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Link – Colonization

The affirmative justifications for colonization are anthropocentric- the only goal is to benefit humans.

Fogg 2k [*Working on Ph.D. in planetary science*, Space Policy, Martyn J. Fogg, “The Ethical Dimensions of Space Settlement”. 2000. Online.< http://www.users.globalnet.co.uk/~mfogg/EthicsDTP.pdf> M.F.]
It is clear that anthropocentrism poses no fundamental moral objection to terraforming Mars, or to any lesser colonisation activities in space. If they can be shown to be to the good of humanity, then such objectives are good in themselves and may, and perhaps should, be put into practice. Many arguments have been advanced as to the benefits that the opening of the space frontier would have for humankind and one does not have to look far on Mars to find them25,26. Anthropocentrism though does not automatically sanction terraforming. If the relative instumental value of Mars is greater with the planet left untouched, then it should be so, for as long as such a judgement remains true. One can think of several reasons why this might happen. Mars must surely surrender its scientific secrets first before it is exploited and if there is life there, then it must be studied in its natural environment. If the expense of space settlement could be shown to incur a net detriment to human well-being, then this would also rule out the enterprise. These objections though represent human interests and not the assignation of any intrinsic worth to the extraterrestrial environment. They would thus be subject to re-evaluation in the light of changing circumstances. For the anthropocentrist, it is humanity that counts: if Mars counts more to us as a second home than as a barren desert, then living there, and terraforming the planet, would be a moral cause.
The affirmative justifications for colonization are zoocentric- the only goal is to benefit sentient beings.

Fogg 2k [*Working on Ph.D. in planetary science*, Space Policy, Martyn J. Fogg, “The Ethical Dimensions of Space Settlement”. 2000. Online.< http://www.users.globalnet.co.uk/~mfogg/EthicsDTP.pdf> M.F.]
An expansion of moral rights beyond the purely human sphere has been urged for many years by animal rights and 5 vegetarian groups27. Many of these arguments can be contained within an ethical system variously called zoocentrism, zootic individualism or extensionism. If regarded from the standpoint of the Principle of Utility—that morality involves maximising happiness and minimising suffering—then individual consciousness becomes the basis of intrinsic value. Whilst the debate over the nature of animal consciousness continues, few would deny that “higher” animals at least have feelings and are capable of pleasure and pain. Animals are subjects of a “biographical life”28. A zoocentrist would thus assign intrinsic value to animals that are considered sentient (a somewhat ill-defined value set) and would claim the same moral standing for them as for humans. The adoption of zoocentrism as our environmental ethic would require us to treat animals more like people. Exploiting animals for food, medicine, science, or degrading entertainment would be immoral and we would have to strive to uphold animal as well as purely human welfare. Zoocentrism though assigns no intrinsic value to “lower” organisms, and inanimate objects. These remain of instrumental value to animal-kind. Looking out into space, we have so far seen nothing of intrinsic value to the zoocentrist. If colonising space and terraforming Mars would be of benefit to conscious existence, then—to the zoocentrist as well as the anthopocentrist—it would be a right and proper thing to do.
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Colonization is anthropocentric

Spicer ’05 [Arwen, Ph.D. in English Literature, literature and environment emphasis, University of Oregon, 2005 Toward Sustainable Change: The Legacy of William Morris, George Bernard Shaw, And H. G. Wells In the Ecological Discourse of Contemporary Science Fiction, JasonW]
As if echoing Wells's "seed-bed" metaphor, ()lamina teaches that "the Destiny of Earthseed is to take root among the stars" (Sower 68). One of her central creeds, repeated in several of her Earthseed verses, this avowal of self-designed Destiny recalls Wells's Utopian, Urthred, who asserts in Men Like Gods, "Every day our thoughts go out more surely to our inheritance, the stars" (83). Thus, the concept of "Destiny," like "inheritance," frames humanity as a privileged species for whom interstellar expansion is an unproblematic inevitability. ()lamina and Wells figure interstellar colonization as part of a natural progression, like growing up and leaving home. Indeed, both invoke the metaphor of a grown child leaving its mother to frame this colonization as a sign of the human species's achieving adulthood. When Wells's Urthred speaks of reaching out to the stars, he does so in the context of proclaiming humanity to be "no longer the beaten and starved children of Nature, but her free and adolescent sons" (Men 83). Using a somewhat different rhetoric to a similar purpose, Olamina, too, writes of weaning humanity from Mother Earth: Earthseed is adulthood. It's trying our wings, Leaving our mother, Becoming men and women. We've been children, Fighting for the full breasts, The protective embrace, The soft lap_ Children do this. But Earthseed is adulthood. (Talents 394) Certainly, ()lamina frames the relationship between humanity and the biosphere more positively than Urthred. She characterizes nature/Earth as a loving mother, not a cruel one. For her, humanity comprises both men and women, not merely "sons." In Olamina's language, too, the "blame" for humanity's problems is shifted from Nature, "beating and starving her sons," to Earth's children, "fighting for the full breasts." On the whole, Olamina's tone is less hostile to the world humanity has evolved in. And being less hostile to nature, her teachings are likely to be more amenable to the development of a harmonious, sustainable ecological praxis than Wells's more conquestoriented philosophy. Despite these significant differences, however, Olamina's and Wells's common metaphor of grown children leaving Mother Earth supports a similar disregard for ecological relationality. Both Olamina and Wells use the fundamental progressionist metaphor of "leaving behind" that I discuss in chapter 1. Being tied to the Earth is associated with childhood. The natural progression for the human species is to leave the Earth, to leave Mother. A problem with this image, in both Wells's and Olamina's writings, is that, superficially, it suggests that it is our natural "destiny" to exist outside of a biosphere. It is natural to leave behind the system that gives us the water, food, light, gravity, and so on that we need to survive. Now, neither ()lamina nor Wells suggests that living without a planet to support us should be an immediate aim. Both understand that humans require a web of ecological relations to survive. The purpose of leaving Earth is to gain greater agency in our own survival. On other planets, we will not be protected by our "Mother" but, like adults, will protect ourselves: we will construct our own relations to the environment more methodically than we have on Earth. Indeed, we must be able to do this if we are to survive in an alien biosphere. An "adult" humanity can shape its environment for itself The dubious assumption, here, is that a non-Earth biosphere could readily be found (or made) to accommodate us. According to this view, the Earth is ultimately unnecessary. In this dichotomization of humanity and the Earth, humanity becomes the force with significant agency. Both ()lamina and Wells emphasize that humanity is the only species (on Earth at least) with the power to rationally choose its destiny. In The Science of Life, Wells (with Julian Huxley and G. P. Wells) argues that with humanity, evolution "has at least the possibility of becoming purposeful, because man is the first product of Evolution who has the capacity for long-range purpose, the first to be capable of controlling evolutionary destiny" (642). Similarly, Olamina explains, "The human species is a kind of animal, of course. But we can do something no other animal species has ever had the option to do. We can choose: We can go on building and destroying [. . . Or we can make something more of ourselves. We can grow up" (Talents 358). It is, indeed, probable that humanity is the only species on Earth capable of consciously planning for its future as a species. Yet in stressing humanity's ability to do what "no other species has ever had the option to do," Olamina, like Wells, does more than simply state a fact She emphasizes humanity's responsibility to seize and use this power. She also supports a dichotomy between humans and all other life forms. For both ()lamina and Wells, the focus remains squarely on the human species as a unit. ()lamina repeats this emphasis at several points: "[The Destiny] offers us a kind of species adulthood and species immortality" (Talents 156); "We need to become the adult species that the Destiny can help us become!" Talents 179); "[Earthseed] will offer us a kind of species 172 life insurance" (Talents 393; all emphasis mine). For both Wells and Olamina, humanity is chiefly what matters. Other species, forces, and webs of relation are relevant but mainly as ancillary factors that must be taken into account as humanity shapes a destiny for itself. When Olamina speaks of humanity as "Earth's seed," the embodiment of the potential of the entire Earth, she risks replacing her principle of "partnership" among forces with an anthropocentrism that figures humanity as the only term of interest. Unquestionably, the singleness of this human focus is more absolute for Wells than Olamina. As I argue in chapter 4, Wells's radical anthropocentrism almost completely rejects intrinsic rights for other species, the notable exception being his condemnation of the senseless suffering of any creature. Olamina's anthropocentrism is more moderate. Like Wells, she does not condone the suffering of animals. Unlike Wells, she seems to accept a species's intrinsic right to exist, at least as long as its existence does not immediately imperil humanity.
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By positing the 1AC from the univocal perspective of humans, their colonization narrative replicates anthropocentrism

Spicer ’05 [Arwen, Ph.D. in English Literature, literature and environment emphasis, University of Oregon, 2005 Toward Sustainable Change: The Legacy of William Morris, George Bernard Shaw, And H. G. Wells In the Ecological Discourse of Contemporary Science Fiction, JasonW]
At the same time, the Earthseed books undercut this hybrid model of "partnership" by reinscribing an anthropocentrism that gives the human agenda priority over other life forms' needs. 3 This reinscription is enabled by the series's relative univocality. Indeed, despite their hybrid mixing of discourses of utopia and dystopia, the Earthseed books deemphasize dialogic conversation among multiple perspectives, a departure from Butler's typically more multivocal rhetoric. In "Biopolitics of Postmodern Bodies," for example, Donna Haraway identifies Butler's Clay's Ark (1984) 163 and Xenogenesis series (1987-89) as examples of cyborg feminism, a discourse typified by the subversion of "myriad organic wholes" so that "[t]he transcendent authorization of interpretation is lost [. .]" (Haraway "Cyborg" 152-53). Haraway contends that by embracing the necessary partiality of all perspectives, Butler's earlier novels argue productively against the acceptance of any one perspective as "correct" In the Earthseed books, however, this "transcendent authorization of interpretation," while certainly challenged, is not entirely "lost." Rather, Butler privileges the "voice of wisdom" embodied in her protagonist, Olamina, who, in turn, represents "humanity" as a uniquely privileged species. The centripetal dominance of Olamina's voice allows her anthropocentric hierarchizing to pass unremarked. This anthropocentrism links the Earthseed books to the older Wellsian science fiction tradition. Both Butler and Wells develop scenarios that promote humanity's colonization of other planets. Both are aware of the difficulty involved in the transformation of ecological relationships that this colonization would require. Both frame this colonization effort specifically in terms of the survival of the human species, with comparatively little reference to other life forms. Although Butler's more provisional discourse surpasses Wells's in embracing the values of partnership and compromise, both scenarios are implicated in an anthropocentric ideology of ecological domination enabled by the texts' endorsement of a single centripetal discourse. Now, all voices need not be equally weighted in order for productive critique to occur. 
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Space exploration policy is steeped in anthropocentrism

Daly and Frodeman ’08 [Erin Moore Daly is a graduate student in the School of Life Sciences and the Center for Science, Policy, and Outcomes at Arizona State University and Robert Frodeman is chair of the Department of Philosophy at the University of North Texas. He specializes in environmental philosophy and philosophy and science policy, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration” Volume 13, Number 1, Spring 2008, Project Muse, JFang]
To date, the discussion of natural places has turned on questions concerning intrinsic and instrumental values. Intrinsic values theorists claim that things have value for their own sake, in contrast to theories of instrumental value where things are good because they can be used to obtain something else of value (economic or otherwise). This debates tends tend to get caught up in attempts at extending the sphere of intrinsically valuable entities. Ethical extensionism depends on human definitions of moral considerability, which typically stem from some degree of identification with things outside us. This anthropocentric and geocentric environmental perspective shows cracks when we try to extend it to the cosmic environment. The few national or international policies currently in place that mention the environment of outer space (e.g. NASA's planetary protection policy, United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space) consider the preservation of planetary bodies for science, human exploration, and possible future habitation, but there is not yet any policy that considers whether these anthropocentric priorities should supersede the preservation of possible indigenous extraterrestrial life, or the environmental or geological integrity of the extraterrestrial environment.   
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Space exploration is actually exploitation. 

Crisp ’09 [John, staff writer, “Right to Go Back to Moon,” Korea Times, 11/30/09] JL
The recent discovery of water on the moon could provide us with something that's been in short supply since the first lunar landing in 1969: A reason to go back. Apparently the water doesn't amount to very much - one estimate suggests that a ton of lunar rock from the right place might yield 32 ounces of water, which means the moon is still a very, very dry environment. Still, it was enough to quicken the heartbeats of space enthusiasts and mining engineers everywhere. For one thing, water on the moon could tell us something about lunar history. And it doesn't take much imagination to picture a lunar way station, a watering hole on the way to Mars. Why does this prospect make me vaguely uneasy? I should welcome the prospect of another trip to the moon. After all, my own life has happened to parallel the Rocket Age. I was born well before the flights of Alan Shepherd and John Glenn, when space travel was confined to science fiction and the fantasies of schoolboys. The moon was still a very mysterious, impossibly distant place in those days. And I was privileged to observe the successes and setbacks of the Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo programs, and eventually the lunar landing, a giant step that in some ways changed everything. Now we shuttle between the earth and the space station almost as casually, and with about as much public notice, as crossing the street. Besides, I like the idea of space travel: it's exotic and it probably answers to some primeval human imperative to explore whatever's out there. Furthermore, our history in space demonstrates that Americans are, in fact, capable of cooperating as a people and that our government can foster programs that work reasonably efficiently to accomplish the most implausible goals. Imagine! Going to the moon! So why can't I work up more enthusiasm about going back? Maybe it's because once you throw resources like water into the picture - and water undoubtedly will become an increasingly valuable commodity - a trip to the moon and on to Mars begins to look like an ill-considered extension of our long history with the natural world. Oversimplifying only slightly, the story of civilization can be reduced to a chronicle of the consumption of local resources - lumber, land, water, petroleum - and then moving on to fresh abundance elsewhere. The examples are practically countless, but consider our own petroleum production, which reached a peak in 1970 and has gone downhill ever since. We've had to move on to fresh abundance, depending more and more on places like Saudi Arabia and Nigeria. To a great extent modern American foreign policy has been driven by the impending dearth of local petroleum. Why else would we be so interested in Iraq? Common sense tells us that no non-renewable resource can be infinite, but this is a lesson we've yet to learn in practical terms. We imagine that more resources will always lie over the horizon, and the moon and Mars may represent for us, at some conscious or subconscious level, a fanciful safety valve for our overburdened earth. Who knows what resources are on Mars? We never thought there was water on the moon. Maybe more resources are out there, and our natural instinct is to go and get them. But there's something vaguely unseemly about failing to live within our means here, and then hoping at some level to bail ourselves out by moving on to other worlds. I'm wondering if we have done a good enough job of husbanding the abundance of this planet to have earned the right to begin exploiting resources elsewhere.
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Space exploration is inherently linked to anthropocentrism- culture proves..

Sadeh ’02 [PhD. and Department of Space Studies at the University of North Dakota, “Space Politics and Policy”. 2002, http://books.google.com/books?id=0rD8O1iiA7MC&pg=PA160&lpg=PA160&dq=%22anthropocentrism%22+AROUND(10)+%22space+exploration%22&source=bl&ots=sFpzGXJA7X&sig=-KO7odeWWx3Af1a5SbhquSKDO44&hl=en&ei=ZnofTv78L83SiAKRobSzAw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CCMQ6AEwATge#v=onepage&q&f=false. MF]
Future policies for space exploration, including the possible discovery and physical interaction with extraterrestrial life, will need to account for the extent to which anthropocentrism is inevitable. The case for anthropocentric inevitability contends that human activities in space are unavoidable since they are consistent with the dominant myths and metaphors of Western Culture. This implies that there is a link between the culture that engages in space exploration and anthropocentrism. If a lack of concern for biological, ecological, and geomorphological features of the cosmos is part of a dominant culture and exploratory pursuits, the perhaps a fundamental reorientation of Western Culture is in order. The further the ethical framework departs from anthropocentrism (i.e. to biocentrism and cosmocentrism) the greater is the moral constraint on the human freedom of action within the space environment. Since ethical morality regulates behavior, it is important to consider what the fundamental policy choices are. One approach suggests that possible policies should be formulated according to their scientific value. This implies the protection of selected sites (e.g., celestial bodies and interplanetary space for scientific study and astronomical observation.  The sites selected for environmental protection would be undertaken with regard to the scientific  value and uniqueness.
Colonization is an excuse for the anthropocentric exploitation of resources.

Crisp ’09 [Scripps Howard News Service Writer, The Korean Times. “Right to Go Back to Moon” Novemeber 30, 2009, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/11/160_56399.html MF]
So why can't I work up more enthusiasm about going back?  Maybe it's because once you throw resources like water into the picture ― and water undoubtedly will become an increasingly valuable commodity ― a trip to the moon and on to Mars begins to look like an ill-considered extension of our long history with the natural world.  Oversimplifying only slightly, the story of civilization can be reduced to a chronicle of the consumption of local resources ― lumber, land, water, petroleum ― and then moving on to fresh abundance elsewhere.  The examples are practically countless, but consider our own petroleum production, which reached a peak in 1970 and has gone downhill ever since.   We've had to move on to fresh abundance, depending more and more on places like Saudi Arabia and Nigeria. To a great extent modern American foreign policy has been driven by the impending dearth of local petroleum. Why else would we be so interested in Iraq?  Common sense tells us that no non-renewable resource can be infinite, but this is a lesson we've yet to learn in practical terms. We imagine that more resources will always lie over the horizon, and the moon and Mars may represent for us, at some conscious or subconscious level, a fanciful safety valve for our overburdened earth.  Who knows what resources are on Mars? We never thought there was water on the moon. Maybe more resources are out there, and our natural instinct is to go and get them.  But there's something vaguely unseemly about failing to live within our means here, and then hoping at some level to bail ourselves out by moving on to other worlds.  I'm wondering if we have done a good enough job of husbanding the abundance of this planet to have earned the right to begin exploiting resources elsewhere.   
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The obsession of using Landsats to watch the environment is justified by the need to exploit the environment for human needs

Sadeh ’11 [Eligar, American political scientist and academic Assistant Professor, Department of Space Studies University of North Dakota, Ch. 13 Space Power and the Environment, Toward a Theory of Spacepower, June 13, 2011, http://www.opensourcesinfo.org/journal/2011/6/13/toward-a-theory-of-spacepower-selected-essays.html, JFang]
The protection-of-nature argument begins to limit the extent to which resources in space can be incorporated exclusively into the U.S. economic sphere. The argument is that the environment needs to be protected, not because it has intrinsic value of its own, but to safeguard human ends. Environmental protection of some sort is consequently promoted due to instrumental ends that include preventing contamination of planets hospitable to life forms for scientific inquiry; conserving natural resources in space for economic development purposes (that is, a measured distribution of resources so that all can partake and benefit); preserving resources for future generations; preserving aesthetics of planetary surfaces and interplanetary space for human enjoyment; and mitigating environmental contamination, such as orbital debris, to ensure freedom of action in space. International space law is in congruence with these views and designates space and celestial bodies as common resources to be protected from contamination by anthropogenic activities. 
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The nature of the want to colonize Mars is anthropocentric.

