sector. Making space travel possible for a broad base of individuals is not currently accepted as one of the obligations of the U.S. government -- and, if for no other reason than fiscal constraints, it is not likely to become one any time soon.
Too expensive

Sawaya 4 (David B, International Space University graduate, OECD – Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “Space Tourism: is it Safe?”, OECD Observe, March 2004, http://www.oecdobserver.org/news/fullstory.php/aid/1242/Space_tourism:_Is_it_safe_.html)
Why does the Space Shuttle cost so much? For a start, it requires a veritable army of ground personnel to inspect the vehicle after each flight and prepare it for the next one. It is only reusable after the vehicle has essentially been taken apart and reassembled. The thermal protection system alone takes 30,000 people-hours (3,750 working days) to inspect, refurbish and reinstall between flights. This labour intensive process is one reason why the US space shuttle fleet has never flown more than nine times in any one year. This is far too few flights for a large tourism market. Assuming there is a demand, just how big (or small) might that tourism market be? First of all, manned space flight is beyond the pockets of most ordinary people. There have been two space tourists, both multimillionaires, reportedly paying some US$20 million to fly aboard the Russian Soyuz rocket and spend 10 days aboard the International Space Station. There are not very many people in the world who are capable of paying this much. In fact, the market would only be about 100,000 people. And then, only a small percentage – experts say about 1% – of that number would be willing to pay for a space flight.
Launches cost millions plus unsafe

Ford 8 (Emily, business news editor, “A job that will send you into orbit”, The Times, 4 June 2008, Lexis Nexis)
It's an expensive journey to take-off. A spacecraft can cost $120 million dollars (£ 60 million), a launch $100 million. Insuring the spacecraft is the third-largest cost, typically running to tens of millions of dollars. "I try not to let numbers go through my head when I'm watching a take-off," he says. Gibbs (picturedb) insures the commercial satellites used for everything from mobile telephony to broadband internet and credit-card transactions. Satellite photography lets city planners study urban areas and has helped to identify fields of opium poppies. Brit Insurance also insures the spacecraft that supply images to Google Earth. Space insurance is a niche market; Gibbs estimates that there are only 25 space underwriters in the world. Months of work with technical experts allows underwriters to work out the exact risk and cost of insuring the hardware of a satellite, from the reliability of its maker's history - "you're only as good as your last launch" - down to the precise quirks of manufacturing. "Launch is the most dangerous part of any mission," he says. "When things go wrong it tends to be catastrophic." Last year a rocket launched at sea blew up on take-off, with proof posted on YouTube, the video-sharing website. So nailbiting is it that several of his colleagues stay up all night watching on the internet, but he manages to sleep. "In the morning I'll have a look to check that it's all gone well," he says. He does, however, go to watch live launches, usually in French Guyana, Kazakhstan or the US. "Launches tend to be near the Equator because from there it is a straight line up to the orbit." Last month, Nasa's Phoenix Mars lander made the first successful probe landing on the red planet for 32 years, after a nine-month, 422 million-mile journey. In 1999 an orbiter crashed on take-off after years of construction and design work. "When things go wrong, we're here to pay." Deployment is the next most dangerous phase. When it arrives in orbit, 22,000 miles up, the satellite unfolds its solar panels to become the length of a football field. It is a very complex piece of kit. "Once it's up there you can't send a shuttle to fix it." If all goes well, a satellite can orbit for 15 years, generating hundreds of millions of dollars.
Human Dangers

Space tourism is too hazardous – high fatality rates

Sawaya 4 (David B, International Space University graduate, OECD – Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “Space Tourism: is it Safe?”, OECD Observe, March 2004, http://www.oecdobserver.org/news/fullstory.php/aid/1242/Space_tourism:_Is_it_safe_.html)
The tragic break up of the space shuttle Columbia on 1 February 2003 was a reminder of how dangerous space travel still is, despite 40 years of development. In fact, space travel is much more dangerous than any other form of transportation, including driving a car. In the US manned space programme, there have been 17 fatalities in 732 person flights. That means an astonishing 2,320 deaths per 100,000 passengers, which is 45,000 times more dangerous than flying in a commercial airplane. Put another way, two space shuttles have crashed in 113 departures, which is a 1.8% failure rate. This would be unacceptable for commercial airplanes, which see an average of about 0.4 accidents per 100,000 departures per year in the US. In other words, space travel, while desirable, is just too hazardous to become a major tourist activity. It is even more dangerous than so-called “extreme” sports, such as scuba diving or sky diving.
Human spaceflight empirically dangerous – won’t commercialize

