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Colonize Mars 1AC
Contention 1: Inherency

All funding has been cut for a human mission to Mars

Graham June 18 2011

(Caroline Graham, journalist, Space Spaced Out, The Adviser, http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12232302051&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12232302054&cisb=22_T12232302053&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=244790&docNo=4, 6-24-11, DS)

What does the future hold for the now over-qualified and out-ofwork astronaut team? Nicholas Patrick, from North Yorkshire, a Cambridge-educated veteran of two shuttle flights, has logged 638 hours in space. He says companies like Richard Branson's Virgin Galactic, which hopes to begin space tourism trips as early as next year, have "already made some discreet calls". "It is the end of one era," says Patrick. "But I don't think the future is all doom and gloom. Nasa will go back to doing what Nasa should be doing, which is working on exploring deep space. The time has come to allow private companies to take over orbital flight. It is vitally important for manned missions to continue. People simply don't relate to exploration if humans aren't involved. Imagine if the Wild West was colonised by robotic wagons instead of a human wagon trail. I don't know what my future holds. If I am lucky I might get to fly on the Soyuz. I would absolutely fly with Richard Branson."  While not committing to a definite plan for Nasa, President Obama says the current administration's focus is to promote private industry. To this end the US Government announced it will award $1.3 billion in grants to privately owned space companies to develop orbital space craft.  Meanwhile, Nasa is to "go back to basics" and start planning manned and unmanned spacecraft to probe outside the Earth's orbit.  So what comes next? "The situation at Nasa is a train wreck," says James Muncy, a highly regarded space consultant. "They have no plan. At the moment the future destination and schedule of Nasa's manned space flights could be 'nowhere' and 'never'."  Another senior Nasa administrator, who asked not to be named "because I am still hanging on to my job; just" - told me: "The future of Nasa will be in unmanned craft. Of course, the dream is for a manned mission to Mars but that will require billions of dollars in funding and this administration just doesn't seem to want to commit to it. From now on the explorers will be entrepreneurs like Branson and internet billionaires who are prepared to spend the money for the fame and the glory."

And—All human spaceflight has been cancelled except maintenance of the International Space Station—NASA is a rudderless ship with no clear project and inadequate funding

The Sunday Telegraph (London), June 19, 2011 

(“Final lift-off”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/science/8584402/Final-lift-off-excitement-but-bitterness-inside-Nasa-at-last-chapter-of-the-shuttles-thrilling-space-odyssey.html) For every crew that has trained for a shuttle mission since the fleet was launched in 1981, there has been another on its tail ready to fly the next. But this one, Mission STS-135, is the end of the line. Three decades of space flight history are about to end. Nearly 15,000 jobs will be lost at the Kennedy and Florida space centres. Nasa would prefer the final flight to be a celebration of the shuttle's considerable accomplishments - among them the construction of the $100 billion International Space Station, completed last month, and the launch of the Hubble Space Telescope. But some space flight veterans cannot help thinking of it as more of a wake. George Mueller, a former Nasa manager considered the "Father of the Space Shuttle" for his role in championing the policies that led to its development, still travels at 92 years old, but cannot bring himself to attend Atlantis's farewell launch. "I'm never enthusiastic about going to funerals," he says. The shuttle has been scheduled for retirement since President George W Bush set out his Vision for Space Exploration in 2004. After the shuttle would come a new spacecraft, Mr Bush decreed, that would make its first manned mission by 2014, ferrying astronauts initially to the space station and later to "other worlds" including the Moon by 2020, to build a manned base, and Mars by 2030. The programme, which would build Ares rockets and a crew capsule called Orion, was known as Constellation. Seven years and $9billion later, behind schedule and over budget, President Barack Obama cancelled it. Instead, the private sector has been given the task of developing vehicles to ferry astronauts to the space station while Nasa designs a rocket to haul crew and cargo further afield. But a decision on the design of the rocket will not come before 2015 at the earliest, with construction and a manned launch unlikely before 2020. In the meantime, Nasa has salvaged Orion from the ashes of Constellation and wheeled it out under a new name: the Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle. But its 2,500-mile journey from California to Kennedy Space Centre, which began last week, is as far as it can hope to go for now. The lack of a rocket to launch it on, the yawning gap between the end of the shuttle and the dawn of a successor, and the vagaries of Nasa's future have caused resentment in some quarters. Last month, Neil Armstrong and Gene Cernan - the first and last men on the moon - along with the Apollo 13 commander Jim Lovell, wrote an open letter making clear their scorn. "Nasa's human space flight programme is in substantial disarray with no clear-cut mission in the offing. After a halfcentury of remarkable progress, a coherent plan for maintaining America's leadership in space exploration is no longer apparent," they complained. Citing President John F Kennedy's 1961 description of space as a "new ocean", they added: "For 50 years we explored the waters to become the leader in space exploration. Today, under the announced objectives, the voyage is over." In Mission Control Centre, where Nasa granted The Sunday Telegraph rare access last week, some share the disappointment. "There's a bitterness. There's a feeling that it didn't have to be this way," says Bill Foster, who has worked for Nasa for 31 years. "For the entire history of Nasa, we have had a programme to follow the previous programme - from Mercury to Gemini, Gemini to Apollo, Apollo to Skylab and shuttle - and we had a programme in Constellation. It just wasn't funded properly." With Russia aiming to put cosmonauts on the Moon by 2025 and push on to Mars sometime after 2035, and China aiming for the moon between 2025 and 2030, America's space supremacy is no longer taken for granted. "We've got competition breathing down our necks," says Mr Foster. Ronnie Montgomery, who has worked on the data processing console in Mission Control since 1989, says: "When I first came here, I thought that by this point in my life, I'd have been part of the first manned landing on Mars. I'm beginning to realise that's not going to happen during my career. "We could be there, we just haven't tried. It feels a little like a rudderless ship right now. It's frustrating not having clear direction on where Nasa's going and when - and how."