Markley ’97 [Professor at West Virginia University, Modern Fiction Studies “Falling into Theory: Simulation, Terraformation, and Eco-Economics in Kim Stanley Robinson's Martian Trilogy” 1997, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/modern_fiction_studies/v043/43.3markley.html, MF]
At stake in Ann's comments is the moral relationship of humankind to the land. For her, the Martian landscape itself challenges androcentric and biogenic justifications for terraforming the planet; creating the conditions for life is purposeless in her mind because the geology of the planet is inherently valuable as a "record" of planetary and solar systemic history that dwarfs human technologies, intentions, and desires. If Red Mars is "pure," however, its purity can be appreciated only through what are ultimately anthropocentric perceptions and values, through an aesthetic appreciation of its beauty and an intellectual, and even spiritual, recognition of the knowledge it offers. In response to Ann, Sax emphasizes our inability to imagine beauty, or knowledge, or usefulness without giving in to a mystical anthropocentrism. His scientific defense of rapid terraformation makes heroic the irrevocable imposition by humans of a metaphysics of order on physical reality: "'The beauty of Mars exists in the human mind,' [End Page 783] [Sax] said in that dry factual tone, and everyone stared at him amazed. 'Without the human presence it is just a collection of atoms, no different than any other random speck of matter in the universe. It's we who understand it, and we who give it meaning'" (177). Sax's pronouncements suggest something of the attraction and limitations of his traditional scientific outlook, a worldview which itself will evolve throughout Green Mars and Blue Mars. If Ann's defense of a "pure" Mars provokes a questioning of biocentrism, Sax identifies knowledge rather than the exploitation of resources as the ultimate rationale for terraformation. In this regard, his response to Ann becomes a kind of philosophical one-upmanship; it is precisely human intervention that produces the "meaning" that structures even her celebration of an aesthetics and science of "pure" observation, an ideal of nonintervention. Yet Sax's insistence on the anthropocentric nature of meaning in the universe ironically reveals the accuracy of Ann's criticism: the basis of terraformation, of Baconian science itself, is an adolescent faith in human significance, a will-to-play (and play God) with the universe. For Sax, at least in Red Mars, science may be unpredictable and modeling techniques limited, but the mind remains capable of constructing knowledge by the inductive method, of organizing experimental programs and then using the results to generate rather than simply recognize meaning in the cosmos.

Link – Mars Terraforming

Terraformation is based on human significance and the attempt to play God – Mars dwarves anything humans have made.

Markley ’97 [Robert, Jackson distinguished chair of British Literature @ West Virginia University “Falling into Theory: simulation, terraformation, and eco-economics in Kim Stanley robinson’s Martian Trilogy”, Modern Fiction Studies 43.3, Project MUSE] CM
At stake in Ann's comments is the moral relationship of humankind to the land. For her, the Martian landscape itself challenges androcentric and biogenic justifications for terraforming the planet; creating the conditions for life is purposeless in her mind because the geology of the planet is inherently valuable as a "record" of planetary and solar systemic history that dwarfs human technologies, intentions, and desires. If Red Mars is "pure," however, its purity can be appreciated only through what are ultimately anthropocentric perceptions and values, through an aesthetic appreciation of its beauty and an intellectual, and even spiritual, recognition of the knowledge it offers.  In response to Ann, Sax emphasizes our inability to imagine beauty, or knowledge, or usefulness without giving in to a mystical anthropocentrism. His scientific defense of rapid terraformation makes heroic the irrevocable imposition by humans of a metaphysics of order on physical reality: "'The beauty of Mars exists in the human mind,' [End Page 783] [Sax] said in that dry factual tone, and everyone stared at him amazed. 'Without the human presence it is just a collection of atoms, no different than any other random speck of matter in the universe. It's we who understand it, and we who give it meaning'" (177). Sax's pronouncements suggest something of the attraction and limitations of his traditional scientific outlook, a worldview which itself will evolve throughout Green Mars and Blue Mars. If Ann's defense of a "pure" Mars provokes a questioning of biocentrism, Sax identifies knowledge rather than the exploitation of resources as the ultimate rationale for terraformation. In this regard, his response to Ann becomes a kind of philosophical one-upmanship; it is precisely human intervention that produces the "meaning" that structures even her celebration of an aesthetics and science of "pure" observation, an ideal of nonintervention. 11 Yet Sax's insistence on the anthropocentric nature of meaning in the universe ironically reveals the accuracy of Ann's criticism: the basis of terraformation, of Baconian science itself, is an adolescent faith in human significance, a will-to-play (and play God) with the universe. For Sax, at least in Red Mars, science may be unpredictable and modeling techniques limited, but the mind remains capable of constructing knowledge by the inductive method, of organizing experimental programs and then using the results to generate rather than simply recognize meaning in the cosmos.
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The justifications for terraforming on Mars use the same ethical framework that justifies the exclusion of parts of the environment.

York ’02 [Paul, Paul York is an information systems architect. He has an MA in philosophy and is working on a PhD on the ethics of terraforming, at the University of Queensland, Australia, Philosophy Now, “The Ethics of Terraforming,” http://www.philosophynow.org/issue38/The_Ethics_of_Terraforming] CM
Most people would probably think there is nothing wrong with terraforming, and they are in good company, as lots of philosophers would agree with them. The commonsense view is that terraforming an extraterrestrial planet would be a perfectly ethical thing to do, social and economic considerations permitting.  This is actually in complete accord with our orthodox ethical framework. A widespread view among ethicists today is that the moral community consists of rational ‘moral agents’ (persons) and ‘moral patients’, those members of the moral community who can be affected by moral agents. Note that people can be both moral agents and moral patients simultaneously. Ethics seeks to clarify the sorts of actions that are permissible, obligatory, or prohibited on the part of moral agents.  For a long time, the set of moral patients was coextensive with the set of moral agents (persons). More recently, there has been an expansion of the moral community to acknowledge the ‘moral considerability’ of other entities beside persons: first, higher animals, then all sentient beings, and then (according to some philosophers, at least) all living things. Note that in this expanded moral community, persons are still the only moral agents.  There are three things to notice about this framework: firstly, if you are a member of the moral community, then you are considered in the process of ethical decision-making according to your moral significance; secondly, if you are not part of the moral community, then you are simply not considered in the process of ethical decision-making, and thirdly, the overwhelming majority of entities in the universe are not, in fact, regarded as part of the moral community – they are not ‘morally considerable’.  Mountains, rivers, rocks, planets, stars, galaxies and all manner of artifacts are excluded. Only if they are implicated in some biota (a biota is a habitat for life such as a river or a coral reef) are they regarded as morally significant, because of their instrumental value in supporting life. In particular, this means that Mars (being lifeless) is not regarded as being ‘morally considerable’, and so, according to our orthodox ethical framework, there would be nothing wrong with terraforming Mars.  We have been able to get by with such an impoverished ethical framework because, as Christopher McKay (1990, p.186) says, up until now “virtually all of the serious considerations of environmental ethics have been embedded within the context of the Earth …” with its all-pervasive life. So, The recognized global interconnection of life through the biogeochemical cycles prevents one from rigorously treating any single object or collection of inanimate objects independently from the biological perspective. Thus the extension of rights from life to ‘mere things’ may have no practical implications on Earth (McKay, 1990, p.195).  In other words, because virtually all non-biological entities on Earth are implicated in the biota somehow, we simply have never had to consider their value apart from their biological supporting role. The implications are twofold: firstly, that there may after all be intrinsic, non-instrumental value in non-biological entities once we learn to see it and, secondly, that in extraterrestrial environments at least, we may soon have to begin to acknowledge this. If such entities are to receive their due, they will need to be included in the moral community.  In fact, very few philosophers have been prepared to take this additional step and include non-living entities in the moral community, but this is precisely what I wish to do in pursuit of a ‘cosmocentric ethics’ – an ethics that regards all entities as being morally considerable, though not necessarily of equal moral significance. The ‘commonsense’ view has a very long history, going back at least as far as Genesis 1:27-28: “…God created man in his own image… and God said … ‘fill the earth and subdue it; have dominion over the fish of the sea, over the birds of the air, and over every living thing that moves on the earth.’” It is but a small step from here to the egregious view that humankind is the legitimate master (or God’s steward) of the entire universe.  One argument often used in favour of terraforming is that we should settle another planet (Mars) so that human civilization has a backup planet in case something should happen to the Earth. There are three common scenarios:
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Terraforming Mars assumes that planets exist solely for the benefit of humans, justifying destroying the beauty of the planet. Embracing a cosmocentric viewpoint allows for human creativity while realizing that humans are a part of the universe just like other objects.

York ’02 [Paul, Paul York is an information systems architect. He has an MA in philosophy and is working on a PhD on the ethics of terraforming, at the University of Queensland, Australia, Philosophy Now, “The Ethics of Terraforming,” http://www.philosophynow.org/issue38/The_Ethics_of_Terraforming] CM
Mars, the Red Planet, is a beautiful and interesting place in its own right. It has magnificent canyons (Valles Marineris is longer than any canyon on Earth) and soaring extinct volcanoes (Olympus Mons is 26 kilometres high), together with beautifully-sculpted white polar caps containing frozen water and carbon dioxide, and a great variety of cratered and geologically-layered terrain. Mars has seasons and its own weather system – high white clouds, ground mists and frosts, and planet-wide dust storms that last for months. Terraforming would, of necessity, change or destroy much of this.  Although Mars harbours no life forms of any kind, as far as we know, it has significant intrinsic value – a value that exists irrespective of any value that humanity may place on it.  Most philosophers would disagree, saying that whilst human beings have intrinsic value, almost everything else (animals, plants, insects, geological formations, rocks, ecosystems, the planet Mars) only has whatever value is placed on it by human beings – in other words, extrinsic value. For example, a human being might regard a particular thing as having value because it performs some useful function, say a rock that acts as a paperweight (instrumental value) – such entities have no value of their own. In the mainstream view, if a thing is not of value to some person, then it has no value at all, period.  J.B.Callicott (1986, p.142) draws a useful distinction between the source and the locus of values. So whilst humanity may be the source of all values, it is not necessarily the locus of all values, especially that value which resides in the thing itself, of which particular valuations (by people) merely reflect different perceptions of the thing (and its intrinsic value) – “intrinsic values are not imposed by human beings; they merely involve human recognition of value” (Marshall, 1993, p.233).  Some thinkers argue that we should widen the moral community by including entities other than human beings, for example the ‘higher’ animals, sentient beings, living things or perhaps even ecosystems. Sometimes the rationale is that these other entities have intrinsic value; at other times it is argued that these entities deserve inclusion because they are capable of being harmed or benefited by moral agents, or that they have instrumental value in supporting life (for example, a coral reef).  Keekok Lee (1994, p.92) argues that we should go further still, beyond the biocentric view, and “develop a conception of intrinsic value which is not necessarily tied up solely with the fate of biotic Nature … [and] confront the issue of abiotic or inanimate nature as a locus of intrinsic value”. His approach is to start by constructing an ‘intrinsic value ethics’ for the Earth (with a view to later extending it to Mars) based on the following considerations. Firstly, Earth did not come into existence (or continue to exist) for the benefit of human beings. Secondly, although human beings find much of nonbiological Nature useful, it doesn’t follow that Nature exists for humanity. Expanding on this, he points out that: a) the genesis of the Earth is independent of the arrival of humans; b) Earth and its biota would not be extinguished if humanity were to become extinct; c) the functioning of the biota as a systemic whole would be independent of humans; d) Earth and its biosphere are autonomous; and e) from the perspective of Earth and its biota, humanity is dispensable and maybe even redundant.  Such considerations highlight the extreme asymmetry in causal dependence between humans and Nature, inasmuch as we depend entirely on Nature whereas the reverse clearly isn’t at all the case. This makes our current ethical systems seem unduly anthropocentric and Earth-based.  Because of its intrinsic value, I would argue that Mars deserves moral consideration from rational moral agents (that is, human beings) – and it is precisely this that terraforming advocates fail to acknowledge. Thus, all else being equal, Mars is entitled to continue to exist in its present form, undisturbed by human attempts change it, whether directly or as a by-product of economic ‘development’. Granted that Mars has moral considerability, it is no longer a foregone conclusion that it is simply ‘there for the taking’. Activities that are and are not to be permitted on Mars must be decided via some moral calculus that weighs up the competing claims of Mars and humanity.  The above considerations regarding an ‘intrinsic value ethics’ show, says Lee, that “human arrogance and superiority toward Nature are misplaced” and that the appropriate attitude for us to take is one of awe and humility, maintaining “a respectful distance” from it. Whilst I concur wholeheartedly, it is important to stress that maintaining a ‘respectful distance’ from Nature does not necessarily entail a total lack of engagement with it. Indeed, I would contend that the exploration of Mars in no way implies disrespect and is, in fact, necessary to understand what Mars is – a prerequisite for any meaningful relationship or engagement with the planet.  If you are happy to grant moral considerability to living things, then Alan Marshall (1993, p.234) suggests that ‘living’ might not automatically imply ‘biological’: “It must be remembered that nature is not static in abiotic worlds. Myriads of dynamic physical, chemical and geological phenomena permeate lifeless planets.” The atmosphere of Jupiter with its cyclonic Great Red Spot, the volcanically active Jovian moon Io, or indeed the surface and atmosphere of Mars “could fulfil many definitions of what it is to be alive.”  Another philosopher, Robert Sparrow (1999, p.227-236) argues that terraforming “demonstrates at least two serious defects of moral character: an aesthetic insensitivity and the sin of hubris … to change whole planets to suit our ends is arrogant vandalism.” He claims that we can demonstrate aesthetic insensitivity in two ways: firstly, by destroying beauty directly and, secondly, by using beauty “for one’s own purposes in ways that make no reference to its beauty” even though that beauty is not destroyed.  Sparrow says “classically, hubris involves glorying in one’s own powers, a false optimism about them, and a haste to put them to the test. A lack of self-knowledge and self-reflection is also characteristic … as is a dismissive attitude toward both critics and past failures.” Sounds like terraforming? Conclusion  In a cosmocentric ethics, moral reckoning would no longer be a straightforward matter. Moral considerability is not the same as moral significance. Just because an entity is admitted to moral consideration (or the moral community), by ascribing to it an intrinsic value, it does not automatically follow that it will have the same moral significance as other members of the moral community, such as human beings.  We will also need to develop some kind of ‘moral calculus’ that will allow us to balance the rights of the various entities – for example, a method for weighing up the right of a stone to exist against the rights of a human being, should these two rights be in conflict.  Robert Haynes (1990, p.177) argues that terraforming raises new issues in ethics, so that “we need from philosophers a new ‘cosmocentric’ ethics, and perhaps a revised theory of intrinsic worth … [Such a] cosmocentric ethic would allow scope for human creativity in science and engineering throughout the solar system” and also recognize that human artifacts are as much a part of the universe as natural objects like trees, planets, stars and animals. It is precisely such a cosmocentric ethics that I am advocating in this article.


Link – Preventing Extinction

The affirmative desire to prevent natural extinction is anthropocentric.

Grey ’93 [Professor at the University of Queensland, William Grey, Australian Journal of Philosophy, “Anthropocentrism and Deep Ecology,” Vol. 71 No. 4, 1993, http://www.uq.edu.au/~pdwgrey/pubs/anthropocentrism.html, MF]
Robert Goodin has proposed a "moderately deep" theory of value, according to which what imparts value to an outcome is the naturalness of the historical process through which it has come about (Goodin 1991, p. 74). Putting aside the problem, mentioned above, that the distinction between what is natural and what is cultural (or technological, or artefactual) is problematic, the deliverances of natural historical processes are not necessarily benign, nor ones which should command our approval. The traumatic disruptions to the planet brought about by natural forces far exceed anything which we have been able to effect. Consider, first, what Lovelock (1979) has called the worst atmospheric pollution incident ever: the accumulation of that toxic and corrosive gas oxygen some two billion years ago, with devastating consequences for the then predominant anaerobic life forms. Or the Cretaceous extinction 65 million years ago, which wiped out the large reptiles, the then dominant life forms. Or the Permian extinction some 225 million years ago, which eliminated an estimated 96 per cent of marine species. Like the eruption of Mt St Helens, these were natural events, but it is implausible to suppose that they are to be valued for that reason alone. There is of course an excellent reason for us to retrospectively evaluate these great planetary disruptions positively from our current position in planetary history, and that is that we can recognise their occurrence as a necessary condition for our own existence. But what could be more anthropocentric than that?


Link – Proving Aliens

Trying to prove aliens exist through physical evidence is anthropocentric. Focus on government secrecy ignores the systematic reasons for excluding aliens.

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander and Raymond, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24388393/Sovereignty-and-the-UFO-By-Alexander-Wendt-and-Raymond-Duvall-Political-Theory-Journal] CM
Physical evidence . Usually the first objection to the ETH is the lack of direct physical evidence of alien presence. Some ET believers contest this, claiming that the U.S. government is hiding wreckage from a 1947 crash at Roswell, New Mexico, but such claims are based on conspiracy theories that we shall set aside here. Not because they are necessarily wrong (although they cannot be falsified in the present context of UFO secrecy), but because like UFO skepticism they are anthropocentric, only now We know that UFOs are ETs but “They” (the government) aren’t telling. Such an assumption leads critique toward issues of official secrecy and away from the absence of systematic study, which is the real puzzle. In our view secrecy is a symptom of the UFO taboo, not its heart.


Link – SETI

SETI is anthropocentric

Cirkovic ’03 [Milan M., Astronomical Observatory Belgrade, On the Importance of SETI for Transhumanism, Journal of Evolution and Technology – Vol. 13 - October 2003, http://jetpress.org/volume13/cirkovic.html, JFang]
We find a streak of very subtle anthropocentrism hidden in the usual understanding of the “Great Filter” (as expressed by Hanson’s quote above). Seemingly, we are led into a dilemma: either we are optimists about extraterrestrial life and SETI or we are optimists about our particular (human/posthuman) future. We find the dilemma false and a bit hypocritical, like all man-as-the-measure-of-all-things argument from Protagoras to this day. We can have both of the alternatives above; we can be optimists about life and intelligence in general. And only future astrobiological research can persuasively show to which degree our optimism in both directions is justified. 

The idea that extraterrestrials would use radar is anthropocentric

Schilling and MacRobert ’11 [Alan M. MacRobert is a senior editor of Sky & Telescope. Govert Schilling is an astronomy writer in Utrecht, The Netherlands. The Chance of Finding Aliens, http://www.skyandtelescope.com/resources/seti/3304541.html?page=5&c=y, accessed July 15, 2011, JFang]
Suppose that extraterrestrial intelligences are rare but do exist. Could we expect them to communicate with us through radio signals? What fraction of civilizations are able — and motivated — to broadcast in a way that creatures like us can detect? In other words: what is the value of fc? SETI advocates tend to believe that it is large: that sooner or later, any civilization curious and inventive enough to become technological at all will discover that radio is an efficient way to communicate over astronomical distances, and will choose to do so. Might there be a naive form of anthropocentrism at play here? Is it reasonable to expect that wildly different beings on another planet, even if they are far older, smarter, and more capable than us, will choose to build radio telescopes and send signals to the larger universe? Maybe we just don't appreciate the true diversity of biological evolution, or the uniqueness of humans' monkeylike curiosity. Or maybe radio is hopelessly primitive compared to something we have yet to discover. 