Leicester Physics 4 ( Liecester University Physics Department, “Wish You Were Here?”, New Scientist, 27 January 2001, http://www.scribd.com/doc/3270189/Space-Tourism-New-Scientists-Article)
All the successes of the manned spaceflights people began to forget about dangers involved in human spaceflight and these dangers where highlighted with Apollo 13. Originally planed to land on the lunar surface the mission had to be abandoned when a Service Module oxygen tank blew up aboard. The Command Module of Apollo 13’s lost its normal supply of electricity, light and water, all this happen when they were approximately 321,869 kilometres (200,000 miles) from Earth. The crew had to navigate by using the sun, as after the explosion the onboard navigation system was rendered unusable. Having to swing around the moon to be able to return to earth the crew spent a nerve racking 4 days before in the module before they eventually landed in the Pacific Ocean back on earth. The crew of the Apollo 13 were very lucky as at times Mission control was convinced that they would not make it back alive. This was one of the first highlights of how dangerous manned spaceflight can be. There are many cost considerations in all spaceflights and manned missions especially are expensive. For example, after the last lunar landing the total funding for the Apollo program was about $19,408,134,000. As a result, NASA’s shuttle was designed and built to try and reduce the cost of missions. This was achieved by using a re-useable shuttle as up to that point the rockets used where only designed to last for one mission such as the Soyuz rocket, which is still in operation today. 20 years to the day after Yuri Gagarin was sent into space by the Russians the first American shuttle, Columbia, lifted off from Kennedy Space Centre in Florida. Since its first launch, the Space Shuttle became a viable part of space exploration history. Standing as one of NASA's foremost projects, the shuttle made manned space flight easier and therefore the ability for many scientific tasks to be accomplished. These tasks and experiments have in turn enhanced the quality of life on Earth for the American and world population. The shuttle play’s a vital role in most American space missions and joint missions. For example the International Space Station, ISS, has been mainly constructed using the shuttle in a vital role as the main ‘work horse’ as it is the only way large segments of the station can be transported into space. Highlighting again the risks of man space flight the same space shuttle that took the historic first shuttle fight in 1981, Columbia, broke up upon re-entry to the Earths atmosphere on 1 February 2003 killing instantly the six crew that were on onboard. This disaster no only put a stop to the building of the ISS it raised serious questions about the future of any manned missions and there safety. This incident is probably the greatest reason to cause doubt in the minds of anyone considering the possibility of commercial spaceflight, due to the very high risks that are involved that this disaster highlights. This disaster grounded the shuttle fleet and stopped most American manned space fights although other countries have continued with there manned space programs.
Humans can’t survive space radiation                                                                       

 Leicester Physics 4 ( Liecester University Physics Department, “Wish You Were Here?”, New Scientist, 27 January 2001, http://www.scribd.com/doc/3270189/Space-Tourism-New-Scientists-Article)
One of the main difficulties of any Space mission, not just Space Tourism, is the environment itself. As humans, we are used to living under a protective blanket that surrounds the planet that shields us from the dangers of Space. However, for any tourism exercise to take place, a large number of people will have to be removed from this safety, and left at the mercy of the cosmos. The most obvious danger is the radiation in Space, in particular the Sun which releases many thousands of hazardous high-energy particles every second, such as 10 MeV electrons and protons. Many of these are trapped by the Earth’s magnetic field in the Van Allen belts, which would have to be passed through for any trip to the Moon and beyond. When particles such as these enter the body, they act as a tiny bullet that can seriously damage DNA strands, increasing the long-term risk of cancer. Heavy ions can also have a more short-term effect, damaging cells in the brain and central nervous system, affecting the performance of tasks. By one estimate, between 13% and 46% of cells in certain areas of a person’s brain will be penetrated in a possible trip to Mars.
Lack of gravity causes serious health problems                                                    