CONTENTION 2: EXTINCTION

First, Humans on this planet will go extinct in the next 100 years, and its IRREVERSIBLE—our evidence is the most qualified in the debate
The Australian, 6-16-2010

(“Frank Fenner sees no hope for humans”, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/frank-fenner-sees-no-hope-for-humans/story-e6frgcjx-1225880091722) 
FRANK Fenner doesn't engage in the skirmishes of the climate wars. To him, the evidence of global warming is in. Our fate is sealed. "We're going to become extinct," the eminent scientist says. "Whatever we do now is too late." Fenner is an authority on extinction. The emeritus professor in microbiology at the Australian National University played a leading role in sending one species into oblivion: the variola virus that causes smallpox. And his work on the myxoma virus suppressed wild rabbit populations on farming land in southeastern Australia in the early 1950s. He made the comments in an interview at his home in a leafy Canberra suburb. Now 95, he rarely gives interviews. But until recently he went into work each day at the ANU's John Curtin School of Medical Research, of which he was director from 1967 to 1973. Decades after his official retirement from the Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies, which he set up in 1973, he continued a routine established when he was running world-class facilities while conducting research. He'd get to work at 6.30am to spend a couple of hours writing textbooks before the rest of the staff arrived. Fenner, a fellow of the Australian Academy of Science and of the Royal Society, has received many awards and honours. He has published hundreds of scientific papers and written or co-written 22 books. He retrieves some of the books from his library. One of them, on smallpox, has physical as well as intellectual gravitas: it weighs 3.5kg. Another, on myxomatosis, was reprinted by Cambridge University Press last year, 44 years after the first edition came out. Fenner is chuffed, but disappointed that he could not update it with research confirming wild rabbits have developed resistance to the biological control agent. The study showed that myxo now had a much lower kill rate in the wild than in laboratory rabbits that had never been exposed to the virus. "The [wild] rabbits themselves had mutated," Fenner says. "It was an evolutionary change in the rabbits." His deep understanding of evolution has never diminished his fascination with observing it in the field. That understanding was shaped by studies of every scale, from the molecular level to the ecosystem and planetary levels. Fenner originally wanted to become a geologist but, on the advice of his father, studied medicine instead, graduating from the University of Adelaide in 1938. He spent his spare time studying skulls with prehistorian Norman Tindale. Soon after graduating, he joined the Royal Australian Army Medical Corps, serving in Egypt and Papua New Guinea. He is credited in part with Australia's victory in New Guinea because of his work to control malaria among the troops. "That quite changed my interest from looking at skulls to microbiology and virology," he says. But his later research in virology, focusing on pox viruses, took him also into epidemiology and population dynamics, and he would soon zoom out to view species, including our own, in their ecological context. His biological perspective is also geological. He wrote his first papers on the environment in the early 1970s, when human impact was emerging as a big problem. He says the Earth has entered the Anthropocene. Although it is not an official epoch on the geological timescale, the Anthropocene is entering scientific terminology. It spans the time since industrialisation, when our species started to rival ice ages and comet impacts in driving the climate on a planetary scale. Fenner says the real trouble is the population explosion and "unbridled consumption". The number of Homo sapiens is projected to exceed 6.9 billion this year, according to the UN. With delays in firm action on cutting greenhouse gas emissions, Fenner is pessimistic. "We'll undergo the same fate as the people on Easter Island," he says. "Climate change is just at the very beginning. But we're seeing remarkable changes in the weather already. "The Aborigines showed that without science and the production of carbon dioxide and global warming, they could survive for 40,000 or 50,000 years. But the world can't. The human species is likely to go the same way as many of the species that we've seen disappear. "Homo sapiens will become extinct, perhaps within 100 years," he says. "A lot of other animals will, too. It's an irreversible situation. I think it's too late. I try not to express that because people are trying to do something, but they keep putting it off. "Mitigation would slow things down a bit, but there are too many people here already."