SETI is Anthro

Lamb ’01 [David Lamb is a 20-year prospect research professional that is recognized as one of the world’s leading authorities on prospect research, data modeling, and analytics. Before joining Blackbaud, David served as director of prospect research at the University of Washington and Santa Clara University. He holds a bachelor’s degree in sociology from Sterling College, a master’s degree in sociology from Wichita State University, and a master’s degree in Divinity from the San Francisco Theological Seminary., 2001, http://images.hitungmundur.multiply.multiplycontent.com/attachment/0/ScpeiQoKCEAAACeVUCQ1/The%20Search%20for%20Extraterrestrial%20Intelligence.pdf?key=hitungmundur:journal:20&nmid=223228769, JasonW]
Other critics have raised epistemological objections to SETI, arguing that its methodology is not as sure-footed as it sounds. Anthony Weston (1988) argues that SETI’s reliance upon radio astronomy combines speculation with anthropocentrism; that it draws selectively from the evidence we have on how intelligence developed on Earth; that radio communication might not be as obvious a means of communication for ETs as it is for us; that magic frequencies, such as the hydrogen frequency, might not be their obvious choice, and that mathematically representable signals, such as a series of prime numbers, are not the most obvious candidates for an ET message.
Link – SETI

SETI is anthropocentric- assumptions that ET life is like ours proves.
Hogan ’10 [Senior Science Internet Specialist for the Office of Science Education at the National Human Genome Research Institute., Davies is a physicist at ASU* Science Daily. “Widening the Search for Extraterrestrial Life”. March 1, 2010. Online, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/03/100301122342.htm. MF]
As Davies writes, "speculation about SETI is bedevilled by the trap of anthropocentrism -- a tendency to use 21st-century human civilisation as a model for what an extraterrestrial civilisation would be like... After 50 years of traditional SETI, the time has come to widen the search from radio signals." Questioning the idea of an alien civilisation beaming radio signals towards Earth, Davies explains that even if the aliens were, say, 500 light years away (close by SETI standards), the aliens would be communicating with Earth in 1510 -- long before we were equipped to pick up radio signals. While SETI activity has been concentrated in radio astronomy, from Frank Drake's early telescope to the more recent Allen Telescope Array, astronomers have only ever been met with an (almost) eerie silence. Davies suggests that there may be more convincing signs of intelligent alien life, either here on Earth in the form of bizarre microorganisms that somehow found their way to Earth, or in space, through spotting the anomalous absence of, for example, energy-generating particles that an alien life form might have harvested. "Using the full array of scientific methods from genomics to neutrino astrophysics," Davies writes, "we should begin to scrutinise the solar system and our region of the galaxy for any hint of past or present cosmic company."<CONTINUED>
The underlying assumptions of SETI are anthropocentric- they assume ET life to take a human appearance.

Lamb ’01 [Los Angeles Time Reporter, Journalist 8-time Pulitzer prize nominee*. “The Search For Extraterrestrial Intelligence: “A Philosophical Inquiry” 2001, http://images.hitungmundur.multiply.multiplycontent.com/attachment/0/ScpeiQoKCEAAACeVUCQ1/The%20Search%20for%20Extraterrestrial%20Intelligence.pdf?key=hitungmundur:journal:20&nmid=223228769. MF]
Other critics have raised epistemological objections to SETI, arguing that its methodology is not as sure-footed as it sounds. Anthony Weston (1988) argues that SETI’s reliance upon radio astronomy combines speculation with anthropocentrism; that it draws selectively from the evidence we have on how intelligence developed on Earth; that radio communication might not be as obvious a means of communication for ETs as it is for us; that magic frequencies, such as the hydrogen frequency, might not be their obvious choice, and that mathematically representable signals, such as a series of prime numbers, are not the most obvious candidates for an ET message. It is, of course, conceivable that intelligent beings might not share our conceptions of logic and mathematics. John Taylor (1974) speculates on the existence of intelligent beings of only molecular proportions in a world which would have to be experienced in a radically different way than we experience it. For example, due to quantum mechanical effects it would be a probabilistic reality for them. Our logic, with its law of excluded middle – either it is or it is not – which is clear-cut, would be meaningless to them, as they would experience reality as a wide range of possibilities. They would never experience single occurrences, but only probabilities. Moreover, they would never produce a science or technology like ours. They could never produce a Newton, unless they grew to a size with which they could be affected by gravity. According to Weston, when SETI scientists draw analogies between human intelligence and ETI they frequently ignore the past history of human ‘contact’ with other humans. Europeans discovered new lands which they perceived to be unpopulated, whereas in fact they were populated by civilizations of considerable standing. Not having experience with horses, the Incas saw mounted Europeans as one animal, akin to the centaurs of ancient Greece. Each generation of anthropologists accuses its predecessors of ethnocentrism. The history of human encounters with intelligent life, concludes Weston, is characterized by misperception.
Link – SETI

Voting for SETI is voting for a slippery slope fallacy
Billings ’06 [Linda, Ph.D. Research Associate SETI Institute/Washington, DC libillings@seti.org IASTS 21 st  Annual Conference February 3-4, 2006, Baltimore, MD To the Moon, Mars, and Beyond: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space-Faring Societies] AT
But as with most important questions in science -- the more we learn, the more we realize we need to find out.  It’s not unreasonable for critics to point out a number of holes in the scientific rationale for SETI.  This rationale rests on a long string of assumptions that stem from what we think we know about our cosmic environment.  The so-called Drake equation offers a way of “guesstimating” the likelihood of intelligent life elsewhere by multiplying the rate of star formation in our galaxy, the number of stars in our galaxy that may have planets around them, the number of those planets that may support life, the number of such life forms that may have developed intelligence, the number of intelligent life forms that may have developed technology like ours, and the number of those technological civilizations that may have lasted long enough to send us signals.  And take my word for it, scientists are always arguing about the range of numbers to attach to every single element of this formula.


Link – SETI

The way we picture alien contact is anthropocentric and the basis for SETI.

Lamb ’01 [Los Angeles Time Reporter, Journalist 8-time Pulitzer prize nominee*. “The Search For Extraterrestrial Intelligence: “A Philosophical Inquiry” 2001, http://images.hitungmundur.multiply.multiplycontent.com/attachment/0/ScpeiQoKCEAAACeVUCQ1/The%20Search%20for%20Extraterrestrial%20Intelligence.pdf?key=hitungmundur:journal:20&nmid=223228769. MF]
Popular interest in ET  contact is  strong, as seen in the  reception of  films  like Independence Day,  Close  Encounters and  ET: The  Extraterrestrial (three of the most commercially  successful films ever  made),  and the success of the TV series,  The X-Files,  as we l l  a  s  thousands of books on the subject and tabloid attention to even the wildest accounts of ET encounters. ET fever has been known to grip whole towns. In  1988 Tom  Weber  founded a group in  Wisconsin called UFO Site Center Corp, with the objective of building a landing site for ET spacecraft. The American  journalist, Howard  B l um  (1990),  tells the  story of Tom  Weber’s attempt to  raise $50 million for the  landing  site  outside a  small US town. To attract the ETs  it was considered  necessary to  communicate the  peaceful intentions of the locals by  means of a  larger-than-life illuminated  picture of a human greeting an alien in a spirit of friendship. No aliens were encountered but the townspeople were  exposed to a familiar  philosophical  problem. How  does one depict friendship to ETs? One suggestion, which was rejected,  involved a large model of a man and a woman  copulating. Those  who supported  this suggestion argued that the primal scene depicted peaceful intentions. Eventually they chose a handshake. The human, tall, slim and Aryan, and the alien with two solid feet and a head shaped like a watermelon. Blum reports from a meeting of the townspeople:  Still, there was still some concern after a mock-up of the pair of figures at one Wednesday meeting. Is it possible, someone asked, that a handshake might not mean the same in the Andromeda Galaxy as it does in Chippewa Falls? Suppose, it was suggested, a handshake is a vulgar gesture to an alien? That we’re illuminating a cosmic ‘screw you’ to the first visitors from another world? Or perhaps a handshake could mean ‘Let’s fight’? Or even ‘Good Bye’? But Tom Weber was undeterred. ‘If they’re smart enough to get here, they’re smart enough to figure everything else out’, he ruled. The handshake would remain. (Blum, 1990: 185)C O M M U N I C A T I O N   W I T H   E T I 13 Such examples of anthropocentrism are as amusing as they are obvious. But are the SETI scientists and the bioastronomical community immune from it and equally as selective in their approach?


Link – Space Law

Establishing the rule of law in “outer space” is anthropocentric

Lachs ’81 [Manfred, International Court of Justice Judge, “Reflections on the Law of Outer Space,” Journal of Space Law Vol. 9 Nos. 1 &2, 1981, pgs. 6-7, JFang]
One may raise the question, why the term "outer space"? While the venture was a great achievement, there is something presumptious in it. Why did we call it "outer space"? Space is "outer" in relation to the small planet called earth. In fact, it is the universe - minus our globe, or perhaps minus a small, narrow band of the air space surrounding it. Thus in building a law for the universe minus our globe we are relying on an anthropocentric approach. In all domains and so in law-making this anthropocentrism is the result of our special capacities so well described by a great scientist: Amongst the multitude of animals which scamper, fly, burrow and swim around us, man is the only one who is not locked into his environment. His imagination, his reason, his emotional subtlety and his thoroughness made it possible for him not to accept the environment but to change it. 


Link – Terraforming/Asteroid Mining/Space Weapons

Terraforming, asteroid mining, and space power projection are all rooted in an anthropocentric mindset
Sadeh ’11 [Eligar, American political scientist and academic Assistant Professor, Department of Space Studies University of North Dakota, Ch. 13 Space Power and the Environment, Toward a Theory of Spacepower, June 13, 2011, http://www.opensourcesinfo.org/journal/2011/6/13/toward-a-theory-of-spacepower-selected-essays.html, JFang]
In the anthropocentric view, humans are treated as ends in and of themselves and act as moral agents in relation to the environment. Nature is of instrumental value in that it contributes to human life. Anthropocentrism is rooted in the principle of nature as a utility for human ends. In this vein, the environment can be both exploited and protected to safeguard and further human interests and the persistence of human civilization. The exploitation-of-nature argument is based on the exploitation of the environment to enhance human well-being. This view allows humans to extract resources from space and planetary bodies and to create human-supported biospheres in space and on planetary surfaces and terraform celestial bodies. In the realm of national security, such a view suggests spacepower projection without regard for the contamination of the space environment. This is the unregulated view that can lead to a tragedy of the commons of space. The perpetuation of the human species that is linked to spacepower considerations suggests that extending a human presence in space takes place without regard for environmental protection. 48 The exploitation-of-nature argument underlies the view on spacepower discussed in chapter 9 in this book, which examines the use of the Moon's resources for national economic development. Indicative of this is the new U.S. policy "to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere," with the fundamental goal of exploration being to advance scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program. 


Link – Zubrin

Zubrin’s philosophy is grounded in anthropocentrism- views of Mars prove.
Collis and Graham ’09 [Researchers at the Queensland University of Technology QUT, “Political geographies of Mars: A history of  Martian management” 2009, http://eprints.qut.edu.au/21225/1/21225.pdf, MF]

Two distinct versions of Martian spatiality emerge from the terraforming debate. Terraformers position Mars as instrumental, thus falling squarely within the positive side of utilitarian ethics (an intellectual pet of the 19th‐century propertied classes): Zubrin, the founder of the assertively pro‐terraforming Mars Society, argues that as an entirely lifeless space, Mars is a resource for humans to use and colonize (Zubrin 1996a). Zubrin’s (1996a) spatiality is committedly anthropocentric and utilitarian: in his vision, Mars is a dead space of no intrinsic value, mutely awaiting its activation by human terraformers. Zubrin is far from alone in championing this version ofMartian spatiality. As the debate about whether Mars should be legally terra communis or terra nullius demonstrates, Mars’s political spatiality is currently dominated by anthropocentrism, the position, as Pyne (2003) writes, which holds that ‘as long as life or other cultures are not present, there is no ethical or political crisis [in terraforming] except whatever we choose to impose on ourselves’. As in the schism between NASA and the Mars Society – the former advocating gradual colonization led by scientists, and the latter arguing for large‐scale private colonization as quickly as possible (Lambright and VanNijnatten 2003) – the spatiality of Mars as a passive resource for human use and possession remains largely unchallenged. The argument is primarily an environmental one: terraformers argue that terrestrial overcrowding and resource depletion mean that a failure to colonize Mars would eventually result in the decline of humanity. Is keeping a lifeless planet lifeless more important than allowing for the continuation of human life, they ask? Fogg (2000, 210) states that terraforming is natural because humans are essentially expansionist. McKay (1990) similarly biologizes Martian colonialism, arguing that humans are the natural ‘pollinators of the universe’ whose instinctive task it is to fertilize the galaxy. From a terraforming perspective, then, Martian space is inert and dead, a tablua rasa dumbly awaiting human animation.

Link – Zubrin

Zubrin’s view of Mars and terraforming relies on ignorant readings of history and sees Mars merely as a place for humans to exploit.

Markley ’97 [Robert, Jackson distinguished chair of British Literature @ West Virginia University “Falling into Theory: simulation, terraformation, and eco-economics in Kim Stanley robinson’s Martian Trilogy”, Modern Fiction Studies 43.3, Project MUSE] CM
If Mars terraformed becomes the scientific "confirmation" as well as the spiritual projection of Lovelock's Gaia Hypothesis, it is also the imaginary space of a new frontier, a technologized site for an updated manifest destiny. Robert Zubrin, formerly an engineer in Martin Marietta's aerospace division and a developer of Mars Direct, a low-cost strategy to send astronauts to Mars by manufacturing fuel for the return trip from the planet's resources, forges explicit connections between the frontier thesis of Frederick Jackson Turner and the ideology of American-led terraformation (see Zubrin, The Case for Mars 1-18). "Without a frontier to grow in," Zubrin asserts, "not only American society, but the entire global civilization based upon Western enlightenment values of humanism, reason, science and progress will ultimately die" ("A New Martian Frontier"). 8 Only Mars "has what it takes" to continue the march of progress toward a humanist salvation: "It's far enough away to free its colonists from intellectual, legal, or cultural domination by the old world, and rich enough in resources to give birth to the new" ("A New Martian Frontier"). Zubrin's libertarian rhetoric of self-actualization thus depends on the economics of resource appropriation, even as it evokes, as fellow enthusiast Turner puts it, "a project that will allow us to pursue beauty and truth on a grand scale" (34). [End Page 779]  Zubrin's romantic vision of the American frontier, however, is founded on dubious or simplified readings of American history that repress both the human and ecological consequences of conquest and colonization (see Crosby). Liberty becomes a function of an idealized "New World" open to seemingly limitless exploitation of its resources. Projected into the future, this romanticized view of the frontier describes the economic opportunities of space exploration: "If the idea is accepted that the world's resources are fixed, then each person is ultimately the enemy of every other person, and each race or nation is the enemy of every other race or nation. Only in a universe of unlimited resources can all men be brothers" ("A New Martian Frontier"). Zubrin's rhetorical movement from "the world's resources" to "a universe of unlimited resources" enacts the logic of a fantastic political economy in which terraformation--or at least the harvesting of resources from other worlds--becomes economically, socially, and politically essential to growth and freedom. In effect, "Mars beckons" because capitalist and democratic values were "born in expansion, grew in expansion, and can only exist in a dynamic expansion" ("A New Martian Frontier"). Whether one is a proponent of the Gaia Hypothesis or an investment broker, the effect of Zubrin's arguments is that the world's resources are finite, and that humanity's only hope is to repeat on Mars the cycles of spewing CFCs into the atmosphere, mining, harvesting crops and timber, and devastating wildlife that have compromised the Earth's environment. The logic of terraformation, not suprisingly, thus requires new frontiers beyond the red planet. "The universe," Zubrin declares, "is vast. Its resources, if we can access them, are truly infinite" ("A New Martian Frontier"). Terraforming Mars becomes only the initial impetus to ratchet upwards the "two key technologies of power and propulsion" so that humankind can exploit the "infinite" resources of the outer solar system and beyond. Ironically, the logic of endless terraformation dictates that without the mind-boggling investments in technology to make accessible the "infinite" resources of new frontiers humanity lapses into its default condition--the Hobbesian war of all against all. In Zubrin's mind, to terraform Mars--to render it both a biosphere and a commodity--is to reinvigorate ourselves psychically, to reverse the downward spiral of civilization.  The logic of the frontier that Zubrin sketches is founded on the antiecological assumption that "natural" resources are always and [End Page 780] already marked as objects of exploitation and exchange. In this respect, he displaces onto Mars a vision of infinite resources that has led civilizations from one crisis of intensification to another until a dry, frigid, and almost oxygenless planet seems to many humanity's last best hope for survival. 9 Although he and Robinson share a vision of the terraformed Mars of the future, they differ significantly in their understanding of the implications of this virtual space: Zubrin projects an idealized past into the future; Robinson undoes the values and assumptions that have motivated previous imperialist enterprises. Again, it is precisely this fantasy of the Baconian mastery of nature which eco-economics seeks to counter. At a crisis point in Red Mars, Frank Chalmers, the codirector of the mission to Mars and an inveterate politician, explains to the idealistic John Boone the logic of interplanetary colonization:    . . . "Why were we sent here in the first place, Frank?"       "Because Russia and our United States of America were desperate, that's why. Decrepit, outmoded industrial dinosaurs, that's what we were, about to get eaten up by Japan and Europe and all the little tigers popping up in Asia. And we had all this space experience going to waste, and a couple of huge and unnecessary aerospace industries, and so we pooled them and came here on the chance that we'd find something worthwhile, and it paid off! . . . And now even though we got a head start up here, there are a lot of new tigers down there who are better at things than we are, and they all want a piece of the action. There's a lot of countries down there with no room and no resources, ten billion people standing in their own shit." (Red Mars 352-53)
Link – Zubrin

Zubrin is anthropocentric

Grinspoon’04 [David, writer and winner of the Carl Sagan Medal, “Is Mars Ours?,” Janurary 7, http://www.slate.com/id/2093579/] CM
Yet the disconnect between my youthful space idealism and at least some of today's more zealous advocates of the "humans to Mars" movement became evident when I attended the "Ethics of Terraforming" panel discussion at the founding convention of the Mars Society, held in Boulder, Colo., in August 1998. This event was hailed as the "Woodstock of Mars," and although there wasn't any rolling in the mud, there may have been some bad acid in the water supply, judging from some of the loose talk spilling from the stage.  Bob Zubrin, Mars Society President, stated that mankind has a duty to terraform Mars, that given the choice between letting Mars remain the sorry planet that it is and transforming it in Earth's image, we have a moral obligation to do the latter. He added that it is the Western tradition to expand continually and to value humans above nature, that "this is the only system of values that has created a society worth living in."  These comments were amplified by panelist Lowell Wood, an architect of Reagan-era "Star Wars" space-based weapons plans. Wood stated confidently that terraforming Mars will happen in the 21st century. "It is the manifest destiny of the human race!" he declared and went on to boast, "In this country we are the builders of new worlds. In this country we took a raw wilderness and turned it into the shining city on the hill of our world." To hell with terraforming: It seemed that we were discussing the Ameriforming of Mars.  Hearing these words, my heart sank. Is this really the way we want to frame our dreams of inhabiting Mars? Maybe these guys are simply not aware of the historical use of this phrase and its negative connotations, I thought. This hope vanished when Zubrin leapt to the defense of Manifest Destiny, shouting, "By developing the American West we have created a place that millions of Mexicans are trying to get into!" to a smattering of applause (and some gasps of disbelief) from the crowd.  Zubrin has written that we need to go to Mars because it will serve the same function that "pioneering the West" did for American civilization, creating jobs and opportunity and relieving population pressure. If there were an award for "most unfortunate choice of analogies," this should win. It is historically inaccurate, culturally clueless, and fails to capture some of the most compelling reasons why we really should consider someday bringing Mars to life by inhabiting it and perhaps eventually altering its environment with (and for) living creatures.