Leicester Physics 4 ( Liecester University Physics Department, “Wish You Were Here?”, New Scientist, 27 January 2001, http://www.scribd.com/doc/3270189/Space-Tourism-New-Scientists-Article)
Another important effect of being in space for any length of time is weightlessness. In such an environment, blood plasma drops by about 20% and the red blood cell count falls similarly, causing temporary anaemia. Since it no longer has to pump against gravity, the heart doesn’t need to work so hard causing the heartbeat to slow down and heart tissue to shrink. Indeed, muscle all around the body starts to decay for the similar reasons. Exercise programs, which are the mainstay of every Space Mission around the world, are unable to reverse the process although it does help a great deal. However, the most dangerous effect of zero gravity is bone loss. The body has no need to maintain the skeletal structure to Earth standards, and hence the bone mass can drop by as much as 1.5% each month. This would have serious effects on arrival on a body such as Mars, since many passengers could be too weak to walk, even under Martian gravity. Also, spinal columns expand in the absence of gravity, which can potentially lead to back ache and nerve problems. Exercise can do little to combat this, although it could be possible to rotate a spacecraft in such a way as to induce gravity.
Microgravity, high acceleration, and radiation pose problems to human space travel                                                                                                                                   Tarzwell 2k (Robert, B.A, Aerospace Medical Society, “The Medical Implications of Space Tourism”, asma.org, June 2000, http://www.asma.org/journal/abstracts/v71n6/v71n6p649.html)
Commercial space travel may soon be a reality. If so, microgravity, high acceleration, and radiation exposure, all known hazards, will be accessible to the general public. Therefore, space tourism has medical implications. Even though the first flights will feature space exposure times of only a few minutes, the potential may someday exist for exposure times long enough to warrant careful consideration of the potential hazards to the space-faring public. The effects of acceleration and microgravity exposure are well known on the corps of astronauts and cosmonauts. The effects of space radiation are partially known on astronauts, but much remains to be discovered. However, there are problems using astronaut data to make inferences about the general public. Astronauts are not necessarily representative of the general public, since they are highly fit, highly screened individuals. Astronaut data can tell us very little about the potential hazards of microgravity in pediatric, obstetric and geriatric populations, all of whom are potential space tourists. Key issues in standard setting will be determining acceptable limits of pre-existing disease and inferring medical standards from mission profiles. It will not be a trivial task drafting minimal medical standards for commercial space travel. It will require the collaboration of space medicine physicians, making the best guesses possible, based on limited amounts of data, with limited applicability. A helpful departure point may be the USAF Class 3 medical standard, applicable to NASA payload specialists. It is time to begin preliminary discussions toward defining those standards.
Rockets Dangerous

Rockets are inherently dangerous 

Tabarrok 4 

(November 18, Alexander, holds the Bartley J. Madden Chair in Economics @ James M. Buchanan Center for Political Economy, “Is Space Tourism Ready for Takeoff? Probably Not”, pg. online @ http://www.ideasinactiontv.com/tcs_daily/2004/11/is-space-tourism-ready-for-takeoff-probably-not.html) 
The vision is enticing but the facts suggest that space tourism is not ready for market. The problem is not the monetary expense, there are enough millionaires with a yearning for adventure to support an industry. The problem is safety. Simply put, rockets remain among the least safe means of transportation ever invented. Since 1980 the United States has launched some 440 orbital launch rockets (not including the Space Shuttle). Nearly five percent of those rockets have experienced total failure, either blowing up or wandering so far from course as to be useless. The space shuttle has a slightly better record of safety -- it was destroyed in two of 113 flights. There are lots of millionaires willing to spend one or two million dollars for a flight into space but how many will risk a two to five percent chance of death? It is true that we have been "learning by doing" or in this case by learning by exploding. In the 1960s the risk of failure was a stunning 12%. As in other industries, learning by doing reduced the failure rate dramatically over the first units but more slowly thereafter. In the 1970s the failure rate dropped to 5.2% but nearly thirty years later the failure rate for rockets still hovers between four and five percent. We can expect similar slow and steady improvements in the future but there is little reason to expect dramatic improvements in rocket technology. Burt Rutan's SpaceShipOne has some innovations such as a hybrid fuel composed of synthetic rubber and nitrous oxide ("laughing gas") and an ingenious design for reentry which may improve safety. In its first trip, however, a control system failed and in another flight SpaceShipOne rolled 29 times
Rockets won’t be safe enough for humans any time soon 