Colonizing space is the ONLY HOPE FOR SURVIVAL—its TRY OR DIE: colonization will enable humans AND other life to survive 100 trillion years

Matheny, 2011 (Pending) (Jason Gaverick, research associate with the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, “Ought we worry about human extinction?”, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm)
Animal life has existed on Earth for around 500 million years. Barring a dramatic intervention, all animal life on Earth will die in the next several billion years. Earth is located in a field of thousands of asteroids and comets. 65 million years ago, an asteroid 10 kilometers in size hit the Yucatan , creating clouds of dust and smoke that blocked sunlight for months, probably causing the extinction of 90% of animals, including dinosaurs. A 100 km impact, capable of extinguishing all animal life on Earth, is probable within a billion years (Morrison et al., 2002). If an asteroid does not extinguish all animal life, the Sun will. In one billion years, the Sun will begin its Red Giant stage, increasing in size and temperature. Within six billion years, the Sun will have evaporated all of Earth’s water, and terrestrial temperatures will reach 1000 degrees -- much too hot for amino acid-based life to persist. If, somehow, life were to survive these changes, it will die in 7 billion years when the Sun forms a planetary nebula that irradiates Earth (Sackmann, Boothroyd, Kraemer, 1993; Ward and Brownlee, 2002). Earth is a dangerous place and animal life here has dim prospects. If there are 10^12 sentient animals on Earth, only 10^21 life-years remain. The only hope for terrestrial sentience surviving well beyond this limit is that some force will deflect large asteroids before they collide with Earth, giving sentients another billion or more years of life (Gritzner and Kahle, 2004); and/or terrestrial sentients will colonize other solar systems, giving sentients up to another 100 trillion years of life until all stars begin to stop shining (Adams and Laughlin, 1997). Life might survive even longer if it exploits non-stellar energy sources. But it is hard to imagine how life could survive beyond the decay of nuclear matter expected in 1032 to 1041 years (Adams and Laughlin, 1997). This may be the upper limit on the future of sentience.[4] Deflecting asteroids and colonizing space could delay the extinction of Earth-originating sentience from 10^9 to 10^41 years. Assuming an average population of one trillion sentients is maintained (which is a conservative assumption under colonization[5]), these interventions would create between 10^21 and 10^53 life-years. At present on Earth, only a human civilization would be remotely capable of carrying out such projects. If humanity survives the next few centuries, it’s likely we will develop technologies needed for at least one of these projects. We may already possess the technologies needed to deflect asteroids (Gritzner and Kahle, 2004; Urias et al., 1996). And in the next few centuries, we’re likely to develop technologies that allow colonization. We will be strongly motivated by self-interest to colonize space, as asteroids and planets have valuable resources to mine, and as our survival ultimately requires relocating to another solar system (Kargel, 1994; Lewis, 1996).
Prioritizing human survival does not mean devaluing other moral concerns AND human survival TRUMPS all other ethics concerns

Matheny, 2011 (Pending)

(Jason Gaverick, research associate with the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, “Ought we worry about human extinction?”, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm)

This paper supports Parfit’s conclusion. Human extinction would likely condemn all sentience of terrestrial origin to extinction. We take extraordinary measures to protect some endangered species from extinction. It would be reasonable to take extraordinary measures to protect humanity from the same. If we survive the next few centuries, we will probably survive long enough to colonize space and disperse, ensuring the survival of sentient life for perhaps trillions of years. The next few centuries could be the most critical in our past or future. The moral weight of human extinction does not mean we can ignore other moral problems. There is no conflict between helping to delay human extinction and, for instance, boycotting animal farms or consuming fewer natural resources. We can do both. But when instances of conflict arise, as they do in cases of public funding, we ought to prioritize projects that reduce extinction risks. Our primary goal in the next few centuries should be to survive long enough to colonize space. 
Our impacts out way at the most fundamental level—Exploration and colonization are the supreme value of human existence