Not sure how to file

Development is mutually exclusive with sustainability

Visvanathan ’91 [Shiv Visvanathan is senior fellow, Centre for the Study of Developing Societies (CSDS), Delhi. An anthropologist and Human Rights researcher his work has explored the question of alternatives as a dialogue between the West and India Mrs. Bruntland's Disenchanted Cosmos Author(s): Shiv VisvanathanSource: Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 16, No. 3 (Summer 1991), pp. 377-384Published by: Sage Publications, Inc.Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/40644721, JasonW]
Every contemporary report needs a key word or a slogan to keep it alive long after the report itself gathers dust. The key words of the Brundland Report are sustainable development. There is no greater contradiction in terms. Sustainability and development belong to different, almost incommensurable worlds. We were told in catechism class that even God cannot square a circle. Sustainable development is another example of a similar exercise. Sustainability is about care and concern; it speaks the ethics of self- restraint. It exudes the warmth of locality, of the Earth as home. Development is a genocidal act of control. It represents a contract between two major agents, between the modern nation-state and modern Western science. The first is deemed to be the privileged form of politics, the second claims to be the universal form of knowledge. One cannot conceive of a nation-state without a science policy program. Development is a compact between nation-state and modern Western science to reduce all forms of difference - all ethnic forms, all ethnic knowledges - to create a flatland called modernity. Within such a Hobbesian world, dams displace people, forest bills turn ecocidal, and nuclear energy becomes a reason for the state. If differences exist between modern and peasant/ tribal, such differences are reduced through a time series. The tribal peasant or folk are labeled premodern and therefore must be driven into modernity. Every act of protest is heresy. What legitimates this violence is the doctrine of progress, which imposes a linearity to this world and justifies any violence done by mod- ernizing elites on allegedly backward sectors. Here, traditions are neither privileged ways of looking or being, but only an obsolescent world to be developed or museumized. Real autonomy is granted to no world view other than development. All history, all biography, all memory is aligned to facilitate this long march to modernity.
Technology’s future focus erases difference

Visvanathan ’91 [Shiv Visvanathan is senior fellow, Centre for the Study of Developing Societies (CSDS), Delhi. An anthropologist and Human Rights researcher his work has explored the question of alternatives as a dialogue between the West and India Mrs. Bruntland's Disenchanted Cosmos Author(s): Shiv VisvanathanSource: Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 16, No. 3 (Summer 1991), pp. 377-384Published by: Sage Publications, Inc.Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/40644721, JasonW]
The new epidemic of reports uses the style of concern to control: it restates certain problems to erase peoples' memory of them. But the entire act is performed within the antiseptic confines of the club. One can comfortably invite a few Third-Worlders, even to write the foreword to the report. They pose no dangers. In fact, they outdo the West in their need to retain membership. But note, the entire act of violence is sanitized. There is no Cortez or Shakha here. It is killing through concepts, through coding, by creating grammars that decide which sentence can be spoken and which cannot. It is from such a perspective that the Brundtland Report - well intentioned as it is - must be seen not as a statement of intention, but in terms of the logic of the world it seeks to create and impose. If the first waves of modernity sought to caricature the past, the second wave seeks control of the future. Note the use of the singular. It is not a promise of multiple futures. It is fixture. We thought the future was a place of dreams, a realm of possibility. Freedom was essentially the freedom to dream differently, and have different languages for interpreting our dreams. Today, a group of experts tells us what to dream. They threaten to colonize our dreams and reify our nightmares. The future is suddenly no longer fiction or fantasy. It is being colonized by an oracle of international civil servants who have mapped it with cybernetics and systems theory. The future has become a territory of surveillance; a group of grammarians has moved in before the poet has uttered a word. They have already decided that the future is a different country, where all of us must behave alike. The future is not carnival time, where dreams spoof the pomposities of the present.

Incorporate non-anthropocentric ethics

We as a single humanity need to recognize the intrinsic values of all living species and natural environments to incorporate non-anthropocentric ethics.

Marshall ’08 [Alan, Journal of Applied Philosophy Volume 10, Issue 2, pages 227–236, February 18, 2008 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-5930.1993.tb00078.x/abstract (LS)]
After a brief review of environmental ethics this paper examines how terrestrial environmental values can be developed into policies to protect extraterrestrial environments. Shallow environmentalism, deep environmentalism and the libertarian extension of rights are compared and then applied to the environmental protection of extraterrestrial bodies. Some scientific background is given. The planet Mars is used as a test case from which an ethical argument emerges for the protection of environments beyond Earth. The argument is based on the necessity to recognise the intrinsic value of all living species and natural environments. At present, the treatment of extraterrestrial environments by makers of space policy is ethically undernourished. This paper explains why such an attitude endangers those environments and calls for the policy-makers to incorporate non-anthropocentric ethics into extraterrestrial environmental policy.

Ethics

If humanity comes in contact with an extraterrestrials’, then our codes of ethics come into play to a point of which a war scenario could be inevitable.
PSU Department of Geography ’10 [Pennsylvania State University, 302 Walker Building, University Park, PA 16802, United States Rock Ethics Institute, February 2010 Pennsylvania State University, 201 Willard Building, University Park, PA 16802, United States http://www.scopus.com/record/display.url?eid=2-s2.0-70449523441&origin=inward&txGid=p9633Ea_eUlI_AUnpHtx4eG%3a2 (LS)]
If humanity encounters an extraterrestrial civilization, or if two extraterrestrial civilizations encounter each other, then the outcome may depend not only on the civilizations' relative strength to destroy each other but also on what ethics are held by one or both civilizations. This paper explores outcomes of encounter scenarios in which one or both civilizations hold a universalist ethical framework. Several outcomes are possible in such scenarios, ranging from one civilization destroying the other to both civilizations racing to be the first to commit suicide. Thus, attention to the ethics of both humanity and extraterrestrials is warranted in human planning for such an encounter. Additionally, the possibility of such an encounter raises profound questions for contemporary human ethics, even if such an encounter never occurs. 

The idea of the exploration of Mars allows us and our future generations to take a look at our own framework of ethics.

University of Hawaii at Manoa ’11 [Department of Political Science,  june 2011Hawaii Research Center for Futures Studies, 2424 Maile Way, Saunders Hall 640, Honolulu, HI 96822-2223, United States http://www.scopus.com/record/display.url?eid=2-s2.0-79955132984&origin=inward&txGid=p9633Ea_eUlI_AUnpHtx4eG%3a9 (LS)]
The exploration and settlement of Mars provides a rare opportunity to reconsider our ethical, political, philosophical, and economic relationships with non-human life (very broadly defined) relatively free of many of the constraints that have framed and limited our analyses throughout our many histories. Manned and robotic exploration throughout and beyond our solar system also fosters reconsideration of our obligations to future generations and allows for expansion of membership in the class that constitutes those generations. This paper argues that the concept of "future generations" should not be limited to Homo sapiens, as currently defined. Opportunities for a higher ethical standard within the context of the discovery of extraterrestrial life are discussed in terms of a thought experiment and mechanisms to allow future generations to be represented in these ethical discussions are suggested.

Ethics

Humanity faces some major ethical decisions about space explorations and colonization.
Baum ’09 [S.D. Baum, Department of Geography, and  Pennsylvania State University, 302 Walker Building, University Park, PA 16802, United States Rock Ethics Institute, May 2009 Pennsylvania State University, 201 Willard Building, University Park, PA 16802, United States http://www.scopus.com/record/display.url?eid=2-s2.0-67349269878&origin=inward&txGid=p9633Ea_eUlI_AUnpHtx4eG%3a23 (LS)]
Humanity faces many important decisions about space exploration. A major but controversial decision-making paradigm is cost-benefit analysis (CBA). This paper discusses some ethical considerations in CBA that are important to decision making about space exploration, including how we define costs and benefits; space exploration's non-market value; the standing of future humans and of extraterrestrials; and the role of discounting in evaluating long-term space exploration projects.

Human missions to the Moon and Mars raises many ethical questions on colonization, exploration, and the framework of western culture.

Billings ’06 [Linda, SETI Institute October 2006 Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s http://bst.sagepub.com/content/26/5/430.short (LS)]
The U.S. civilian space program is focused on planning for a new round of human missions to the Moon and, later, perhaps, to Mars. These plans are intended to realize a “vision” for exploration articulated by President George W. Bush. It is important to examine this “vision” in the broader context of 21st-century space exploration, which is a truly global enterprise. Questions to be addressed include the following: How will extending human presence into the solar system affect society and culture on Earth? What legal, ethical, and other value systems should govern human settlements and other activities in space? Do humans have rights to exploit extraterrestrial resources and alter extraterrestrial environments? Does space exploration need reinvention to meet social needs? This article describes the current environment for space policy making and a framework of space law, ethics, and culture within which these questions can be considered.
If humanity were to colonize other planets, who’s to say that our societal problems wouldn’t follow us.

Lin ’06 [Patrick, Published in Astropolitics journal, Winter 2006, vol. 4, no. 3: 281-294; and as presented at 25th annual International Space Development Conference 2006, Los Angeles, May 4-7, 2006 (LS)]
The prospect of increased space travel brings with it a host of ethical questions, such as related to environmental conservation, competing priorities, safety risks and non-proliferation of military technology. These are somewhat familiar questions, and though they will not be the focus of this paper, we will discuss them briefly here for the sake of completeness. One of the first and natural reactions of many is to ask: Should we be encouraging private space exploration, given what we’ve done to our own planet? What’s to prevent problems on Earth from following us into outer space, if we have not evolved the attitudes that have contributed to those problems? As examples, an over-developed sense of nationalism may again lead to war with other humans in space, and ignoring the cumulative effects of small acts may again lead to such things as the over-commercialization of space and space pollution. Have we learned enough about ourselves and our history to avoid the same mistakes as we have made on Earth? Preserving the pristine, unspoiled expanses of space is a recurring theme, much as it is important to preserve wetlands, rainforests and other natural wonders here on Earth. We have already littered our outer atmosphere with floating space debris that rockets and satellites need to track and navigate around, not to mention abandoned equipment on the moon and other planets. So what safeguards are in place to ensure we don’t exacerbate this problem, especially if we propose to increase space traffic? Are we prepared to risk accidents in space from the technologies we might use, such as nuclear power?
Ethics

Our Western sense of “pioneering” versus “colonizing” is purely evil and over dominant.  

Grinspoon ’04 [David, Posted Wednesday, Jan. 7, 2004, at 7:26 PM ET http://www.slate.com/id/2093579/  (LS)]
Zubrin has written that we need to go to Mars because it will serve the same function that "pioneering the West" did for American civilization, creating jobs and opportunity and relieving population pressure. If there were an award for "most unfortunate choice of analogies," this should win. It is historically inaccurate, culturally clueless, and fails to capture some of the most compelling reasons why we really should consider someday bringing Mars to life by inhabiting it and perhaps eventually altering its environment with (and for) living creatures. As of this writing, Mars has no people to be displaced. A better analogy is the original peopling of the Earth. The Mars colonists will be more like those brave souls first venturing from Africa 50,000 years ago than the European invaders of the American West. On Mars and beyond, we may have the opportunity to explore lands that are truly unoccupied, giving outlet to our need to explore without trampling on others.
As a single humanity, we do not own Mars, especially if Mars has microbial life, we ethically can not call it “ours.”

Grinspoon ’04 [David, Posted Wednesday, Jan. 7, 2004, at 7:26 PM ET http://www.slate.com/id/2093579/  (LS)]
Of course, it's possible that Mars is already inhabited by some kind of creature, and that could radically change the ethical landscape for future human activities. Perhaps some primitive bacteria, or the Martian equivalent, are living large in an underground hot spring, safe from the dry, freezing, irradiated surface. This is why we need to first proceed with our current robotic explorers, to make sure that Mars, today, really is as dead as it looks. Today on Earth we are grappling with the fact that you cannot "conquer" a planet, even if—especially if—it is your home and your life support system. If we go to Mars with the idea that we can charge ahead and subdue a new world, our efforts are doomed. We should rather study how we might learn to help cultivate a Martian Biosphere that is balanced and self-sustaining, as is the Earth's. (On the other hand, the conquering mentality would save us time and money. We could skip planting the Martian forests, which would eventually be chopped down anyway, and go straight to sprawling developments of condos, strip malls, Starbucks, and Blockbuster Videos.) Is Mars ours for the taking? Do we have a right to it? Not to be too Clintonian, but the answer may depend on what we mean by "we." Mars does not belong to "America," nor to Earth, nor to human beings. But if by "we," we mean "life," then yes, Mars belongs to us because this universe belongs to life. I mean, without us, what's the point? But before we go there and set up greenhouses, dance clubs, and falafel stands, let's make sure that, in some subtle form that could be harmed by the human hubbub, life does not already exist there. If not, then by all means build cities, plant forests and fill lakes and streams with trout—bring life to Mars and Mars to life. We'll then be the Martians we've been dreaming about for all these years.
Terrafoming Mars would make the human race and invasive species in a place that is by no means ours.

Overbye ’11 [Dennis, Reporter/ Editor M.I.T physics degree The New York Times. July 14, 2011 (LS)]
Well, we have a big problem with terraforming, namely we have to make sure that there is no life on these planets before we go about rearranging their environments. How do you prove there is no life on a planet? It's easy to prove there IS life, but you can't prove a negative. So at some point, if we get to this point, we will be making some sort of ethical compromise. We will be the invasive species. It sounds bad but we invade environments with no regard to the microbial life in them all the time on Earth. It would just be nice if we knew they were there, if we got a sample first, but we could never know we had sampled it all. So its the same sort of tragic choice you make everytime you eat a hamburger. You kill to survive. We always have, we always will, in one way or another. Even if there is no life there, you are eliminating the possibility of it evolving sometime in the future.

Impact – Colonization = Xenocide

Current outlooks on colonization and the other ensure that even if we claim benevolence, colonization will lead to xenocide.

Dinkin ’04 [Sam, 11/22, Writer for the Space Review, “The Greatest Game of All-Time”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/271/1 EE]
In Rome, you are faced with a choice whenever you invade a city: take over the city leaving the inhabitants alive or kill them all and colonize it afresh. Leave the inhabitants alive and the colony may fail. All too often in the ancient world, conquerors such as Alexander the Great chose to kill everyone. We remember the settlers in Plymouth this week who survived their first winter by eating the corn buried by the previous inhabitants who had died from the diseases brought by previous settlers. Will we view the fact that the Moon and Mars are empty as providence the way the settlers of America did? What if life is found on Mars? Will we take it upon ourselves to have a prime directive to not disturb the environment we find on Mars or the Moon? Failing to colonize Mars may doom our species to be mortal if we are wiped out before we become starfaring. Have we come so far morally that we hold the existing inhabitants of Mars in such high esteem that we would sacrifice trillions in real estate and perhaps our own species for their use of Mars? I think that once it becomes clear that there is money to be made on the Moon and on Mars, there will be little more than lip service paid to exo-environmentalism. We may need to embrace xenocide to make Mars habitable for humans the same way the colonists of Italy, Ireland, and America embraced ethnic cleansing and genocide. We will likely first go through arguments that we are civilizing Mars for the common good and that Martian life can coexist with Earth life. These are the arguments that the English used for coexistence with the local population before the attempted massacre of the English settlers in the Chesapeake in 1622 showed coexistence proved unworkable. Pray it never comes to that.

Impact – Throw Away Space

The aff rhetoric of “throw away Earth” will lead to “throw away space”
Billings ’06 [Linda, Ph.D. Research Associate SETI Institute/Washington, DC libillings@seti.org IASTS 21 st  Annual Conference February 3-4, 2006, Baltimore, MD To the Moon, Mars, and Beyond: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space-Faring Societies] AT
The social, political, economic and cultural context for the U.S. civil space program has changed radically since the 1960s. But the rhetoric of space policy making has not. In the 21st century, politicians and other advocates are promoting “the Moon-Mars thing” as exploration for the sake of exploring and also as a means of opening up the solar system to private property claims, resource exploitation, and commercial development. In the words of one space advocate, “The solar system is like a giant grocery store. It has everything we could possibly want…. The solar system’s seemingly limitless energy and mineral resources will solve Earth’s resource shortages.” 8  In these remarks is reflected a belief that the values of materialism, consumerism, and hyper-consumption prevalent today are values worth extending into the solar system. This conception of outer space depends on the idea of a solar system (and beyond) of wide-open spaces and limitless resources.


Impact – VTL

The plan violates ecocentric ethics- devaluates foreign life.