Tabarrok 4

(November 18, Alexander, holds the Bartley J. Madden Chair in Economics @ James M. Buchanan Center for Political Economy, “Is Space Tourism Ready for Takeoff? Probably Not”, pg. online @ http://www.ideasinactiontv.com/tcs_daily/2004/11/is-space-tourism-ready-for-takeoff-probably-not.html) 
If progress continues at the same rate as it has over the past 30 years how long will it take to achieve a level of safety of say a 1 in 10,000 chance of failure? Note that in comparison to other means of travel this is very, very dangerous. Commercial airlines, for example, have a fatality rate of .2 fatalities per 1,000,000 departures or a 1 in 5 million chance.[4] Figure One shows a logistic curve estimated on the basis of the probability of total failure since 1970. Extrapolating on the basis of the curve we find a 1 in 10,000 rate of failure is not achieved until 2217.[5] Consider instead a 1 in 1000 chance of failure, which would be extremely high even for those who take to bungee jumping; at current rates of progress we will achieve that level of safety only in 2130. It's possible, of course, that we will dramatically improve our rate of progress in rocket safety. If we were able to double our rate of progress, for example, then we could achieve a level of safety of 1 in 10,000 by 2088. Still a long way off for a level of safety that only thrill seekers will tolerate. Burt Rutan, the visionary genius behind SpaceShipOne, has suggested that in just 10 to 12 years we might see 100,000 spacefarers per year. Let's suppose that somehow we are able to increase safety to a level of a 1 in 10,000 chance of total failure, about 500 times safer than today's rockets. If each launch carries 10 people that's 10,000 launches a year and on average one of those rockets will fail. In some years, many will fail. The view is great but few people will want to pay the price given these odds. Rocket power appears to be inherently dangerous and not subject to radical improvement. It's always going to be dangerous to strap 4 million pounds of explosive fuel onto your back in order to get lift.[6] The lesson is that space tourism will have to await a new technology such as a space elevator or other such device not yet available and perhaps not yet even contemplated. Richard Branson should know that SpaceShipOne, like the Space Shuttle before it, is not a spacebus and won't be for a long time.
Tech Limits

Technological limits hinder space tourism

ISU 2K (International Space University report, “Space Tourism: From Dream to Reality”, International Space University July 2000, http://www.pddnet.com/uploadedFiles/PDD/News_And_Editorials/Editorials/2010-08/ssp2000_space-Tourism.pdf)

We are at the frontier of engineering and rocket building and due to our limited, although 

highly successful technological advancements, there exist today many limitations that

prevent us from having more regular and cheaper flights to space.  Currently liquid

rocket propellant systems have an advantage over other types of chemical combustion 

such that they have the highest achievable performance and can be operated during all 

phases of the flight.  Solid rocket propellants are however still used  (mainly for lift-off) 

because of their high thrust.  For space tourism, the use of solid propellant rockets will 

very probably not be an option because they cannot be turned off.  The relatively high 

risk involved with the use of these systems will not be acceptable [Sutton, 1986].  

Because of the limitations of rocket and structure materials technology available today, it 

is not possible to construct a single stage rocket that can effectively deliver itself or a

spacecraft into orbit.  Instead, a series of smaller rockets are used that are ignited and 

then burn out in succession, a process known as staging.  Ideally, the next generation of 

launchers would be formed by fully reusable, single stage to orbit (SSTO) vehicles.

***Space Tourism Bad***

Environment

Space Tourism emits black carbon, causing bad climate change

Popular Science 10

(Clay Dillow, 10/26, “Detailed Simulation of Space Tourism Finds it Could Accelerate Climate Change”, pg. online @ http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-10/black-carbon-space-tourism-could-accelerate-climate-change)
Last week we celebrated the dedication of Spaceport America, New Mexico’s dedicated private spaceflight hub that hopes to begin launching regular flights to the edge of space sometime next year. This week we hear the other side of the story: space tourism’s emissions of black carbon in the upper atmosphere could have dire consequences for climate change, increasing polar temperatures by 1.8 degrees and reducing polar sea ice by 5-15 percent. A paper publishing in Geophysical Research Letters suggests that emissions from 1,000 private rocket launches each year would dump detrimental amounts of black carbon – the really bad kind – into the stratosphere where it could remain for up to a decade, altering global atmospheric conditions and the distribution of ozone. And because there’s no weather up there to scrub the carbon away as it does commercial airline emissions, that black carbon could hang around for a while. The 3-D models employed ran scenarios of black carbon emissions over Las Cruces, New Mexico, itself, home of Spaceport America (and Virgin Galactic’s space tourism headquarters). The models showed that all those firing rockets – 1,000 over the course of a year – would leave behind some 660 tons of black carbon annually, comparable to the emissions of the entire global aviation industry.
Commercial Rockets emit black carbon due to special fuel, could spell disaster for industry