Crouch, 2001

(Worth F., Professor of Astrobiology, “Catastrophes and Human Evolution”, Space Daily, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/life-01b1.html)

The development of space flight and nuclear explosive technology seem to verify the argument that there is an upward spiral of intellectual evolution on Earth. Although some other terrestrial animals exhibit a degree of intelligence only human beings can build machines capable of interplanetary flight, and have invented nuclear weaponry that can be designed to temporarily protect the Earth from catastrophic cosmic bombardments. Moreover, since October 1996 technological societies have learned how symbiotic life is by utilizing the enclosed laboratory Biosphere 2, operated by Columbia University outside Tucson Arizona. While living in the Biosphere it was discovered that humans can not exist long in an isolated environment without many of Earth's living organisms, or for that matter nonliving variable factors to sustain them in an ecosystem. Moreover, in order to avoid extinction from minor cosmic catastrophes mankind can use actualized scientific knowledge to protect its' world by sending rockets with nuclear warheads to intercept incoming comets or asteroids. However, animal and plant populations must eventually be dispersed to other planets, or space habitats, that have been terraformed, to avoid major cosmic catastrophes that will cause extinction. Living things that are better adapted to their environment have an advantage over their competitors. The better adapted probably will have a greater chance to survive. Successful reproduction is necessary to facilitate adaptive change; otherwise the change will have great difficulty being introduced into a gene pool. Furthermore, dispersion of matter increases the chances that life will develop in different places in the universe. Also dispersion of life on a planet, or in the universe, is preferable so life will not easily be obliterated by local or cosmic catastrophe. Thus, forms of life will have a greater chance to survive a catastrophe and produce offspring. Organisms that incorporate changes in genetics, life style, and habitat resulting in successful adaptation, dispersion, and reproduction tend to increase their chances of survival over competing organisms not changing. Therefore, organisms better at adapting, dispersing, and reproducing will be the probable progenitors of future generations occupying a similar biological niche. In the long run, when the environment is in a constant state of change, as it seems to be in our universe, biological evolution is fundamentally essential to the ongoing existence of life itself. This is because, in a constantly changing environment, forms of life that can not adapt to change probably become extinct, if for no other reason than the death of their sun, which would be the ultimate cosmic catastrophe. These brief fundamental principles are essential in order to understand the evolution of Homo sapiens as a species capable of protecting and/or dispersing life on/or from the Earth. Human continuance is based on mankind's evolution, which has obviously been a result of successful cosmic and biological evolution resulting in successful adaptations, reproduction, and the ability to disperse humans around and off the Earth. To insure survival, human reproduction is essential so that successful characteristics will pass to future generations. To bring this about, mankind's reproductive drives are internal and powerful, because they significantly insure survival of the species. Consequently, it might seem to follow that if there is meaning for human life, as with life in general, it might be found in successful adaptation, dispersion, and reproduction.

CONTENTION 3: THE OVERVIEW EFFECT

Human divisiveness is the root cause of all contemporary violence, the status quo risks extinction

Atkinson 2005

(Robert, Diversity Scholar at the College of Education and Human Development University of Southern Maine, “TEACHING FOR DIVERSITY, MULTICULTURAL VALUES & WORLD MINDEDNESS” http://web1.uct.usm.maine.edu/~atkinson/diversity/TeachingforDiversityMV&WM1.pdf)

As the world’s peoples find themselves in closer, more intimate, more necessary interactions every day, the forces of separation, having contributed to a long – and current – history of conflict, oppression, racism, international terror, and war, become ever more apparent as they now threaten our very existence. We also have a long history of consolidation, built upon a conciliatory urge that recognizes the necessity of difference and acknowledges the wholeness inherent in diversity. These ever-present, opposing forces are also known as disintegration and integration. Thus, the results of a steady growth toward integration and the devastating effects of disintegration that eat away at the very fabric of our social institutions are both very evident.