Fogg 2k [*Working on Ph.D. in planetary science*, Space Policy, Martyn J. Fogg, “The Ethical Dimensions of Space Settlement”. 2000. Online.< http://www.users.globalnet.co.uk/~mfogg/EthicsDTP.pdf> M.F.]
Ecocentrism (also known as biocentrism) is claimed by its proponents to be the first true environmental ethic since it is based on holistic principles. To the ecocentrist, all life is sacred and has the right to exist and flourish. The living world itself has intrinsic value: not just at the level of individual organisms, but also the ecosystems of which they are a part29,30. Humans are not regarded as a superior species31, but as just one part of this greater whole—“plain biotic citizens” is a term often used—with no right to assert themselves over and above the will of nature. Moral behaviour within this system entails serving the welfare of life as a whole: following a Principle of Respect for Life, often defined as, “… preserving the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community.29” Since humans have no privileged place within this community, ecocentrists urge that we dismantle our energy and resource-intensive civilisation, reduce our population, and adopt a simpler lifestyle in harmony with nature. Since ecocentrism subordinates the rights of the individual to those of an holistic abstraction, it has been criticised as a misanthropic and totalitarian ideology32. This is not without some justification, as much of the progress in ethics over the past few centuries has involved the extension of individual rights—many of which ecocentrism would require us to abandon. However, much of this criticism only fully applies to the more extreme versions of ecocentrism. Half the human population, big though it is, cannot be allowed to starve, however much this might suit the abstract purposes of the biosphere. This really would be immoral. The original “Land Ethic” of Leopold has thus been interpreted by some to mean something more akin to33: the survival needs of humans outweigh the survival needs of non-humans, but the survival needs of non-humans outweigh the nonsurvival needs of humans. An ethic such as this stands not too far removed from some “enlightened self-interest” versions of anthropocentrism. Vast and fuzzy though the expanded set of rights holders within ecocentrism is, the system still does not assign intrinsic value to inanimate objects. Life is the basis of value: planets and the rocks they are made of provide an instrumental stage within which life can play out its destiny. Thus, despite ecocentrism’s hostility towards human technology, space settlement and terraforming are not necessarily immoral within an ideology such as this. In fact quite the contrary: maximising the diversity of life is one of the principles of 6 ecocentrism. Undoubtedly however, extraterrestrial life, of whatever kind, would also be assigned intrinsic value from the ecocentric perspective20. We would have to further the interests of whatever life forms we encounter in space. Bacteria at home on Mars would have moral priority over humans. Their scientific usefulness to us would be irrelevant as a criterion for their preservation. They would be entitled to this by right. To the ecocentrist, terraforming Mars is only moral if it is truly a barren world.
The plan violates preservationist ethics- violate the existing state on Mars.

Fogg 2k [*Working on Ph.D. in planetary science*, Space Policy, Martyn J. Fogg, “The Ethical Dimensions of Space Settlement”. 2000. Online.< http://www.users.globalnet.co.uk/~mfogg/EthicsDTP.pdf> M.F.]
It is clear therefore that geocentric theories of environmental ethics, when projected into space, do not categorise space settlement and terraforming as wrong. This has caused some philosophers to react with concern. Those who believe that nature should be respected as it is, irrespective of context, feel that whatever the intrinsic values of terrestrial life and its subsets, these are not values that can be imposed on the extraterrestrial environment. The cosmos has its own values, they claim, and its mere existence gives it not only the right to exist, but the right to be preserved from any human intent. Such a moral principle we might call the Principle of the Sanctity of Existence, with uniqueness as its basis of intrinsic value. Moral behaviour under such a system would involve non-violation of the extraterrestrial environment and the preservation of its existing state.
Ecocentrism Bad

Ecocentrism both decreases the quality and quantity of life.  
Pinson ’02 [Robert, B.A. in biology from Oberlin College and third-year law student at the University of Tennessee in Knoxville, “Ethical Considerations For Terraforming Mars,” Environmental Law Institute News & Analysis, Nov. 2002, http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf.] JL
Ecocentrism, also known as biocentrism, holds that “all life is sacred and has the right to exist and flourish.” Humans are not a superior species, but are an equal part of a greater whole. Proponents of this view urge that we dismantle our technologically advanced society and adopt a simpler lifestyle in harmony with nature. This view is inapposite to anthropocentrism since there is quasi-equality between man and nature. Ecocentrism adopts life as the basis of value: “Planets and the rocks they are made of provide an instrumental stage within which life can play out its destiny.” Thus, terraforming may not necessarily be immoral since maximizing diversity is one of ecocentrism’s principles. If life exists on Mars, then it would be assigned intrinsic value and we would have to further its interests. As long as Mars is truly lifeless, we can terraform. The problem with ecocentrism is that it is too restricted to earth. It demands that we get rid of much of our technology; therefore, we will not be able to terraform Mars. At some point, humanity’s need to survive will force us to go to other planets, thus requiring technology. Additionally, ecocentrism, while ideal, faces many of the same problems that zoocentrism faces. If we get rid of our technology, we will be unable to treat disease and hunger because our medical capabilities will be limited. Ultimately, our life-spans will decrease and mortality rates, especially those of infants, will increase. Our civilization will undoubtedly be averse to the consequences of this view.


Colonizing Mars Good

Colonizing Mars will reinvigorate the human spirit, stimulating progress and creating global unity.  

Pinson ’02 [Robert, B.A. in biology from Oberlin College and third-year law student at the University of Tennessee in Knoxville, “Ethical Considerations For Terraforming Mars,” Environmental Law Institute News & Analysis, Nov. 2002, http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf.] JL
Because We Can Mars is a frontier. It is both similar and dissimilar to the old frontier of America. It has many of the same challenges, but it also has new challenges, such as lack of air, food, and water. The domination of that frontier is what makes America so great.179 A frontier provides the opportunity to begin anew, to make up for past mistakes.180With it new ideas develop and the chance to improve upon the past. New challenges will provide new answers and new ways of thinking. Our society is losing its vigor as evidenced by the following: “Increasing fixity of the power structure and bureaucratization of all levels of life; impotence of political institutions to carry off great projects; the proliferation of regulations . . . ; the spread of irrationalism; the banalization of popular culture . . . ; economic stagnation and decline . . . .”181 Without a new frontier to breathe new life into our culture, our progressive spirit will fade along with our dreams and ideals.182 Mars is the frontier to reignite the flame. This flame was the feeling that “America was not something one simply lived in—it was a place one helped to build.”183 We need that feeling once more. Those who colonize Mars will feel like they are, and actually will be, building a “New World.” Additionally, people on earth will also be invigorated by a much-needed boost of hope: “Democracy in America and elsewhere in Western civilization needs a shot in the arm. That boost can only come from the example of a frontier people whose civilization incorporates the ethos that breathed spirit into democracy in America in the first place.”184 Like the changes in the “Old World” that America started, this “New World” will substantially change the way we think here on earth. A sense of a global community should emerge, much like it has since the events of September 11, 2001.

Terraforming Good

Terraforming is necessary to preserve and further life. 

Pinson ’02 [Robert, B.A. in biology from Oberlin College and third-year law student at the University of Tennessee in Knoxville, “Ethical Considerations For Terraforming Mars,” Environmental Law Institute News & Analysis, Nov. 2002, http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf.] JL
Life Is Precious Earth may be the only place in the universe where life has developed. If this is true, then it is imperative that we ensure life’s survival. Life will have a better chance of surviving if it exists on a broader scale; one planet is too small. A stray comet or asteroid could annihilate the work of billions of years of evolution in a single moment. More is needed to “allow the preservation and continued generation of the diversity needed not just to keep life interesting, but to assure the survival of the human race.”188 


Astroenvironmentalism

Astroenvironmentalism is necessary to prevent repeating our mistakes in space.
Miller ’01 [Ryder, freelance writer in San Francisco, published in Mercury, the publication of The Astronomical Society of the Pacific, New Mars, “Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration As An Environmental Issue,” Electronic Green Journal, UCLA Library, UC Los Angeles, 2001, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx] JL 

A case is made for astroenvironmentalism to be included in the public consciousness on the environment and the establishment of ethical guidelines to avoid environmental disasters in space. Astroenvironmentalism, an argument to apply the values of environmentalism and preservationism to developments in space exploration, militarization and commercialism, is not a new idea. But recent developments in space exploration suggest this perspective is not widely acknowledged enough by those who envision taking steps to enter space. Environmentalists did not take a stand on these issues over the last few years, which was unfortunate because this was a topical time to argue that space should be an environmental issue. Astroenvironmentalism is an addition to present efforts, but also an umbrella term to describe a variety of related concerns held by many players in the environmental arena. Since [hu]mankind made such a mess of this planet and is now paying the environmental price for the damage, this topic is of extreme importance because we must avoid making the same mistakes in space as we have on earth. At issue are the environmental consequences of the steps we are about to take in entering space. The adaptation of environmental concerns to developments in the exploration and commercialization of space fit surprisingly easily. Astroenvironmentalism is another re-formulation of the associated environmental concerns involving a space wilderness to protect, rather than a "frontier" to exploit. As I have outlined elsewhere (Miller, 1999), some of the concerns of astroenvironmentalism can include: Keeping the space surrounding the Earth clear of pollution, debris, and garbage. Efforts are necessary so we do not add to the reservoir of human waste and machinery left behind by space explorers. Such debris could Miller: Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration As An Environmental Issue 1 cause damage to satellites and the space shuttles. Remembering and teaching the lessons learned from terrestrial conservation and preservation struggles of the past and applying them to the new frontier of space, that is, considering space and the celestial bodies pristine wildernesses that need to be protected rather than frontiers to conquer. Tracking and monitoring the environmental damage caused by the fuels used for space expeditions, that is, making space agencies adhere to the restrictions of environmental impact statements. In particular, it would be worthwhile to reduce the amount of plutonium that is being used in case of a mishap that would result in plutonium entering the atmosphere. Treating the Moon, Mars, Venus, and other planetary bodies as wildernesses that need to be protected, that is, arguing against the idea to "terraform" these celestial bodies. Terraforming introduces atmospherecreating life into the barren celestial bodies in the effort to make these celestial bodies more amenable to human settlement. Terraforming is presently being explored despite the fact that we have not thoroughly explored these planets for indigenous life. Creating a set of ethical guidelines to protect the life that we encounter elsewhere, that is, study and protect rather than just study. The creation or re-publicizing of ethics applied to these concerns would be welcome. Creating safeguards to insure there is no contamination of celestial bodies, that is, safeguarding against the introduction of non-terrestrial life to and from celestial bodies. Non-indigenous life, whether it be Zebra mussels or microbes, under conditions where there are no controlling factors, can reproduce at exponential rates thereby changing the environment in the process. These changes can harm the organisms that were dependent upon the original environmental conditions. Counteracting the efforts of national and private agencies to terraform other planets. This idea to terraform is not just science fiction, and ecocritics can criticize science fiction writers who want terraforming to occur before a thorough search for life is conducted. This has been evident in Kim Stanley Robinson's award-winning science fiction trilogy Red Mars, Green Mars and Blue Mars, and recent films such as The Ghosts of Mars and Red Planet. Prohibiting national, international, and private agencies from owning property in space, in the interest of avoiding military conflicts. There is a need for more people to be involved in the efforts to see that space does not become another battleground. Creating the legal power to enforce these concerns. This would make more people aware of international space law and the need to enforce it. The United Nations rules on such issues through the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. Electronic Green Journal, 1(15), Article 7 (2001) 2 Environmental issues in space The most important related efforts are those involved in trying to stop the militarization of space and the use of nuclear power in space. Karl Grossman, author of The Wrong Stuff (1997), and William E. Burrows, in This New Ocean (1998), point out that space is likely to become our next war zone. Space will become the new high ground from which battles are fought. We have ignored the Moon so that we can focus more on the immediate high ground in the satellite belt. Thankfully, we are focusing on international cooperation for the new space station, but Grossman and Burrows emphasize the need for a greater worldwide participation. Over the years there have been many people who have been concerned with this issue, but they would not necessarily call themselves astroenvironmentalists. I put forth astronenvironmentalism as an argument that space should be considered an environmental issue and the term can function as an umbrella term for the related concerns. Astroenvironmentalism seems to fill a void, because there are no widely known organizations that focus on this issue. There is no widely known Mars First or Venus First organization arguing against terraforming. There is no Greenspace or Spacepeace. Most environmental groups are focused on more immediate issues and are more concerned with immediate and down-to- Earth issues. Leopold's Land Ethic, which focused on protecting life, is not easily applicable to the barren territories of space. But the argument of protecting space from exploitation is not solely about protecting rocks; it is also about making a statement about human behavior. If one succeeds in making the argument about protecting celestial bodies, we are also making the argument about protecting habitats here on earth. In Beyond Space Ship Earth: Environmental Ethics and the Solar System, probably the most thorough coverage of the subject, Hargrove (1986) writes that the only reason there are no people on the Moon or Mars is due to reduced NASA spending levels. "The attempts to apply environmental concepts to the Solar System represent a significant challenge for environmental ethics, since so far as we know at present the Solar System, except for Earth, is a collection of nonliving natural objects, the kind of entity that offers the greatest conceptual difficulties for environmental ethics." Hargrove warns, "If serious planning begins without adequate ethical and environmental input, then future NASA and associated industrial/commercial projects in the Solar System may simply produce a new environmental crisis that dwarfs our current one" (pp. x-xi). Hargrove argues that if we do nothing, the dark visions of science fiction could become true.

Protecting Space Good

Protecting space will help protect the Earth.  

Miller ’01 [Ryder, freelance writer in San Francisco, published in Mercury, the publication of The Astronomical Society of the Pacific, New Mars, “Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration As An Environmental Issue,” Electronic Green Journal, UCLA Library, UC Los Angeles, 2001, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx] JL 

I put forth astronenvironmentalism as an argument that space should be considered an environmental issue and the term can function as an umbrella term for the related concerns. Astroenvironmentalism seems to fill a void, because there are no widely known organizations that focus on this issue. There is no widely known Mars First or Venus First organization arguing against terraforming. There is no Greenspace or Spacepeace. Most environmental groups are focused on more immediate issues and are more concerned with immediate and down-to- Earth issues. Leopold's Land Ethic, which focused on protecting life, is not easily applicable to the barren territories of space. But the argument of protecting space from exploitation is not solely about protecting rocks; it is also about making a statement about human behavior. If one succeeds in making the argument about protecting celestial bodies, we are also making the argument about protecting habitats here on earth. 

The space environment is very fragile and in need of protection.

Williamson ’03 [Mark, space technology consultant, “Space Ethics and the Protection of the Space Environment,” Space Policy, 2003, http://www.medicine.mcgill.ca/mnmsmi/Williamson%202003.pdf] JL
By analogy with the early days of terrestrial environmentalism, we appear to be in the very early stages of realisation that the space environment has a value, and can be detrimentally affected by our activities. Indeed, in some ways, the space environment is more fragile than the Earth’s. Whereas the terrestrial environment has proved itself remarkably resilient, and able to regenerate once a destructive mechanism has been removed, parts of the space environment do not possess that advantage. For example, an orbit made inaccessible by a chain reaction of debris collisions could, depending on its altitude, remain inaccessible for millennia. Likewise, a planetary body such as the Earth’s Moon, which has no appreciable atmosphere, no weather and negligible tectonic activity, has no facility for environmental renewal. Unless we actively disturb them, the hardware left by the Apollo astronauts, and their footprints, will remain intact for millennia. 


Ethics

Humans cannot delay creating a space ethical code. 

Williamson ’03 [Mark, space technology consultant, “Space Ethics and the Protection of the Space Environment,” Space Policy, 2003, http://www.medicine.mcgill.ca/mnmsmi/Williamson%202003.pdf] JL
Discussions of ethical issues arising from space activities can be very broad and far-reaching—in both space and time—but such discussions are little more than a way to pass the time if they remain philosophical and academic. For such discussions to be of any practical use, they must be targeted towards the design of an ethical code or policy. Despite the difficulties, the design of and agreement on a code of space ethics is considered sufficiently important to pursue. In practice, agreement on an ethical code for space may prove as difficult as agreement in space law, a topic that has been under serious discussion since the beginning of the Space Age. Nevertheless, an effort must be made now, before more serious and irreparable damage is done to the space environment. The danger inherent in not developing an ethical code for space, or of not including protection of the space environment as a part of its foundation, has already been demonstrated by the former laissez faire attitude towards the terrestrial environment, which has led to the destruction of parts of that environment. Although mankind may be decades from a return to the Moon, and centuries from terraforming Mars, the next half-century of space exploration and development is as difficult to predict as the first was in 1957, when Sputnik1 opened the Space Age. Had an ethical code for space been in force in the late 1950s, much of the damage to the space environment might not have occurred in the decades that followed. Given the potential for development and exploitation of the space environment in the coming decades, there can be no advantage in further delay. 
Humans need to consider the ethical implications of space exploration

McLean ’06 [Margaret, assistant director of the Markkula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa Clara University, “To Boldly Go: Ethical Considerations for Space Exploration,” Feb. 2006, http://www.scu.edu/ethics/publications/ethicalperspectives/space-exploration.html] JL
But before we think about exploring-and potentially exploiting-"the final frontier," we would do well to remember that we do not have a very good track record in protecting our planet home. We have expanded human presence into pristine forests resulting in the disruption of migratory routes, soil erosion, and species extinction. What can be learned from our presence on Earth about the potential impact of our forays into the outer reaches of the solar system? We are the only earthly creatures with the capacity to extend our influence beyond the 4 corners of the globe. This puts on us the responsibility to acknowledge that, despite the depths of space, it is not so limitless as to be able to weather mistreatment or suffer every demand we may place on it. One way to think about expanding our presence in the solar system is through the lens of stewardship. Stewardship envisions humans not as owners of the solar system but as responsible managers of its wonder and beauty. Stewardship holds us accountable for a prudent use of space resources. Such responsibility may support exploration of the final frontier, but at the same time it warns against exploitation of its resources. We must account for our urges and actions in terms of their impact on others, the universe, and the future. As we boldly plan to extend ourselves to places where no one has gone before, we would do well to consider the following principles: 1. Space preservation requires that the solar system be valued for its own sake, not on the basis of what it can do for us. 2. Space conservation insists that extraterrestrial resources ought not to be exploited to benefit the few at the expense of the many or of the solar system itself. 3. Space sustainability asks that our explorations "do no harm" and that we leave the moon, Mars, and space itself no worse-and perhaps better-than we found them. As we expand human presence into the solar system, we ought not to park ethical considerations next to the launching pad. We must take our best ethical thinking with us as we cross the frontier of space exploration.


Environment First

Ignoring environmental concerns will only fulfill the prophesy of Earth’s destruction.
Williams ’10 [Lynda, physics instructor, Santa Rosa Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization,” Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice, The New Arms Race in Outer Space, Spring 2010, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf] JL
If we direct our intellectual and technological resources toward space exploration without consideration of the environmental and political consequences, what is left behind in the wake? The hype surrounding space exploration leaves a dangerous vacuum in the collective consciousness of solving the problems on Earth. If we accept the inevitability of Earth’s destruction and its biosphere, we are left looking toward the heavens for our solutions and resolution. Young scientists, rather than working on serious environmental challenges on Earth, dream of Moon or Martian bases to save humanity, fueling the prophesy of our planetary destruction, rather than working on solutions to solve the problems on Earth.

Can’t Terraform Mars

It will take too long to terraform Mars. 