Popular Science 10

(Clay Dillow, 10/26, “Detailed Simulation of Space Tourism Finds it Could Accelerate Climate Change”, pg. online @ http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-10/black-carbon-space-tourism-could-accelerate-climate-change)
Why? Commercial rockets don’t burn conventional jet fuel, but rather a mixture of kerosene and liquid oxygen. Some, like Virgin’s SpaceShipTwo, use a hybrid rocket that fires a synthetic hydrocarbon blended with nitrous oxide. These hybrids are more economical but they emit more black carbon. Black carbon is a ready absorber of sunlight, which leads it to heat the atmosphere wherever it can be found in concentrated quantities. The authors readily admit their research is preliminary and that they do not have all the data they would’ve liked; for instance, they did not have precise measurement on how much black carbon Virgin’s rocket emits in a given flight. But those preliminary findings don’t bode well for an industry that’s just learning how to get people safely to suborbital highs. If carriers were required to cut their emissions they might not be able to produce enough power to get to those altitudes, and that would quite clearly be a major setback for the entire space tourism industry.
Soot from rockets accumulates in stratosphere & causes climate change 

AGU 10

(American Geophysical Union, October 22, “Soot from space tourism rockets could spur climate change”, pg. online @ http://www.agu.org/news/press/pr_archives/2010/2010-34.shtml) 
WASHINGTON—Rocket exhaust could become a significant contributor to global climate change in coming decades, according to a new study. The research finds that soot emitted by rockets — not their carbon dioxide emissions — has the greater potential to contribute to global climate change in coming decades. The researchers assume that a fast-growing suborbital space tourism market will develop over the next decade and examine the climate impact of soot and carbon dioxide emissions from 1,000 suborbital rocket flights per year, the approximate number advertised in recent materials promoting space tourism. “Rockets are the only direct source of human-produced compounds above about 14 miles [22.5 kilometers] and so it is important to understand how their exhaust affects the atmosphere,” says the study’s chief author, Martin Ross, of The Aerospace Corporation in El Segundo, California. He and his colleagues describe their findings in a scientific paper that has been accepted for publication in Geophysical Research Letters, a journal of the American Geophysical Union. The study provides the first detailed look at how rockets using hydrocarbon fuel might affect Earth’s climate system The researchers find that soot particles emitted by the proposed fleet of space tourism rockets would accumulate in a stratospheric layer at about 40 kilometers (25 miles) altitude, three times the typical altitude of airline traffic. These particles efficiently absorb sunlight that would otherwise reach the earth’s surface, causing projected changes in the circulation of the earth’s atmosphere from pole to pole. Unlike soot from coal power plants or even jet aircraft, which falls out of the atmosphere in days or weeks, particles injected by rockets into the stratosphere remain in the atmosphere for years. “The response of the climate system to a relatively small input of black carbon is surprising,” says Michael Mills of the National Center for Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colorado, a study coauthor, “and our results show particular climate system sensitivity to the type of particles that rockets emit.” Even though the rockets are assumed launched from just one site in North America, the entire atmosphere adjusts to the rocket soot with a complex global pattern of change. The study, which utilized a sophisticated computer model of the earth’s atmosphere, finds that beneath the thin stratospheric layer of rocket soot, which remains relatively localized in latitude and altitude, the earth’s surface could cool by as much as 0.7 degrees Celsius (1.2 degrees Fahrenheit). Meanwhile, Antarctica could warm by 0.8 degrees C (1.5 degrees F). Ozone is also affected, with equatorial regions losing about one percent and the poles gaining about 10 percent. The globally integrated effect of these changes is, as for carbon dioxide, to increase the amount of solar energy absorbed by the earth’s atmosphere. In this case, as long as the launches continue at the assumed rate, soot from the suborbital rockets contributes to atmospheric heating at a rate significantly higher than the contribution from the carbon dioxide from those same rockets.

Space tourism leads to environmental impacts, space debris, and weaponization

Rogers 8 (Dr. Lucy, Chartered Engineer with the Institution of Mechanical Engineers, fellow of the Royal Astronomical Society and British Interplanetary Society, Association of British Science Writers, “It’s Only Rocket Science”, March 21, 2008, http://www.scribd.com/doc/51954533/163/Space-Tourism)
There are three potential major problems for the space tourism industry. First are the environmental concerns. These include the amount and type of emissions from the launch vehicles, such as carbon dioxide and other, maybe more toxic, chemicals, the huge amounts of energy required to propel the launch vehicle into space and also the impact on the Earth’s ozone layer due to the high volume of flights through the atmosphere. Limits imposed on carbon dioxide emissions may make space tourism unfeasible, but if no limits are imposed, the increased volume of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, due to regular launches, could adversely impact the world’s climate. The second potential problem is orbital space debris, as described in Chapter 1– “Introduction”, which could cause catastrophic damage to the space vehicles. The third potential problem is the possibility of deployment of weapons in space or on the Moon. There are treaties that currently prevent this last possibility, but the USA has implied that it would not be bound by them if its national security were threatened by attacks on critical space assets.
Soot from rockets causes global warming