Committing to space colonization enacts an overview effect, inaugurating the spirit of human wholeness and connectedness—this framework solves for human fragmentation and violent divisiveness

Asimov, 2003 

(Isaac Asimove, President of the American Humanist Association, Biochemist, “Our Future in the Cosmos – Space,” http://www.wronkiewicz.net/asimov.html) 

I have a feeling that if we really expanded into space with all our might and made it a global project, this would be the equivalent of the winning of the West. It’s not just a matter of idealism or preaching brotherhood. If we can build power stations in space that will supply all the energy the world needs, then the rest of the world will want that energy too. The only way that each country will be able to get that energy will be to make sure these stations are maintained. It won’t be easy to build and maintain them; it will be quite expensive and time-consuming. But if the whole world wants energy and if the price is world cooperation, then I think people are going to do it. We already cooperate on things that the whole world needs. International organizations monitor the world’s weather and pollution and deal with things like the oceans and with Antarctica. Perhaps if we see that it is to our advantage to cooperate, then only the real maniacs will avoid cooperating and they will be left out in the cold when the undoubted benefits come in. I think that, although we as nations will retain our suspicions and mutual hatreds, we will find it to our advantage to cooperate in developing space. In doing so, we will be able to adopt a globalist view of our situation. The internal strife between Earthlings, the little quarrels over this or that patch of the Earth, and the magnified memories of past injustices will diminish before the much greater task of developing a new, much larger world. I think that the development of space is the great positive project that will force cooperation, a new outlook that may bring peace to the Earth, and a kind of federalized world government. In such a government, each region will be concerned with those matters that concern itself alone, but the entire world would act as a unit on matters that affect the entire world. Only in such a way will we be able to survive and to avoid the kind of wars that will either gradually destroy our civilization or develop into a war that will suddenly destroy it. There are so many benefits to be derived from space exploration and exploitation; why not take what seems to me the only chance of escaping what is otherwise the sure destruction of all that humanity has struggled to achieve for 50,000 years? That is one of the reasons, by the way, that I have come from New York to Hampton despite the fact that I have a hatred of traveling and I faced 8 hours on the train with a great deal of fear and trembling. It was not only The College of William and Mary that invited me, but NASA as well, and it is difficult for me to resist NASA, knowing full well that it symbolizes what I believe in too.
A framework of human solidarity is key to combating all forms of oppression, including genocide and the Holocaust

Balasuriya 2000

(Tissa, Director of the Centre of Society and Religion in Sri Lanka, “Globalization and Human Solidarity”, http://www.religion-online.org/showchapter.asp?title=1449&C=1279)

A culture may be seen to be, in a sense, a simple reality of a pattern of relationships. On the other hand it can be made up of intricate nuances that may not be so easily understood and appreciated by outsiders to the culture. The building of togetherness within a country and among countries depends on the acceptance by different cultural groups of a basic equality in dignity and rights among them. Cultural groups that are powerful or are a majority in a country must recognize the rights and dignity of other cultural groups. There may thus be a genuine cultural integration in a community without an attempt at assimilation of the smaller group into the cultural ethos of the majority. Failure to do so leads to cultural and even violent conflicts as in Sri Lanka in recent decades. Different cultures may be harmoniously integrated within a community when their identities and rights are recognized and respected. Cultures when not given the due respect can be a line of division within a community and in the wider world. The divisiveness may be due to the sense of difference and discrimination as well as of superiority or inferiority of cultures or sub-cultures on the basis of religion, social class or caste. The differences of cultures are thus often a cause of conflict among peoples, especially when economic conditions are difficult. Ingrained perceptions of cultural superiority of one group over others have led to conflicts such as the European invasion of the rest of the world to “civilize” them, and of Hitler Germany’s attitude of ethnic purification towards Jews. Centuries of Christian religious legitimation of and support for Western imperialism was based on the conviction of a necessary Christian salvific mission towards others.

This debate round is key—Even though the overview effect was first engendered by the perspective of the Earth from the Moon, the full ethic of human togetherness needs to be re-articulated today through imaginative participation in the fashioning of new human values

Cashford, 2003 (Jules, The Moon: Myth and Image, p 366, this chapter available electronically at http://www.mnemosynefoundation.com/main_troubadourpress_cashford_2.htm)