McKay and Marinova ’01 [Christopher P. and Margarita M., “The Physics, Biology, and Environmental Ethics of Making Mars Habitable,” Astrobiology, Volume 1, Number 1, 2001, Mary Ann Liebert, Inc., http://www.ctnsstars.org/conferences/papers/McKay%20Marinova%202001b%20Astrobio.pdf] JL
Assuming that Mars has adequate reservoirs of available CO2 in the polar caps and regolith reservoirs, sufficient amounts of H2O as ground ice in the permafrost regions, and enough nitrates in the sediments, then it is logical to next consider how much energy it would take to transform these compounds into the desired warm, highpressure state. Table 4, modified from McKay et al. (1991), shows an energy analysis for warming Mars and altering its chemical state. We divide the process into three parts: surface warming, deep warming, and chemical alteration. The initial state refers to Mars as it is today with the volatiles locked up in the frozen state. The final state refers to the desired warmer state and, for the last row, the state with high O2 levels. In Table 4 the entries under Surface warming include the sublimation of 2 atmospheres of CO2, warming the top 10 m of the surface, melting of a 10-m layer of water ice, and moistening the atmosphere. Since sunlight is the largest and only plausible large-scale energy source, the required energies are converted into equivalent years of martian sunlight. The total energy difference between the initial and final states corresponds to , 10 years of martian sunlight; most of this energy is associated with vaporizing CO2 from the polar cap and regolith reservoirs. Thus, if every single photon reaching Mars from the sun were used to warm Mars, it would have a warm surface in only 10 years. However, it is not possible to trap solar energy with 100% efficiency. Even with a strong greenhouse effect, a much smaller value is more probable due to two factors. First, the frozen volatiles are in the polar regions, and they receive only a fraction of the total solar energy that reaches Mars. Second, Mars continues to radiate infrared energy from the top of its atmosphere, so the heating of the planet is the absorbed solar less this radiated infrared. Without a time-dependent model of the coupled polar cap/regolith/atmosphere system we cannot evaluate the efficiency with which Mars would be warmed; however, we estimate that it would be of the order of 10%. Thus we assign the total time for warming the surface of Mars to 100 years. To melt the deep ice layers on Mars fully would take much longer because of both the energy required and the time for heat to penetrate the deep layers below the surface. As listed in Table 4, to melt enough ice to provide a 500-m-thick layer of water over the surface of Mars requires the equivalent of 56 years of martian sunlight. The process would probably be limited by the rate of heat transport into the regolith. If thermal diffusion were the only method of warming the subsurface, this would require on the order of 105 years; however, as the permafrost melts, liquid water would allow for the convective transport of heat by the aEnergy divided by the total solar energy reaching Mars in a year, 4.68 3 109 J m22 yr21. percolating liquid. This could greatly accelerate the melting. We estimate the total time as 500 years. The final entries in Table 4 deal with the conversion of atmospheric CO2 to O2. From a simple energy balance, the energy equivalent to 17 years of martian sunlight must be used to transform the CO2 into O2. At present, the only mechanism that can generate planetary-scale oxygen is a biosphere. McKay et al. (1991) estimated the length of time it might take to achieve this by considering a biosphere on Mars with an efficiency of 1024—the same energy efficiency as the biosphere on the present Earth. With this efficiency it would take100,000 years to produce a breathable atmosphere on Mars if all the organic material produced were buried and not allowed to recycle into the atmosphere as CO2.

Moon and Mars Colonies Don’t Solve

Neither a Moon nor Mars colony would prevent human extinction.

Williams ’10 [Lynda, physics instructor, Santa Rosa Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization,” Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice, The New Arms Race in Outer Space, Spring 2010, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf] JL
According to scientific theory, the destruction of Earth is a certainty. About five billion years from now, when our sun exhausts its nuclear fuel, it will expand in size and envelope the inner planets, including the Earth, and burn them into oblivion. So yes, we are doomed, but we have 5 billion years, plus or minus a few hundred million, to plan our extraterrestrial escape. The need to colonize the Moon or Mars to guarantee our survival based on this fact is not pressing. There are also real risks due to collisions with asteroids and comets, though none are of immediate threat and do not necessitate extraterrestrial colonization. There are many Earth-based technological strategies that can be developed in time to mediate such astronomical threats such as gravitational tugboats that drag the objects out of range. The solar system could also potentially be exposed to galactic sources of high-energy gamma ray bursts that could fry all life on Earth, but any Moon or Mars base would face a similar fate. Thus, Moon or Mars human based colonies would not protect us from any of these astronomical threats in the near future. 

Trying to get off the rock will actually cause human extinction by diverting resources from the solving of terrestrial problems. 

Williams ’10 [Lynda, physics instructor, Santa Rosa Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization,” Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice, The New Arms Race in Outer Space, Spring 2010, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf] JL
Life on Earth is more urgently threatened by the destruction of the biosphere and its life sustaining habitat due environmental catastrophes such as climate change, ocean acidification, disruption of the food chain, bio-warfare, nuclear war, nuclear winter, and myriads of other man-made doomsday prophesies. If we accept these threats as inevitabilities on par with real astronomical dangers and divert our natural, intellectual, political and technological resources from solving these problems into escaping them, will we playing into a self- fulfilling prophesy of our own planetary doom? Seeking space based solutions to our Earthly problems may indeed exacerbate the planetary threats we face. This is the core of the ethical dilemma posed by space colonization: should we put our recourses and bets on developing human colonies on other worlds to survive natural and man-made catastrophes or should we focus all of our energies on solving the problems that create these threats on Earth?

Moon and Mars Colonies Don’t Solve

It’s impossible for humans to live on either the Moon or Mars – the technology is not feasible now, nor in the near future.

Williams ’10 [Lynda, physics instructor, Santa Rosa Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization,” Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice, The New Arms Race in Outer Space, Spring 2010, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf] JL
Both the Moon and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very sophisticated technological life supporting systems beyond any that are feasible now or will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as humans. Terraforming either body is not feasible with current technologies or within any reasonable time frames so any colony or base would be restricted to living in space capsules or trailer park like structures which could not support a sufficient number of humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long term manner. Although evidence of water has been discovered on both bodies, it exists in a form that is trapped in minerals, which would require huge amounts of energy to access. Water can be converted into fuel either as hydrogen or oxygen, which would eliminate the need to transport vast amounts of fuel from Earth. However, according to Britain's leading spaceflight expert, Professor Colin Pillinger, "You would need to heat up a lot of lunar soil to 200C to get yourself a glass of water." The promise of helium as an energy source on the moon to is mostly hype. Helium-3 could be used in the production of nuclear fusion energy, a process we have yet to prove viable or efficient on Earth. Mining helium would require digging dozens of meters into the lunar surface and processing hundreds of thousands of tons of soil to produce 1 ton of helium-3. (25 tons of helium-3 is required to power the US for 1 year.) Fusion also requires the very rare element tritium, which does not exist naturally on the Moon, Mars or on Earth in abundances needed to facilitate nuclear fusion energy production. There are no current means for generating the energy on the Moon to extract the helium-3 to produce the promised endless source of energy from helium-3 on the Moon. Similar energy problems exist for using solar power on the Moon, which has the additional problem of being sunlit two weeks a month and dark for the other two weeks. A Moon base is envisioned as serving as a launch pad for Martian expeditions, so the infeasibility of a lunar base may prohibit trips to Mars, unless they are launched directly from Earth. Mars is, in its closest approach, 36 million miles from Earth and would require a nine-month journey with astronauts exposed to deadly solar cosmic rays. Providing sufficient shielding would require a spacecraft that weighs so much it becomes prohibitive to carry enough fuel for a roundtrip. Either the astronauts get exposed to lethal doses on a roundtrip, or they make a safe one-way journey and never return. Either way, no one can survive a trip to Mars and whether or not people are willing to make that sacrifice for the sake of scientific exploration, human missions to Mars do not guarantee the survival of the species, but rather, only the death of any member who attempts the journey.

It’s about the Journey

It’s about the journey not the destination

Billings ’06 [Linda, Ph.D. Research Associate SETI Institute/Washington, DC libillings@seti.org IASTS 21 st  Annual Conference February 3-4, 2006, Baltimore, MD To the Moon, Mars, and Beyond: Culture, Law] AT
For those of you who are postmodernists, you might think about SETI in the broader context of space exploration in the late 20th century.  Space exploration is a part of our ongoing search for identity.  It is a way for us to define, develop, and understand our humanity and find our place in the order -- or disorder -- of the universe.   Searching for evidence of extraterrestrial intelligence is a path toward greater understanding.....  We are all curious, and we explore because we are curious.  Outer space is endless -- it’s not the final frontier, it’s the endless frontier -- and the possibilities it offers are limitless.  We know enough about the universe today to understand that we know virtually nothing about who we are and why we're here.  Evidence of life elsewhere would certainly tell us something about who we are

Anthropocentrism and Aliens

Anthropocentrism forces us into an anthropomorphic conception of E.T. that would prevent us from recognizing them as intelligent, even if we found them.

Werth ’98 [Lee F., PhD in Philosophy and Associate Professor at Cleveland State University, “The Anthropocentric Predicament and the Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence (The Universe as seen Through Our Eyes Darkly), Journal of Applied Philosophy, Vol. 15 EE]
Against this background of earthly confusion and failures to communicate, let us examine the epistemological difficulties associated with recognizing E.T.I. (Extraterrestrial intelligence). In so doing we will better understand our own thought processes and the evolutionary selection pressures on planet Earth which have determined the way in which we inescapably conceive of the universe. If ‘anyone’ is out there, it is unlikely we could know it, not unless the selection pressures on ‘their’ planet were virtually identical to those on Earth, which would entail that the caprice of biological mutations on that planet were a carbon copy of mutations on Earth, a scenario that taxes all credibility even allowing thousands of lightyears of space-time in which to search. Science fiction readers will consider the above hopelessly pedestrian: lifeforms need not be carbon based, and intelligent creatures need not resemble humans. Surely intelligence might be manifested by a species which appears to be a puddle of slime. It is exactly this sort of claim that collapses under closer scrutiny. If there exists intelligent slime, the sort of intelligence ‘it’ has would b e unrecognizable to us. Let us examine the basis for this claim. In so doing we will come to a better understanding of ourselves, but at the risk of increasing our sense of alienation as a species conceptually imprisoned on Earth.

Alternative – Cosmocentrism

Reject the affirmative’s anthropocentrism and embrace a cosmocentric ethic which values the universe as a priority.

Daly ’08 [Erin, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1, Project MUSE] CM
This anthropocentric and geocentric environmental perspective shows cracks when we try to extend it to the cosmic environment. The few national or international policies currently in place that mention the environment of outer space (e.g. NASA's planetary protection policy, United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space) consider the preservation of planetary bodies for science, human exploration, and possible future habitation, but there is not yet any policy that considers whether these anthropocentric priorities should supersede the preservation of possible indigenous extraterrestrial life, or the environmental or geological integrity of the extraterrestrial environment.  Anticipating the need for policy decisions regarding space exploration, Mark Lupisella and John Logsdon suggest the possibility of a cosmocentric ethic, "one which (1) places the universe at the center, or establishes the universe as the priority in a value system, (2) appeals to something characteristic of the universe (physical and/or metaphysical) which might then (3) provide a justification of value, presumably intrinsic value, and (4) allow for reasonably objective measurement of value" (Lupisella & Logsdon 1997, 1). The authors discuss the need to establish policies for pre-detection and post-detection of life on Mars, and suggest that a cosmocentric ethic would provide a justification for a conservative approach to space exploration and science—conservative in the sense of considering possible impacts before we act. A Copernican shift in consciousness, from regarding the Earth as the center of the universe to one of it being the home of participants in a cosmic story, is necessary in order to achieve the proper environmental perspective as we venture beyond our home planet.

Alt Solvency – Cosmocentrism

Approaching humanity with a cosmological understanding transcends the exclusionary understanding of civilizations.
Köchler ’09 [Hans, University Professor, Chair of Political Philosophy and Philosophical Anthropology, University of Innsbruck, Austria, Lecture given at the Astronomy and Civilizatoin Conference, “Astronomy and Civilization”] CM

An unintended consequence of man’s identity being “taken out” of a system of reference exclusively defined by a “geocentric life-world” (the parameters of which for many centuries had been set by the advocates of an ontological dualism of body and soul, matter and spirit) and redefined in relation to the universe, may be what can be characterized as the “domestic” unifying aspect of a cosmological understanding of man. This perception is rooted in what we have tried to describe here as “ontological anthropology” or “anthropological ontology.” Inter-civilizational conflicts would thus be perceived as mere intra-civilizational differences in a wider (cosmological) context. One practical consequence of this unifying effect, and an important contribution to global peace, could be mankind’s commitment to the exploration of space as part of the civilizational bonum commune, uniting all civilizations on planet earth in a common undertaking that subsequently may also reduce the potential for armed (intra-civilizational) conflict. Transcending the traditional “exclusivist” understanding of the human race opens up an entirely new dimension for genuine dialogue among the different civilizations existing on planet earth, an approach that may finally do away with Samuel Huntington’s famous paradigm of the “clash of civilizations.”41 In the context of the awareness of the universe, mankind may eventually be able to overcome the antagonisms that are inherent in a worldview that puts “man” in opposition to the “world” and imposes upon him the duty to shape the world according to his own image. This sense of “cosmic exclusivism,” indeed an ontological “denial of reality,” has all too often been mirrored in a kind of “civilizational exceptionalism” that juxtaposed one civilization against another and mobilized energies for conflicts that will appear futile as soon as human beings realize their “real” ontological identity. The ontological broadening of man’s self-awareness along the lines of an essentially transcendental-philosophical approach may indeed give a new lease of life to a “dialogue among civilizations” insofar as it is based on a common understanding (self-perception) of mankind in its relation to reality as such,42 bearing in mind the common fate of all civilizations on this planet not vis-à-vis, but within, the universe, including other “civilizations” as yet unknown “self-reflections” of reality in a virtually infinite continuum of space and time. The interdependent (or dialectical) relationship of man and world, which we tried to explain here, necessarily implies a “cosmological redefinition,” or “reinvention,” of civilization. Contribution to this awareness can be considered, at least in philosophical terms, as the lasting civilizational impact of cosmology and astronomy.


Alt Solves

Only the alt can solve- No other ethical framework assumes the questions of space exploration

MacNiven ’93 [Don MacNiven is Professor in the Department of Philosophy at York University, Ontario Creative Morality: An Introduction to Theoretical and Practical Ethics, 1993" http://www.scribd.com/doc/54495835/Creative-Morality#archive” GF]
A homo-centric viewpoint in this sense is unavoidable, but it is not biased against nature. We are free to adopt moral viewpoints which assign intrinsic value to animals and nature, or which assign intrinsic value to people only, or which assign intrinsic value to people and animals and to nature as a whole. Proposition2 does not follow from proposition 1. The fact that human beings are full moral agents does confer on them an intrinsic value which they do not have to earn. It gives them a special place in the moral universe. But humanity cannot take pride in itself unless it uses its moral agency to promote virtue and goodness, and this would surely include recognizing that animals and nature, as well as people, possess intrinsic value. Proposition 3, animals and nature possess only instrumental value does not follow from proposition 1. Homo-centrism, properly understood, means that humanity must take on more responsibility rather than less. In the dilemma we are discussing this would mean managing the forest in away that takes in the long range interests of both the animals and the people involved. This might even involve a gradual phasing out of the forest industry in this particular area and the bringing in of new industries or alternatively there location of the towns people. Second, there are emerging problems on the fringes of our moral universe which bio-centrism cannot handle, theoretically or practically. Humankind has already ventured into space. We have landed on the moon. Orbiting the earth has become routine. We are planning to land on Mars. People in space present us with new moral problems. Ought we to transform planets like Mars, create Earth-like atmospheres to make them habitable for humans? Or ought we to create new bio-spheres and ecosystems on apparently inert planets like Mars? Or does Mars havea right to be left in its natural state? Space scientists, like Bob Haynes and Christopher McKay, have pointed out that all current ethical theories have a common characteristic which makes them incapable of dealing with the moral problems of space. They are all geo-centric, Earth-centred theories which automatically exclude Mars, the solar system and the universe as a whole from the moral universe. Space projects may be easily shown to be morally permissible from our Earth-based perspectives. Homo-centrism, zoo-centrism and bio-centrism all exclude inanimate objects, like Mars,from the moral universe. But if we adopt a cosmo-centric perspective, moral permissibility for humans in space would require further justification. From acosmic perspective inanimate objects like Mars would have to be assigned somesort of intrinsic value. Every object in the universe must be viewed as unique. Rocks indeed would have moral standing. An idealist ethics would necessarily be cosmic.A cosmic ethics would require a commitment to the principle of sanctity of existence, i.e. existence is more valuable than non-existence. Everything whichexists would possess intrinsic value. With the adoption of this principle our moral universe has expanded to include the whole of creation. The moral universe is now co-extensive with the natural universe. They are both parts of an integrated ontological system. When we talk of giving moral standing to inanimate objectswe have reached the outer edge of the moral universe, beyond which lies religion, metaphysics and mysticism. Here we must stop because we have reached thelimits of moral understanding.


Alt Solves Mars

Alt solves mars- Mars is the key arena in which to test a cosmocentric alternative
Fogg ’99  [Martyn, J.Fogg earned a degree in physics and geology and a master's degree in astrophysics, and is working on a Ph.D. in planetary science, presented at the 50th International Astronautical Congress, International Academy of Astronautics, Amsterdam (1999); Space Policy, 16, 205-211, The Ethical Dimensions of Space Settlement, 1999,http://www.users.globalnet.co.uk/~mfogg/EthicsDTP.pdf, GF]
However, the perceived problem with environmental ethics in its current form is that it is geocentric in context. The Earth is effectively viewed as a sealed box, transparent to incoming sunlight and outgoing heat. Space simply lies beyond moral concern: beyond issues of right and wrong. Perhaps, given our record of developing environmental ethics in response to crisis, this is not surprising. The only environmental problem that currently looms from our minimal utilisation of space is the escalating problem of “space junk” in Earth orbit. But this is viewed merely as a threat to personnel and hardware safety and does3 not bring to the fore any more fundamental questions of the rights and wrongs of space utilisation itself. An early attempt to remedy this conceptual deficiency occurred at a multidisciplinary conference “Environmental Ethics and the Solar System”, held at the University of Georgia in 1985. The proceedings, with the varying views of space technologists, astronomers, philosophers, ecologists, lawyers and theologians were later published 18 but represented purely initial explorations in the subject rather than a consensus prescription for the future. This would be premature, but the approach is correct— since a cosmocentric environmental ethic aims to be proactive rather than reactive, it must proceed by thought experiment. Sometimes, it is the grandest thought experiments than can uncover the most fundamental issues and so scientists speculating on the possibility of terraforming Mars have been particularly interested in its moral dimensions. If we can visit Mars, live there, and ultimately terraform the planet, would it be right to do so? Is Mars just potential real estate or does it have an inherent right to eternal preservation? And what rights would be due to any Martian life, surely in microbial form, should any be discovered? Should bacteria have rights on Mars? Haynes was the first to turn his attention to these questions and to commend the concept of terraforming Mars as an ideal arena within which to develop a future, cosmocentric, environmental ethic. McKay’s comparative survey of environmental ethics led him to choose three competing theories which he projected beyond their geocentric remit to illuminate Mars. His prescription was that terraforming Mars would be permissible, provided that the planet is sterile. Should Mars have life he proposed, “… humans … should undertake the technological activity that will enhance the survival of any indigenous Martian biota and promote global changes on Mars that will allow for maximising the richness and diversity of these Martian life forms.” However, what McKay’s paper also illustrated was the contrast between alternate theories. He could quite easily have come to a different conclusion. Turner’s wide-ranging analysis, which borrows heavily from the fields of restoration ecology and aesthetics, argues powerfully in favour of the moral worth of terraforming: “In this work, we may become the seed-vectors and pollinators of the universe, carrying life beyond the fragile eggshell of the planet, so exposed to sterilisation by a stray asteroid strike or an extra-large comet… We should do this not only because it is a noble thing to do in itself, but because we will not ever know with any confidence how our own planetary ecosystem works until we ourselves have created one on another planet.” Few prescriptions however are articulated with Turner’s poetic confidence. MacNiven 22 refrained from any prescription at all from his study of the ethics of terraforming Mars and was content to flesh out the rival theories that might be applied.