Shiba 10 (David, astronomer, science journalist, “Space Tourism Could Have an Impact on Climate”, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn19626-space-tourism-could-have-big-impact-on-climate.html)

Space tourism could have major consequences for Earth's climate. New computer simulations suggest soot emitted by the rockets could raise temperatures at the poles, significantly reducing seasonal ice cover there, but uncertainty remains about the assumptions used in the study. In the next few years, space tourism companies hope to start routinely flying passengers on suborbital space flights. Now, Martin Ross of the Aerospace Corporation in Los Angeles, California, and colleagues have performed the first detailed simulations of the flights' effects on Earth's climate. They assumed a flight rate of 1000 suborbital trips per year, the number put forward in business plans for space tourism in 2020, and estimated the emissions from a rubber-burning engine like that planned for Virgin Galactic's SpaceShipTwo. The researchers found that the effect of soot, which is incompletely burned fuel, would dwarf that of the carbon dioxide emissions from the launches. Soot readily absorbs sunlight, warming the atmosphere where it is abundant. The 1000 annual launches would belch out about 600 tonnes of soot, or black carbon – less than today's output from airplanes and other sources. But plane soot occurs at low enough altitudes for rain to wash it out of the atmosphere in just days or weeks. Rockets expel the stuff at altitudes three times as high – in the stratosphere more than 40 kilometres above sea level. There, well above the weather, it can remain for up to 10 years.
Space tourism leads to global warming

Spotts 10 (Peter N., American Association of Science, science journalist, Ocean Science Fellowship. The Christian Science Monitor, October 25th, 2010. http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/)
Scratching an expensive itch to take a pleasure trip to the doorstep of space might come with an unintended consequence: altering the climate back on Earth. A new study suggests that projected increases in so-called suborbital flights - including space tourism launches - will boost the amount of soot in the stratosphere, measurably changing climate. The soot comes from hybrid rocket motors, which burn a rubbery solid fuel, aided by a gas "oxidizer" as a stand-in for oxygen. By contrast, many liquid-fueled rockets burn oxygen and hydrogen, which produces a cleaner exhaust. According to the results, temperatures in the region around the launch site would likely cool slightly as the high-altitude soot blocked some sunlight. But the soot would spread around the globe, warming the stratosphere and touching off changes in its circulation that would bring additional warming to the poles. If demand for suborbital flights grows to levels some in the industry project by 2020, black carbon's climate effect could rival the impact from soot coming from all the world's trains, trucks, and heavy construction equipment, the researchers calculate. The study represents an initial look at the issue, cautions Martin Ross, a scientist at Aerospace Corp., an independent aerospace research firm in El Segundo, Calif., and the lead author on the research paper reporting the results. Many uncertainties remain, including the validity of traffic projections. And any potential effects, if they appear, are decades away. "What we want to do is understand this now so nobody makes big investments in systems that are not sustainable in the long run," he says. New aerospace systems - from the US Air Force's aging B-52 bombers to NASA's space shuttle - take roughly 10 years to design and test and then remain in service for decades.
***Advantage Answers***

AT: Overview Effect

No scientific evidence for overview effect

Bainbridge 6 (William Sims, sociologist, National Science Foundation, senior fellow at Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, George Mason University, “Goals in Space”, http://mysite.verizon.net/wsbainbridge/system/goals.pdf)

Several of the Idealistic goals assert that space travel gives a new perspective to the astronauts who look back at Earth from afar and to those Earth-bound enthusiasts who participate vicariously in voyages beyond our world. From the viewpoint of space, we see ourselves, our nations, and our planet in a new light. In a recent book, Frank White (1987) reports that astronauts commonly experience “the overview effect,” a radical shift in consciousness achieved by seeing the Earth as a unity and from outside the traditional limits of human experience. He documents this thesis with material from a number of interviews, but unfortunately his data collection and theoretical analysis were not conducted in a manner that social scientists would consider systematic. Furthermore, although White considers “consciousness” to be the essential ingredient of any culture, he does not draw upon any of the standard literature on this conceptually slippery topic. Yet, his hypothesis that from the new world-view offered by space exploration will come a series of new civilizations is a stimulating expression of the basic faith of the Idealistic class.
Overview effect is false – going into orbit not necessary