Viewing the mythic images of the Moon in the light of different kinds of participation, it would seem that stories of the Moon carry an early stage of exploration of questions about life on Earth. These stories, it could be argued, constitute a necessary stage in the asking of these questions, even though, from a later perspective, some stories are not true and appear to be nonsense, and other stories no longer entrance and so can no longer be told. But it may be possible to save the essence, while abandoning the form in which the essence was originally expressed. In other words, the vision of a unified world, which the lunar myth embodied, is not necessarily disproved because of the simplistic way in which it was once understood; it may rather be that consciousness explored it - perhaps inevitably - at too literal a level. For mythic images do not die out, they merely change their form, and we continue to dream them onwards in new clothes under other names. 55 In the long journey from original to final participation, we might expect that images of a unified world become real at a different level of understanding, so that what was once belief becomes metaphor. The image of the universe as an unbroken wholeness - as composed of a web of relationships, containing an ocean of energy, having an implicate as well as explicate order, being a continual process of movement with no absolute point of rest - these are images from modem sub-atomic physics. Whereas in the myth of the Goddess, of which the myth of the Moon was one expression, these images were believed to be true because all life was of the substance of the Goddess, she who was worshipped under a thousand names. However, the language of the new science might remind us that all the great mystic teachers have had a holistic vision, embodied in a passion for right living: the notion of Buddha consciousness in all things, the Hindu vision of Thou art That, and the words of Jesus in the Gnostic Gospel According to Thomas: Cleave (a piece of) wood, I am there; lift up the stone and you will find Me there.56 The focus of Barfield's discussion is the evolution of consciousness and how to reunite ourselves with the natural world without forsaking the supreme achievements of the last 2000 years: the persistent differentiation of the human intellect, the hard-won autonomy of human will and reason, wrested from the grip and spell of various religions, the painful creation of interiority and the subjective self, and the forging of the individual in counterpole to the collective norms of the tribe. It was both a condition and a consequence of these discoveries that the objective world would lose its numinosity, and that disenchantment with 'nature' would bring arrogance and alienation, together with a yearning to return to the original ground of being. What, then, can take us forward? Barfield's answer is imaginative participation, but what if the very attribute we need to rescue us has become atrophied over the millennia of its disuse? What, to return to the earlier question, if the last two thousand years of 'mythological conditioning' prevent us from being open to the way out?

CONTENTION 4: THE NEW FRONTIER

First, Social progress is stagnating—the fundamental values of emancipation and egalitarianism are fading and societies are becoming decadent and stagnant—a new conceptual frontier is the only hope for reviving progressive human advancement

Zubrin, 1994

(Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)

Turner presented his paper in 1893. Just three years earlier, in 1890, the American frontier was declared closed: the line of settlement that had always defined the furthermost existence of western expansion had actually met the line of settlement coming east from California. Now, a century later, we face the question that Turner himself posed — what if the frontier is gone? What happens to America and all it has stood for? Can a free, egalitarian, democratic, innovating society with a can-do spirit be preserved in the absence of room to grow? Perhaps the question was premature in Turner's time, but not now. Currently we see around us an ever more apparent loss of vigor of American society: increasing fixity of the power structure and bureaucratization of all levels of society; impotence of political institutions to carry off great projects; the cancerous proliferation of regulations affecting all aspects of public, private and commercial life; the spread of irrationalism; the banalization of popular culture; the loss of willingness by individuals to take risks, to fend for themselves or think for themselves; economic stagnation and decline; the deceleration of the rate of technological innovation and a loss of belief in the idea of progress itself. Everywhere you look, the writing is on the wall. Without a frontier from which to breathe life, the spirit that gave rise to the progressive humanistic culture that America has offered to the world for the past several centuries is fading. The issue is not just one of national loss — human progress needs a vanguard, and no replacement is in sight. The creation of a new frontier thus presents itself as America's and humanity's greatest social need. Nothing is more important: Apply what palliatives you will, without a frontier to grow in, not only American society, but the entire global civilization based upon Western enlightenment values of humanism, reason, science and progress will die.

A new conceptual frontier is need to prevent regression into war, tyranny, and genocide

Zubrin, 1994

(Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)