A cosmocentric ethic is key to answering questions of value

Lupisella & Logsdon ’97 [MARK LUPISELLA: masters degree in philosophy of science at university of Maryland and researcher working at the Goddard Space Flight Center, John Logsdon:  Director, Space Policy Institute The George Washington University, Washington, DO WE NEED A COSMOCENTRIC ETHIC? “http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.25.7502”, GF]
A cosmocentric ethic should provide a framework in which we can explain and capitalize on the instrumental value associated with something like primitive extraterrestrial life forms. More specifically, an appropriately conservative exploration approach seems to be a reasonable implication for a cosmocentric ethic, especially given the unknown aspects of interacting with extraterrestrial life. This would ensure that the instrumental value of such a discovery would be realized. A further extension of this instrumental value, as the Drake equation indicates, is the connection between the existence of primitive life and the probability of intelligent life in the universe. Shedding light on the existence of intelligent life in the universe clearly goes far beyond the bounds of biology and transcends science. We might also note the possible importance of understanding value as it relates to extraterrestrial intelligence. An examination of value theory in this light may be immensely useful by acting as a different lens through which we see our own values. Such an endeavor may also ultimately help us in dealing with questions of interaction with extraterrestrial intelligence. Are there such things as truly universal values, and would we need an understanding of them in order to interact optimally with extraterrestrial intelligence? Should we proactively send out signals in an attempt to make contact? What, if anything, should we assume about them and/or say to them? A cosmocentric ethic could be helpful in such matters since it assumes the importance of that which we are certain to have in common with extraterrestrial.

AT: Perm Do Both

A2 perm do both- A moral system which flip-flops on it’s values destroys the values themselves and is morally flawed

Lupisella & Logsdon ’97 [MARK LUPISELLA: masters degree in philosophy of science at university of Maryland and researcher working at the Goddard Space Flight Center, John Logsdon:  Director, Space Policy Institute The George Washington University, Washington, DO WE NEED A COSMOCENTRIC ETHIC? “http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.25.7502”, GF]
Steve Gillett has suggested a hybrid view combining homocentrism as applied to terrestrial activity combined with biocentrism towards worlds with indigenous life. Invoking such a patchwork of theories to help deal with different domains and circumstances could be considered acceptable and perhaps even desirable especially when dealing with something as varied and complex as ethics. Indeed, it has a certain common sense appeal. However, instead of digging deeply into what is certainly a legitimate epistemological issue, let us consider the words of J. Baird Callicott: “But there is both a rational philosophical demand and a human psychological need for a self-consistent and allembracing moral theory. We are neither good philosophers nor whole persons if for one purpose we adopt utilitarianism, another deontology, a third animal liberation, a fourth the land ethic, and so on. Such ethical eclecticism is not only rationally intolerable, it is morally suspect as it invites the suspicion of ad hoc rationalizations for merely expedient or self-serving actions.”

Alt Solves

The current issues regarding space exploration are key in questioning the ethics of space exploration

Lupisella & Logsdon ’97 [MARK LUPISELLA: masters degree in philosophy of science at university of Maryland and researcher working at the Goddard Space Flight Center, John Logsdon:  Director, Space Policy Institute The George Washington University, Washington, DO WE NEED A COSMOCENTRIC ETHIC? “http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.25.7502”, GF]
...stark and silent...were the Martians—dead!—slain by the Humans against which their systems were unprepared...slain, after all the Human’s devices had worked, by the blind foreigners that had landed upon their world. Yet across the gulfs of space, minds that were to Humans as Humans were to the Martians that perished, intellects vast and cool and unsympathetic, regarded this earth with contempt, and slowly and surely drew their plans against us—we who had killed another.1 We wish to emphasize the importance of a very real, practical policy issue facing us today regarding the exploration of our solar system—particularly with respect to the first human presence on Mars. It is possible that we could adversely affect or destroy indigenous Martian life forms, intentionally or otherwise, by landing humans and engaging in all the relevant subsequent activities such as setting up a laboratory, establishing a permanent settlement, and eventually colonizing the planet. 4 November 1997 2 Questions surrounding this issue can be categorized as pre-detection and post-detection. Pre-detection issues involve those which are relevant for planning before contact is made. Post-detection issues concern how and what we will decide to do after contact is made. This kind of planning is similar to work being done within the SETI community. The pre-detection and post-detection questions can be further categorized as robotic vs. human exploration.  
Alt solves- Public engagement in space debates over moral questions have empirically solved

Lupisella & Logsdon ’97 [MARK LUPISELLA: masters degree in philosophy of science at university of Maryland and researcher working at the Goddard Space Flight Center, John Logsdon:  Director, Space Policy Institute The George Washington University, Washington, DO WE NEED A COSMOCENTRIC ETHIC? “http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.25.7502”, GF]
There is also the issue of anticipating and addressing public concern. As there have been in the past, there will be public interest groups attempting to ensure that NASA and other space agencies are not only doing what is perceived to be environmentally correct, but perhaps morally correct, as well. Species preservations groups will have a new cause to champion, and it should be assumed that they will not hesitate to act as an obstacle if they have any reason to believe that the proper precautions are not being implemented. Environmentalists opposing the use of nuclear power sources have been able to delay launches in the past. In this light, planning now to address the above questions will help mitigate future opposition to sending humans to Mars.


***AFF***


Pragmatism Good

Space ethics must be guided by pragmatism. 

Williamson ’03 [Mark, space technology consultant, “Space Ethics and the Protection of the Space Environment,” Space Policy, 2003, http://www.medicine.mcgill.ca/mnmsmi/Williamson%202003.pdf] JL
It is apparent that the difficulties associated with achieving a balance between exploitation and protection are significant. How do we balance the rights of a developer to mine the Martian surface and those of a scientist to examine a pristine alien environment? Perhaps the compromise of allowing archaeologists a limited period of excavation prior to laying a building’s foundations offers a suitable model. This reference to examples, both terrestrial and extraterrestrial, highlights an important point in deriving an ethical policy. There is a danger in the discussion of ethics—perhaps because of its nature as a non-science subject—that consideration is confined to the philosophical aspects, thus excusing those involved from providing practical solutions to the problems that emerge. The fact that [hu]mankind has already affected, and arguably damaged, the space environment transports the discussion beyond the philosophical realm, as illustrated by the following list of examples of our impact on the space environment. * project West Ford/Midas 6, 1963: cloud of 18mm copper dipoles at 3600 km; * debris from spacecraft and upper stage explosions in LEO; * debris from launch vehicle separation devices in LEO and GTO; * micro-debris in LEO (e.g. spacecraft paint and thermal insulation, and metallic particles from solid propellant motors); * growing population of defunct satellites in GEOgraveyard orbits; * impact debris of spacecraft on Moon (e.g. Luna, Ranger, Lunar Orbiter, Apollo, Lunar Prospector); * materials (including trash) ejected from Apollo lunar modules before lift-off; * impact debris of Saturn SIVB rocket stages on Moon; * similar debris (e.g. jettisoned covers) on surfaces of Venus and Mars. So, in the same way that medical ethics concerns ‘real world issues’, such as organ donation, assisted conception and cloning, a policy of space ethics must evolve by addressing actual issues. Any attempt to derive a code of ethics from a philosophy is missing the point: the code must be an operational tool, not simply a list of postulates.

Anthro Inevitable

Anthropocentrism is inevitable – history proves

Sowers ’02 [George F. Sowers Jr., Lockheed Martin Astronautics, April 2002, The Transhumanist Case for Space, pgs. 6-7, JFang]
Man is a prodigious consumer of resources.  From energy to minerals, from food to living space, the great bounty of our home planet is being depleted at ever increasing rates. Yet, this trend represents more than mere wastefulness.  The history of humanity is one of ever increasing physical power. That we seek ever increasing power is one of the fundamental features of our species, and one of the keys to our success. Unfortunately, increasing power as it is utilized, generally leads to increasing demands for resources. After all, in a Newtonian sense, power is simply the rate of energy expenditure. The trends toward ever increasing resource utilization are easy to recognize, especially in the modern world where such statistics are actually recorded. For example, per capita energy consumption in America has increased many-fold in the last 100 years even though enhancements in energy efficiency have slowed that increase in over the last 20 years or so. The standard of living enjoyed by a country can generally be related to per capita energy consumption and by this measure America has the highest standard of living in the world. Now I take it as given that higher standards of living are more desirable, and indeed, higher standards of living are consistent with transhumanist objectives. As I have argued above, we desire not just longer life, but better life.

Morality Checks Anthro

Morality checks anthropocentrism

Donahue ’10 [Thomas J. Donahue, Postdoctoral Research Fellow in the Institute for Philosophical Research, “Anthropocentrism and the Argument from Gaia Theory,” Ethics and the Environment vol. 15 number 3 Fall 2010, pgs. 59-61, JFang]
If anthropocentrism did imply the Dominion Thesis, that would, in my opinion, decisively refute the doctrine. But the implication does not hold good (even though a good many anthropocentrists have embraced the Thesis). The trouble with the Routleys’ argument is the middle premise, according to which humans are, on anthropocentric principles, entitled to treat as they wish anything which must serve human interests. Let us call this the Entitlement View. This view is false. The anthropocentrist need not hold that humans are so entitled. The reasons are as follows. Recall the claim made by anthropocentrism—that the only things valuable in themselves are human beings; their desires, needs, and purposes; and the satisfaction of those. The Entitlement View does not follow from this claim. For suppose I accept anthropocentrism. I still run into the problem that any plausible anthropocentric morality will forbid me from treating things in such a way that they needlessly harm other human beings. For example, suppose we concede that a mountain must serve human interests. Still, on any plausible anthropocentric morality, I may not strip mine the mountain such that the resulting sludge contaminates a nearby town’s water supply. The same would hold true even if (implausibly) all humanity agreed to use a certain thing in a way that needlessly harmed some human beings. But then it follows that on any plausible anthropocentric morality, it is false that humans are entitled to treat as they wish anything which must serve human interests. So the Entitlement View is false. Defenders of the Dominion implication might reply that a weaker version of the Entitlement View still holds good: namely, that on anthropocentrist principles, humans are entitled to treat as they wish anything which must serve human interests, so long as they do not violate any of the tenets of any plausible anthropocentric morality. But once this concession is made, the route to the Dominion Thesis seems to be blocked. For it is hard to see how one could reach the thesis that “man is entitled to manipulate the earth and all its non-human contents as he wants” by combining anthropocentrism with this weakened Entitlement View. So it seems that anthropocentrism does not imply the Dominion Thesis. Another ugly consequence attributed to anthropocentrism is the view that human beings cannot have general obligations not to harm plants, non-human animals, or ecosystems. The idea here is that, on anthropocentric principles, one cannot have obligations not to harm such beings unless incurs the obligations by promises, contracts, or the fact that the beings are someone else’s property. Let us call this “the No-obligation Thesis.” This Thesis fails, because it does not take into account all the ways that we can incur obligations. If, by harming an ecosystem, I would be needlessly harming other human beings, then clearly on anthropocentric principles I have an obligation not to harm the ecosystem. More interestingly, even if in harming the ecosystem I would not be harming other human beings, I might still have an anthropocentric obligation not to harm the ecosystem. For suppose that a great number of people strongly desire that the ecosystem not be harmed, and have connected some of their hopes and plans with its not being harmed (Yellowstone National Park might be such an ecosystem). On anthropocentric principles, it is quite possible that I would then have an obligation not to harm that ecosystem, even if the harm I might do would not (seriously) harm or endanger any human beings. And since promises, contracts, and property do not figure here, it seems that the No-obligation Thesis is also false. 


Mars Colonization Justified

Anthropocentric colonization of Mars is justified. The most applicable environmental ethic is anthropocentrism. 
Pinson ’02 [Robert D. Pinson, legal assistant and law student at the University of Tennessee Knoxville, Environmental Law Reporter http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf, JFang]
Does Mars have rights? Not really. It is beautiful and has its use in its present form, but it also has no life, at least that we know of. We will certainly research to see if life does in fact exist on Mars. But to a certain extent, even if it does, the good of all life should outweigh the good of a naturally soon-to-be extinct form of life. On earth, many would allow the killing of one animal for the good of the whole population or species. In nature, the good of the many indeed outweighs the good of the few (or the one). Planets must be vehicles for life in this universe; they are perfectly designed for it. Mars will not lose its uniqueness; earth certainly has not. In fact, it may be the life that grows on a planet that makes it truly unique. Life on Mars will evolve and adapt differently than life on earth. This difference will simultaneously make Mars unique, ensure the survival of life through diversification, and provide a wonderful opportunity to watch and learn. If there is life on Mars, does it have rights? The answer to that is yes and no. Many believe that we should nurture indigenous life on Mars. I believe we should let natural selection decide. Let us expose terrestrial life to the Martian environment and watch what develops. Perhaps there will be genetic blending among the groups and life will become enhanced in beauty and diversification. Just because some bacteria may exist on Mars should not mean that all life on earth must stop expanding. Perhaps the bacteria are there by accident; perhaps they are the ancestors to life on earth. Certainly we should study any indigenous life on Mars, but we should not put its interests ahead of our own. 194 A possibility exists that we will create new life that could destroy life as we know it. However, the possibility of this occurrence is so much smaller than the possibility of success that we must try. The most applicable environmental ethic to terraforming Mars is anthropocentrism. It puts our interests at the forefront while still ensuring the existence of all life. It seems obvious that we should give ourselves the highest level of intrinsic worth since we are the ones placing the value. 195 Life, of course, has the ultimate intrinsic worth, but we are a part of that life. It is in our best interest to preserve and expand life. What better way than by changing a planet that is currently unable to sustain life into one that can. Not only will we enrich our lives but also the life around us. We cannot, of course, begin terraforming today, but we can research and plan for the future. 

Perm (Aliens)

Perm- Can Explore & colonize while fostering respect to extraterrestrials
Lupisella ’99 [ MARK LUPISELLA: masters degree in philosophy of science at university of Maryland and researcher working at the Goddard Space Flight Center, Ensuring the Integrity of Possible Martian Life at the  International Astronautical Congress, Amsterdam,1999, http://innovim.academia.edu/ MarkLupisella/Papers/211747/Ensuring_the_Integrity_of_Possible_Martian_Life, GF]

The ecologist Frank Golley has argued that activities in space such as the colonization and terraforming of Mars will be unavoidable since it is consistent with the dominant myths and metaphors of western civilization. Historically, these dominant myths and the exploration that results from them have not been concerned about the indigenous systems they effect, including the existence of human beings. Is this the kind of action that is unavoidable? Golley suggests that to turn away from these pursuits would require a fundamental reorientation of our culture.46 If a lack of concern for indigenous life-bearing systems is part of our dominant myths and exploratory pursuits, then perhaps a fundamental reorientation of our culture is exactly what’s needed. Ironically perhaps, this would be consistent with Robert Zubrin's vision of Mars as an opportunity for a "grand noble experiment"—a chance to explore new ways of life. Indeed, we could create a new branch, or branches, of human civilization with all the promise that holds, while at the same time fostering a kind of respect that has often been absent. To a large extent, it’s already happening. This century’s strong environmental and animal rights movements are powerful examples. We need only to extend similar attitudes to extraterrestrial environments. 45. Callicott claims that Hume’s is/ought dichotomy can be bridged “in Hume’s terms, meeting his own criteria for sound practical argument.” Hume’s Is/Ought Dichotomy and the Relation of Ecology to Leopold’s Land Ethic, Environmental Ethics, Vol. 4, (Summer 1982). 46. F. B. Golley, “Environmental Ethics and Extraterrestrial Ecosystems,” Beyond Spaceship Earth: Environmental Ethics and the Solar System, ed. E. C. Hargrove, San Francisco, Sierra Club Books, p. 225 (1986). 11 Finally, some may argue that the rational pursuit of ethics is futile—that rationality is slave to the passions, and that self-interest is the primary motivator of human activity. Certainly, this is partly true. But it is also true that we can be rational and thoughtful regarding what we value and why, especially since human beings are extremely diverse and are motivated by many different forces. Ultimately, through a mix of reductive, creative, and ecological thinking, as favored by Frederick Turner,47 we will likely strike a reasonable balance among many diverse forces regarding the status of extraterrestrial life in our policies and worldviews. We need only be proactive and thoughtful. 

Perm: Do exploration while preserving the environment. They are not mutually exclusive.

Cockell, White, Messier, and Stokes ’02 [Charles, Don, Douglas, Dale, “Fostering links between environmental and space exploration: the Earth and Space Foundation,” Space Policy, 2002, http://www.mpl.ucsd.edu/people/gdeane/outreach/pub.pdfs/earht_and_space.pdf] JL
The links between environmental and space exploration are broad and deep. The environmental and space exploration communities can work together to solve the challenges now faced by human society in both protecting and understanding our planet and exploring the frontier of space. The Earth and Space Foundation was established to fund field expeditions and practical research that bridge these two complementary goals, thus directly furthering society’s advance on both fronts. Using the annual grants programme, by 2002 the Foundation had successfully helped support over 40 diverse projects worldwide which reflect the full breadth of these links. The success of its work demonstrates that its mission-statement vision of ‘the Earth as an oasis cared for by a space-faring civilization’ is a real, practical, objective. Its work will be continued through existing and future programmes and the support of its benefactors.

Space Travel Solves Anthro

Space travel actually shatters anthropocentrism- helps us realize our dependence on earth.

Anker ’05 [Associate Professor of History of Science and Environmental Studies*, The Journal of Architecture Volume 10 Number 5, Peder Anker, “The Closed World of Ecological Architecture” November 2005, http://www.scribd.com/doc/52787067/anker-ecological-architecture, M.F.]