Morem 7 (Sally, science journalist, “Book Reviews: The Overview Effect, by Frank White”, Helium.com, 19 May 2009, http://www.helium.com/items/1454378-book-review-the-overview-effect-by-frank-white?page=1)
White succeeds in making clear to the reader how the astronauts and cosmonauts responded to spaceflight and communicated their experiences to the rest of us. But, he fails to make a strong case for his philosophy of space based on these experiences. He reminds us again and again how amazed the astronauts were when they saw no boundary lines on the surface as they viewed Earth from orbit. Surely, every one of those men realized that Earth would not look like a Rand McNally school globe from space. Obviously, the excitement of the moment overwhelmed their critical facilities. It isn't necessary to orbit Earth to make this discovery. All a Minnesotan has to do is drive south from the Twin Cities to Iowa on I-35. Look ma, no boundaries! Yet, White accepts the astronauts' reactions wholly and uncritically, and uses them to project future human civilizations by showing humans somehow rising above provincial nationalism. An Earth without boundaries is presumed to be without political division - a very debatable proposition.
Seeing Outer Space isn’t key to the Overview Effect 

White 98 

(Frank, Harvard & Oxford U graduate, author of “The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution”) 

There are ways to experience the Overview Effect without going into outer space. Anyone who flies in an airplane and looks out the window has the opportunity to experience a mild version of it. My own effort to confirm the reality of the Overview Effect had its origins in a cross-country flight in the late 1970s. As the plane flew north of Washington, D.C., I found myself looking down at the Capitol and Washington Monument. From 30,000 feet, they looked like little toys sparkling in the sunshine. From that altitude, all of Washington looked small and insignificant. However, I knew that people down there were making life and death decisions on my behalf and taking themselves very seriously as they did so. From high in the jet stream, it seemed absurd that they could have an impact on my life. It was like ants making laws for humans. On the other hand, I knew that it was all a matter of perspective. When the plane landed, everyone on it would act just like the people over whom we flew. This line of thought led to a simple but important realization: mental processes and views of life cannot be separated from physical location. Our “world view” as a conceptual framework depends quite literally on our view of the world from a physical place in the universe. Later, as the plane flew over the deserts and mountains of the western states, the flood of insights continued. I could look down on the network of roads below and actually “see the future”. I knew that car on Route 110 would soon meet up with that other car on Route 37, although the two drivers were not yet aware of it. If they were about to have an accident, I’d see it, but they wouldn’t. From the airplane, the message that scientists, philosophers, spiritual teachers, and systems theorists have been trying to tell us for centuries was obvious: everything is interconnected and interrelated, each part a subsystem of a larger whole system. 

Familiar Pictures of the Earth Limit the Effects of the O/V Effect

Beaver 1/06

(David, studied nuclear engineering and physics at The University of Virginia and the psychology and sociology of perception and the philosophy of science at The University of Richmond, “The Limited Impact of Current Conventional Earth Images”, pg. online @ http://www.theoverviewblog.com/the-overview-effect-and-the-history-and-2/) 
Lovelock’s comment about the image “we are now so familiar with” is the problem. We (especially those of us born after the pictures first appeared) now take them for granted, as if we have always had that perspective. And yet, as I have explained previously, the pictures do not actually give us the experience that alternately turned the astronauts mute or waxing poetic. And, unless you saw those pictures for the first time, in that magical extended moment of the Apollo program, or the brief following period when they first began to saturate our minds and image-world, that hyper-real, “magical” effect is now dulled through familiarity. The Overview Effect is now nearly hidden in these limited and over-exposed representations. I’m not suggesting that Earth images now lack power, but because of their familiarity and lack of detail and new information, plus the fact that they are usually the same hand-full of iconic shots, they lack the rush of new sensory experience that accompanied those first sightings, let alone the depth of multi-sensory overload that the astronauts experience directly.
AT: Colonization

The Moon is More Valuable for Resources than Colonization 

Maryniak 6

(Gregg E., former Vice President for Research and Development, Executive Vice President and Chief Executive Officer of the Space Studies Institute and trustee and Professor of the International Space University, NY Times, Letter to the Editor @ ''Life After Earth: Imagining Survival Beyond This Terra Firma'', Lexis) 
A better use of the Moon than as a lifeboat is to use its resources to stave off catastrophe. Abundant aluminum, silicon and iron in its soil could be used to build solar power collectors in high Earth orbit, producing zero-greenhouse-gas electricity and providing hydrogen to fuel our vehicles. It's much easier to bring a pound of material ''downhill'' from the Moon than to launch that same pound from Earth's deep gravity well. We're fortunate to be part of a twin planet system. The Moon is an offshore island that will play an increasingly important role in the survival and economy of the Earth.
Space Colonization is Not Inevitable 