The frontier drove the development of democracy in America by creating a self-reliant population which insisted on the right to self-government. It is doubtful that democracy can persist without such people. True, the trappings of democracy exist in abundance in America today, but meaningful public participation in the process has all but disappeared. Consider that no representative of a new political party has been elected president of the United States since 1860. Likewise, neighborhood political clubs and ward structures that once allowed citizen participation in party deliberations have vanished. And with a re-election rate of 95 percent, the U.S. Congress is hardly susceptible to the people's will. Regardless of the will of Congress, the real laws, covering ever broader areas of economic and social life, are increasingly being made by a plethora of regulatory agencies whose officials do not even pretend to have been elected by anyone. 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 the spirit into democracy in America in the first place. As Americans showed Europe in the last century, so in the next the Martians can show us the path away from oligarchy. There are greater threats that a humanist society faces in a closed world than the return of oligarchy, and if the frontier remains closed, we are certain to face them in the 21st century. These threats are the spread of various sorts of anti-human ideologies and the development of political institutions that incorporate the notions that spring from them as a basis of operation. At the top of the list of such pathological ideas that tend to spread naturally in a closed society is the Malthus theory, which holds that since the world's resources are more or less fixed, population growth must be restricted or all of us will descend into bottomless misery. Malthusianism is scientifically bankrupt — all predictions made upon it have been wrong, because human beings are not mere consumers of resources. Rather, we create resources by the development of new technologies that find use for them. The more people, the faster the rate of innovation. This is why (contrary to Malthus) as the world's population has increased, the standard of living has increased, and at an accelerating rate. Nevertheless, in a closed society Malthusianism has the appearance of self-evident truth, and herein lies the danger. It is not enough to argue against Malthusianism in the abstract — such debates are not settled in academic journals. Unless people can see broad vistas of unused resources in front of them, the belief in limited resources tends to follow as a matter of course. And 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. The inevitable result is tryanny, war and genocide. Only in a universe of unlimited resources can all men be brothers.
Now is key—all efforts to combat oppression and domination require a recommitment to the notion of progress and rationality—any alternative revolutionary movement is doomed to failure

Bookchin 1994

(Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)

In a very real sense, the past fifteen or more years have been remarkably ahistorical, albeit highly eventful, insofar as they have not been marked by any lasting advance toward a rational society. Indeed, if anything, they would seem to tilting toward a regression, ideologically and structurally, to barbarism, despite spectacular advances in technology and science, whose outcome we cannot foresee. There cannot be a dialectic, however, that deals "dialectically" with the irrational, with regression into barbarism--that is to say, a strictly Negative Dialectics. Both Adorno's book of that name and Horkheimer and Adorno's The Dialectic of Enlightenment, which traced the "dialectical" descent of reason (in Hegel's sense) into instrumentalism, were little more than mixed farragoes of convoluted neo-Nietzschean verbiage, often brilliant, often colorful, often excitingly informative, but often confused, rather dehumanizing and, to speak bluntly, irrational.[24] A "dialectic" that lacks any spirit of transcendence (Aufhebung) and denies the "negation of the negation" is spurious at its very core.[25] One of the earliest attempts to "dialectically" deal with social regression was the little-known "retrogression thesis," undertaken by Josef Weber, the German Trotskyist theorist who was the exile leader of the Internationale Kommunisten Deutschlands (IKD). Weber authored the IKD's program "Capitalist Barbarism and Socialism," which was published in November 1944 in Max Schachtman's New International during the bitterest days of the Second World War and posed the question that many thinking revolutionaries of that distant era faced: What forms would capitalism take if the proletariat failed to make a socialist revolution after the Second World War?[26] As the title of the IKD document suggests, not all Marxists, perhaps fewer than we may think, regarded socialism as "inevitable" or thought that there would necessarily be a socialist "end to history" after the war. Indeed, many who I knew as a dissident Trotskyist fifty years ago were convinced that barbarism was as serious a danger for the future as socialism was its greatest hope.[27] The prospect of barbarism that we face today may differ in form from what revolutionary Marxists faced two generations ago, but it does not differ in kind. The future of Civilization is still very much in the balance, and the very memory of alternative emancipatory visions to capitalism are becoming dimmer with each generation. Although the "imaginary" and subjective are certainly elements in social development, contemporary capitalism is steadily dissolving the uniqueness of "imaginaries" of earlier, more diverse cultures. Indeed, capitalism is increasingly leveling and homogenizing society, culturally and economically, to a point that the same commodities, industrial techniques, social institutions, values, even desires, are being "universalized" to an unprecedented degree in humanity's long career. At a time when the mass-manufactured commodity has become a fetish more potent than any archaic fetish that early cultures "imagined"; when the glossy tie and three-piece suit is replacing traditional sarongs, cloaks, and shoulder capes; when the word "business" requires fewer and fewer translations in the world's diverse vocabularies; and when English has become the lingua franca not only of so-called "educated classes" but people in ordinary walks of life (need I add more to this immensely long list?), it is odd that the idiosyncratic in various cultural constellations are now acquiring a significance in academic discourse that they rarely attained in the past. This discourse may be a way of side-stepping a much-needed examination of the challenges posed by recent capitalist developments, and instead mystifying them in convoluted discussions that fill dense academic tomes and, particularly in the case of Foucault and postmodernism, satisfying the "imaginaries" of self-centered individuals, for whom the paint spray can has become the weapon of choice with which to assault the capitalist system and hair shaved into a rooster comb the best way to affront the conventional petty bourgeoisie. Stated bluntly: no revolutionary movement can grow if its theorists essentially deny Bloch's "principle of hope," which it so needs for an inspired belief in the future; if they deny universal History that affirms sweeping common problems that have besieged humanity over the ages; if they deny the shared interests that give a movement the basis for a common struggle in achieving a rational dispensation of social affairs; if they deny a processual rationality and a growing idea of the Good based on more than personalistic (or "intersubjective" and "consensual") grounds; if they deny the powerful civilizatory dimensions of social development (ironically, dimensions that are in fact so useful to contemporary nihilists in criticizing humanity's failings); and if they deny historical Progress. Yet in present-day theoretics, a series of events replaces History, cultural relativism replaces Civilization, and a basic pessimism replaces a belief in the possibility of Progress. What is more sinister, mythopoesis replaces reason, and dystopia the prospect of a rational society. What is at stake in all these displacements is an intellectual and practical regression of appalling proportions--an especially alarming development today, when theoretical clarity is of the utmost necessity. What our times require is a social-analysis that calls for a revolutionary and ultimately popular movement, not a psycho-analysis that issues self-righteous disclaimers for "beautiful souls," ideologically dressed in cloaks of personal virtue. Given the disparity between what rationally should be and what currently exists, reason may not necessarily become embodied in a free society. If and when the realm of freedom ever does reach its most expansive form, to the extent that we can envision it, and if hierarchy, classes, domination, and exploitation are ever abolished, we would be obliged to enter that realm only as free beings, as truly rational, ethical, and empathetic "knowing animals," with the highest intellectual insight and ethical probity, not as brutes coerced into it by grim necessity and fear. 