In Design with Nature, the imagined life in outerspace came  to represent  this holistic  ‘Oriental’ alternative to the havoc of Western anthropocentr-ism. The US’s space programme was well underway,with the ﬁrst unmanned spacecraft landing on the moon while McHarg wrote his book. In the last week of 1968, Apollo 8 sent photographs of the Earth as seen from space, an image McHarg adopted  which in a modiﬁed  form to adorn his book cover. The image of the Earth as a whole was to evoke the environmental ethics of the astronaut: ‘We can use the astronaut as our instructor: he too is pursuing the  same quest. His aspiration is survival—but then, so is ours’, McHarg argued. The importance of the perspective of the ‘moon tra-veller’ to understanding ecological relationships on Earth had everything to do with the life support systems of space cabins The astronaut’s photograph of the Earth as a whole embodied the wisdom of ‘Oriental’ ecological holism which was different from destructive Western compartmental reasoning. Travelling in space forced the astronaut to realize human biological dependence on the ecological stability of the space  cabin. ‘This realisation of dependence was a crushing blow to anthropocentr-ism’ McHarg believed, since the astronaut could not survive if the ship did not sustain its own ecological balance. The Earth should be viewed in the same way as the space capsule: ‘In enlarging the capsule, the objectives remain unchanged; to create a self-sustaining ecosystem—whose only import is sunlight, whose only export is heat—sufﬁcient to sustain a man for a certain period of time’. McHarg would emphasise again and again that people on board Spaceship Earth were gov-erned by the same laws as astronauts. The ‘astronaut’s diet’, for example, was something the ecologically concerned citizens on Earth should eat, since it was presumably grown within the carrying capacity of a self-sustained space cabin. In the future, McHarg imagined, humans would build and settle in ‘a space buoy’ located between the Moon and the Earth. Here the ecologists were to ‘reproduce a miniature farm’ within an artiﬁcially built biosphere providing the astronauts with food. It was supposed to be  an organic community of plants, insects, ﬁsh, animals, and birds designed to have a carrying  for several astronauts. Here the astronaut was supposed to function as ‘a natural scientist and an excellent research ecologist. [His] major task was clearly not only understanding the system, but managing it. Indeed, while the astronaut had learned a great deal of indispensable science, his ﬁnest skill was that he could apply this in the management of the ecosystem. We could now call him an intelligent husbandman, a steward.’ To McHarg, the astronaut and the life in the future ‘space buoy’ served as a human ecological utopia

Mars Colonization Justified

Anthropocentrism is justified on Mars because there is no life.
Das ’07 [Science Analyst, IEEE Spectrum. “Terraforming Mars: Proposals to terraform the Red Planet abound, but are any of them feasible?” November 2007. Online, http://qa.spectrum.ieee.org/aerospace/space-flight/terraforming-mars/0, MF]
Ethical questions also abound. As Clarke pointed out recently, ”Whether we should embark on such a venture should be decided very carefully, and future Martian inhabitants must be allowed to have their say.” Many who have thought about the topic view it from an anthropocentric view. Anthropocentrism puts human interests foremost. In a 2002 article in Environmental Law Reporter on the ethics of terraforming, Robert D. Pinson wrote, ”The most applicable environmental ethic to terraforming Mars is anthropocentrism. It puts our interests at the forefront while still ensuring the existence of all life. It seems obvious that we should give ourselves the highest level of intrinsic worth since we are the ones placing the value. Life, of course, has the ultimate intrinsic worth, but we are a part of that life. It is in our best interest to preserve and expand life. What better way than by changing a planet that is currently unable to sustain life into one that can.”
Mars colonization is justified - otherwise, human extinction is guaranteed.

Pinson ’02 [Robert, B.A. in biology from Oberlin College and third-year law student at the University of Tennessee in Knoxville, “Ethical Considerations For Terraforming Mars,” Environmental Law Institute News & Analysis, Nov. 2002, http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf.] JL
Our attempts to spread life to Mars may prove a disaster and even fatal to life on earth. We may create a new bacteria or virus that would kill all humans and maybe even most life. In the face of imminent destruction by the growth of the sun, this seems to still be the better option. We must at least try; to not do so will definitely result in failure. So should we terraform Mars? It is required of us. There must be a reason why we have been allowed to develop the ability to accomplish this task.192 All things have a reason; perhaps a hidden agenda exists, unknown to us, that requires us to terraform Mars. We cannot know unless we try. Of course, many will see this as “playing God,” and perhaps it is. But if we had stopped throughout history when scientists were accused of “playing God,” we probably would not have medicine to treat disease and the ability to grow enough food to feed most of the world. Many are just scared of the unknown; we all should be. But our fear must not be allowed to stop us from furthering life and ourselves along with it.

Anthro Key to Life

Anthropocentrism is key to the existence of life. 

Pinson ’02 [Robert, B.A. in biology from Oberlin College and third-year law student at the University of Tennessee in Knoxville, “Ethical Considerations For Terraforming Mars,” Environmental Law Institute News & Analysis, Nov. 2002, http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf.] JL
Does Mars have rights? Not really. It is beautiful and has its use in its present form, but it also has no life, at least that we know of. We will certainly research to see if life does in fact exist on Mars. But to a certain extent, even if it does, the good of all life should outweigh the good of a naturally soon-to-be extinct form of life. On earth, many would allow the killing of one animal for the good of the whole population or species. In nature, the good of the many indeed outweighs the good of the few (or the one). Planets must be vehicles for life in this universe; they are perfectly designed for it. Mars will not lose its uniqueness; earth certainly has not. In fact, it may be the life that grows on a planet that makes it truly unique. Life on Mars will evolve and adapt differently than life on earth. This difference will simultaneously make Mars unique, ensure the survival of life through diversification, and provide a wonderful opportunity to watch and learn. If there is life on Mars, does it have rights? The answer to that is yes and no. Many believe that we should nurture indigenous life on Mars. I believe we should let natural selection decide. Let us expose terrestrial life to the Martian environment and watch what develops. Perhaps there will be genetic blending among the groups and life will become enhanced in beauty and diversification. Just because some bacteria may exist on Mars should not mean that all life on earth must stop expanding. Perhaps the bacteria are there by accident; perhaps they are the ancestors to life on earth. Certainly we should study any indigenous life on Mars, but we should not put its interests ahead of our own.194A possibility exists that we will create new life that could destroy life as we know it. However, the possibility of this occurrence is so much smaller than the possibility of success that we must try. The most applicable environmental ethic to terraforming Mars is anthropocentrism. It puts our interests at the forefront while still ensuring the existence of all life. It seems obvious that we should give ourselves the highest level of intrinsic worth since we are the ones placing the value.195 Life, of course, has the ultimate intrinsic worth, but we are a part of that life. It is in our best interest to preserve and expand life. What better way than by changing a planet that is currently unable to sustain life into one that can. Not only will we enrich our lives but also the life around us. We cannot, of course, begin terraforming today, but we can research and plan for the future. 


No Link – Mars

Anti-humanist K doesn’t apply to Mars colonization 
Pinson ’02 [Robert, B.A. in biology from Oberlin College and third-year law student at the University of Tennessee in Knoxville, “Ethical Considerations For Terraforming Mars,” Environmental Law Institute News & Analysis, Nov. 2002, http://pajamasmedia.com/instapundit/lawrev/pinson.pdf.] JL
Anti-humanism holds that humans should not use their technology to alter the environment. This view is based on the belief that humans are merely an equal part of nature and should not change the ecology of the planet. An essential component of this view is that the passive contemplation of nature is the ultimate goal for mankind because the world ecological system is too complex for us to truly understand. Since we cannot understand our own planet’s systems, we cannot understand those of Mars; therefore, anti-humanism would argue against terraforming Mars. An argument could be made, however, that terraforming will not only spread human civilization, but also terrestrial life. In order for humans to live on a terraformed Mars, we will need flora and fauna to support our colonies. This expansion of life and nature seems to be in the best interests of the anti-humanism view because if there is no life on Mars, then there is no nature. This interdependency of life and nature in the anti-humanism belief is the key fallacy to its exclusive application to a non-earth environment such as Mars. However, if it is truly human nature to mess everything up, this view then becomes extremely relevant if we wish to conserve resources and limit our impact on the environment. 
UFO Discovery Challenges Anthro

UFO challenges object-subject dichotomy. Materialization of the metaphysical. Challenges sovereign’s authority to decide status of exception. Exposes anthropocentrism.

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander and Raymond, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24388393/Sovereignty-and-the-UFO-By-Alexander-Wendt-and-Raymond-Duvall-Political-Theory-Journal] CM
In short, the UFO poses threats to modern rule on both poles of the object–subject dichotomy that constitutes its undecidability, making a decision in favor of one or the other intrinsically problematic. These threats are metaphysical in the sense of raising epistemological and ontological doubts about the whole anthropocentric idea of modern rule, not just its realizations in actually existing states and it is the absolute taken-for-grantedness of that idea upon which the ability to mobilize modern power depends. From the standpoint of modern rule, therefore, the threat of the UFO is not unlike that of the Christian’s Second Coming, a potential mate-rialization of the metaphysical. It is the triple threat of the UFO that explains states’ very different response to it compared to other disruptions of modern norms. By calling into question the very basis of the modern sovereign’s capacity to decide its status as exception, the UFO cannot be acknowledged as truly unidentified which is to say potentially ET without calling into question modern sov-ereignty itself. Thus, far from being a deus ex machina that, through the decision, intervenes miraculously to safeguard the norm, modern sover-eignty is shown by the UFO to be itself a norm, of anthropocentrism and behind this norm no further agency stands. In this way the UFO exhibits not the standard undecidability that compels a decision, but what might be called a “ meta ”-undecidability which precludes it. The UFO is both excep-tional and not decidable as exception, and as a result with respect to it the modern sovereign is performatively insecure. The insecurity is not con-scious, but operates at the deeper level of a taboo, in which certain possi-bilities are unthinkable because of their inherent danger. In this respect UFO skepticism is akin to denial in psychoanalysis: the sovereign represses the UFO out of fear of what it would reveal about itself. 66 There is therefore nothing for the sovereign to do but turn away its gaze from to ignore, and hence be ignorant of the UFO, making no decision at all. Just when needed most, on the palisades, the sovereign is nowhere to be found.
Breaking down the UFO taboo exposes the dogma of the state and promotes free-thinking discourse.

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander and Raymond, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24388393/Sovereignty-and-the-UFO-By-Alexander-Wendt-and-Raymond-Duvall-Political-Theory-Journal] CM
The structuralism of our argument might suggest that resistance is futile. However, the structure of the UFO taboo also has aporias and fissures that make it and the anthropocentric structure of rule that it sustains potentially unstable. One is the UFO itself, which in its persistent recurrence generates an ongoing need for its normalization. Modern rule might not recognize the UFO, but in the face of continuing anomalies maintaining such non-recognition requires work. In that respect the UFO is part of the constitutive, unnormalized outside of modern sovereignty, which can be included in authoritative discourse only through its exclusion. Within the structure of modern rule there are also at least two fissures that complicate maintaining UFO ignorance. One is the different knowledge interests of science and the state. While the two are aligned in authoritative UFO discourse, the state is ultimately interested in maintaining a certain regime of truth (particularly in the face of metaphysical insecurity), where as science recognizes that its truths can only be tentative. Theory may be stub-born, but the presumption in science is that reality has the last word, which creates the possibility of scientific knowledge countering the state’s dogma. The other fissure is within liberalism, the constitutive core of modern governmentality. Even as it produces normalized subjects who know that “belief” in UFOs is absurd, liberal governmentality justifies itself as a dis-course that produces free-thinking subjects who might doubt it. It is in this context that we would place the recent disclosure by the French government (and at press time the British too) of its long-secret UFO files (1,600reports), including its investigations of selected cases, of which the French acknowledge 25 percent as unexplained. 73 Given that secrecy is only a con-tingent feature of the UFO taboo, and that even the French are still far from seeking systematic knowledge of UFOs, this disclosure is not in itself a serious challenge to our argument. However, the French action does illus-trate a potential within liberalism to break with authoritative commonsense, even at the risk of exposing the foundations of modern sovereignty to insecurity.
ET’s Solve Sovereignty

Pointing out ignorance towards ETs questions sovereignty.

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander and Raymond, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24388393/Sovereignty-and-the-UFO-By-Alexander-Wendt-and-Raymond-Duvall-Political-Theory-Journal] CM
First the argument. Adapting ideas from Giorgio Agamben, supple-mented by Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida, we argue that the UFO taboo is functionally necessitated by the anthropocentric metaphysics of modern sovereignty. Modern rule typically works less through sovereign coercion than through biopolitics, governing the conditions of life itself. In this liberal apparatus of security, power flows primarily from the deployment of specialized knowledges for the regularization of populations, rather than from the ability to kill. But when such regimes of governmentality are threatened, the traditional face of the state, its sovereign power, comes to the fore: the ability to determine when norms and law should be suspended in Carl Schmitt’s terms, to “decide the exception.” 24 The UFO compels decision because it exceeds modern governmentality, but we argue that the decision cannot be made. The reason is that modern decision presupposes anthropocentrism, which is threatened metaphysically by the possibility that UFOs might be ETs. As such, genuine UFO ignorance cannot be acknowledged without calling modern sovereignty itself into question. This puts the problem of normalizing the UFO back onto governmentality, where it can be “known” only without trying to find out what it is through a taboo. The UFO, in short, is a previously unacknowledged site of contestation in an ongoing historical project to constitute sovereignty in anthropocentric terms. Importantly, our argument here is structural rather than agentic. We are not saying the authorities are hiding The Truth about UFOs, much less that it is ET. We are saying they cannot ask the question.


ET’s Solve Anthro

The alleviation of the E.T. taboo reveals the anthropocentric nature of modern sovereignty

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander Wendt and Raymond Duvall, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, 2008]
The UFO compels decision because it exceeds modern governmentality, but we argue that the decision cannot be made. The reason is that modern decision presupposes anthropocentrism, which is threatened metaphysically by the possibility that UFOs might be ETs. As such, genuine UFO ignorance cannot be acknowledged without calling modern sovereignty itself into question. This puts the problem of normalizing the UFO back onto governmentality, where it can be “known” only without trying to find out what it is—through a taboo. The UFO, in short, is a previously unacknowledged site of contestation in an ongoing historical project to constitute sovereignty in anthropocentric terms. Importantly, this argument is structural rather than agentic. 25 We are not saying the authorities are hiding The Truth about UFOs, much less that it is ET. We are saying they cannot even ask the question 

Recognizing the possibility of alien life resists the idea of anthropocentrism

Wolloch ’02 [Nathaniel Wolloch Ph.D. (Haifa, Israel), is an independent Israeli scholar and has published scholarly articles in the Journal of the History of Ideas, Art History, The Seventeenth Century, Journal of Scottish Philosophy, and Storia della Storiografia, Animals, Extraterrestrial Life and Anthropocentrism in the Seventeenth Century, 2002, pgs. 238]
In Kepler’s Dream (1609; published posthumously with additional footnotes in 1634) the author exempliﬁed a clear anti-anthropocentric basis, in the very assumption that there were other creatures in the universe. Indeed, following the Copernican revolution, the earth’s status as the centre of the universe was increasingly challenged, and gradually various intellectuals began also to infer from this a relative decline in the status of man as the centre of God’s creation. Kepler, who was not absolutely certain that life on the moon was scientiﬁcally viable, utilized a literary ploy to assume as much, and described lunar creatures adapted to their environment. As human beings believed that the stars moved around them, so too did the lunarians believe from their point of view that they were at the centre of planetary motion. While Kepler in this work was primarily interested in describing astronomical phenomena from the point of view of the moon, this anti-anthropocentric element, while only a minor and implicit feature of the discussion, was nevertheless important in itself, and evinced a continuously widening gap between the medieval and the early modern, primarily seventeenth-century, view of man, in light of the gradual rise of empirical science and astronomy.   


ET’s Solve Sovereignty

Recognizing that UFOs are truly unidentified would threaten both the physical and ontological security of modern rule and break down difference between states and the states protection of only its citizens

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander and Raymond, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24388393/Sovereignty-and-the-UFO-By-Alexander-Wendt-and-Raymond-Duvall-Political-Theory-Journal] CM
If the limits of the governmental regime are exposed, the sovereign gen-erally can be counted on to survey and to securitize the threat; that is after all what its sovereignty is for. In this light the UFO is the proverbial dog that didn’t bark, a potential threat not only un-securitized but never even properly surveyed. About the UFO, in short, there has been no decision as to its status as exception, only an ignoring. The reason, we argue, lies in the triple threat that the UFO poses to modern rule, at once physical, ontological, and metaphysical. Exceptions presuppose an exterior. Because modern rule is grounded in a scientific worldview that does not recognize the existence of supernatural phenomena, this exterior is normally understood today in purely spatio-temporal terms. Threats can then take two forms, physical threats to life and ontological threats to identity or social being. 53 Given sovereignty’s need to transform the contingency of decision into taken-for-granted authority, it is only by reference to the intrusion of such threats into its field of visibility that the state of exception can be justified. Importantly, the sov-ereign cannot decide the terms of its encounters with these intrusions, only their status as exception. On one level the UFO is a traditional spatio-temporal threat, because one of the possibilities that we must countenance if we accept that the UFO is truly unidentified is that its occupants are ETs and that threatens both the physical and ontological security of modern rule. The physical threat, of course, is that ET presence in “our” solar system would indicate a vastly superior technology to human beings’, raising the possibility of conquest and even extermination. (In this respect it matters greatly that They might be Here, rather than far away as in the SETI scenario.) The ontological threat is that even if the ETs were benign, their confirmed presence would create tremendous pressure for a unified human response, or world govern-ment. The sovereign identity of the modern state is partly constituted in and through its difference from other such states, which gives modern sover-eignty its plural character. Any exteriority that required subsuming this dif-ference into a global sovereignty would threaten what the modern state is, quite apart from the risk of physical destruction. It might be argued that these spatio-temporal threats alone can explain the UFO taboo. On this view, by virtue of the possibility that UFOs are ETs, the UFO calls into question the state’s claim to protect its citizens, which it would be unwilling to admit. Because the threat is so grave, the only ratio-nal response is to ignore the UFO. States are enabled in this policy by the fact that UFOs do not (yet) interfere with the conditions of life of human populations, and as such have not compelled recognition.

The UFO threat challenges anthropocentrism in modern sovereignty through scientific proof.

Wendt and Duvall ’08 [Alexander and Raymond, Profs at OSU and U of Minnesota, Political Theory, “Sovereignty and the UFO”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24388393/Sovereignty-and-the-UFO-By-Alexander-Wendt-and-Raymond-Duvall-Political-Theory-Journal] CM
The UFO threat is different in the challenge it poses to the meta physics of modern sovereignty, which are fundamentally anthropocentric. Because the contemporary capacity to command political loyalty and resources depends upon it, the assumption of anthropocentrism must be unquestioned if modern rule is to be sustained as a political project. As a condition of their own sov-ereignty, therefore, before modern states can deal with threats to their physi-cal and ontological security, they must first secure this metaphysic. How is this done? Sovereign decision is no help, since modern sover-eignty can only instantiate an anthropocentric metaphysic, not step outside to decide the exception to it. So here modern sovereignty must give way to governmentality, or authoritative procedures to make anthropocentrism “known” as fact. In contrast to past processes of normalization in which the visions of shamans or seers were taken to be authoritative, the standards of knowledge in modern governmentality are primarily scientific. Thus, since there is no scientific evidence for miracles, it is known that God does not intervene in the material world. Similarly, since there is no evidence Nature has subjectivity, it is known not to. Anthropocentrism will be secure until scientific evidence to the contrary comes along.