Hickman 10

(John, teaches political science at Berry College in Mt. Berry, Georgia, and is the author of the forthcoming book Reopening the Space Frontier from Common Ground Publishing, “Space colonization in three histories of the future”, The Space Review, pg. online @ http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1732/1” 
Unfortunately, there is nothing inevitable about the human occupation of other celestial bodies. If the daunting political economic obstacles to the human settlement of space, of financing and peopling a space colony, are to be overcome, then the ideological and partisan blinders will have to be removed and wishful thinking abandoned. No matter how many different ways a free lunch is advertised, there still ain't no such thing

Radiations Threatens Colonization of the Moon or Mars 

Chiao 11

(July 6, Leroy,  American engineer, former NASA astronaut, Dan Rather Reports: “The New Space Race”, Lexis, pg. online @ http://blip.tv/hdnet-news-and-documentaries/dan-rather-reports-the-new-space-race-5350832) 
Before we go to Mars, we have to understand and figure out how to keep people healthy in deep space, or relatively deep space, for, ya know six months to a year or even longer... Because once you're away from low- Earth orbit, you're away from the protective Van Allen radiation belts that trap all the charged particles, and you're exposed to a lot more radiation, especially if you have a solar flair. And, ya know, Walt can tell you during the Apollo days that's one thing they really worried about going to the moon was being exposed to the possibility of a large solar flair killing the crew, with acute radiation. So, a lotta reasons to go to intermediate destinations beyond low- Earth orbit.

Moon Colonization Won’t Work

Belfast Telegraph 9

(November 28, “Honey, pack our suitcases, we're all moving to Mars...” Lexis Nexis,) 
Which leaves us with a difficult decision. Should we go for our own Moon or for Mars? Before we get too excited by the merits of one world over another, it's worth remembering that the Moon has a land surface area about the same as the African continent, whereas Mars has a land surface area similar to the dry land on our own world. Even assuming there might be a way for us to get there in large numbers, current global population growth could saturate our Moon to the same level as Africa within 10 years. Furthermore, life on the Moon isn't likely to be pleasant. Without falling back on any kind of imaginary science, the creation of large pressurized cities is at least possible, but gravity on the Moon is only one sixth of the Earth -- that's why Neil Armstrong is always bouncing around so much in the archive film. Worse still, the Moon has a four-week day-night cycle, meaning the nights go on for 14 Earth days. Since most plans for space colonisation rely on solar power, the arrival of nightfall would be a big problem. The only good thing about the Moon is that if things go wrong in your spacecraft (and things do go wrong in spacecraft) you could beat a hasty retreat to the Earth in less than a week.

Even if it is possible, colonization of Mars will be difficult

Belfast Telegraph 9

(November 28, “Honey, pack our suitcases, we're all moving to Mars...” Lexis Nexis)
The first manned expedition to Mars is likely to take six months. Given that the return journey would take six months too, the crew would have to spend several weeks on the surface of the planet just to justify the journey time. Freed from gravity for six months, osteoporosis is a big problem and the risk that the first man on Mars might slip and break his femur the moment he gets off the spacecraft is a very real one. Simulating gravity in the outbound spacecraft would be possible by rotation, but a luxury of this kind is unlikely to be available to a pioneering crew and the early astronauts will probably spend all day dosed up on the kind of drugs we currently give to the elderly. The capsule will be cramped. Sexual tensions between crew members are likely to be unbearable and the first expeditions will probably be all-male. If the spacecraft arrives at the planet and finds itself over an impenetrable sandstorm, well, this wouldn't surprise anyone who's worked at NASA so far. Mars has a habit of kicking up a tantrum just when you least want it to. Having said that, an atmosphere can be useful for slowing a spacecraft down, and every vehicle to land on Mars so far has deployed parachutes. As surface pressures are much too low for oxygen masks, the crew would have to wear full pressure suits out on the surface. Mars is vast. Meaningful exploration would require a nuclear-powered buggy. It's hard to imagine any government funding a one-off manned trip to Mars, so the crew would lay the foundations of a future base there.