Only a commitment to the colonization of Mars can provide the kind of conceptual frontier needed for revitalizing human progress

Zubrin, 1994

(Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)

I believe that humanity's new frontier can only be on Mars. MARS HAS WHAT IT TAKES Why Mars? Why not on Earth, under the oceans or in such remote region as Antarctica? And if it must be in space, why on Mars? Why not on the Moon or in artificial satellites in orbit about the Earth? It is true that settlements on or under the sea or in Antarctica are entirely possible, and their establishment and access would be much easier than that of Martian colonies. Nevertheless, the fact of the matter is that at this point in history such terrestrial developments cannot meet an essential requirement for a frontier — to wit, they are insufficiently remote to allow for the free development of a new society. In this day and age, with modern terrestrial communication and transportation systems, no matter how remote or hostile the spot on Earth, the cops are too close. If people are to have the dignity that comes with making their own world, they must be free of the old. Why then not the Moon? The answer is because there's not enough there. True, the Moon has a copious supply of most metals and oxygen, in the form of oxidized rock, and a fair supply of solar energy, but that's about it. For all intents and purposes, the Moon has no hydrogen, nitrogen or carbon — three of the four elements most necessary for life. (They are present in the Lunar soil, but only in parts per million quantities, somewhat like gold in sea water. If there were concrete on the Moon, Lunar colonists would mine it to get its water out.) You could bring seeds to the Moon and grow plants in enclosed greenhouses there, but nearly every atom of carbon, nitrogen and hydrogen that goes into making those plants would have to be imported from another planet. While sustaining a Lunar scientific base under such conditions is relatively straightforward, growing a civilization there would be impossible. The difficulties involved in supporting significant populations in artificial orbiting space colonies would be even greater. Mars has what it takes. 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 a new. The Red Planet may appear at first glance to be a desert, but beneath its sands are oceans of water in the form of permafrost, enough in fact (if it were melted and Mars' terrain were smoothed out) to cover the entire planet with an ocean several hundred meters deep. Mars' atmosphere is mostly carbon-dioxide, providing enormous supplies of the two most important biological elements in a chemical form from which they can be directly taken up and incorporated into plant life. Mars has nitrogen too, both as a minority constituent in its atmosphere (three percent) and probably as nitrate beds in its soil as well. For the rest, all the metals, silicon, sulfur, phosphorus, inert gases and other raw materials needed to create not only life but an advanced technological civilization can readily be found on Mars. The United States has, today, all the technology needed to send humans to Mars. If a "travel light and live off the land" strategy such as the Mars Direct plan were adopted, then the first human exploration mission could be launched within 10 years at a cost per year less than 20 percent of NASA's existing budget. Once humans have reached Mars, bases could rapidly be established to support not only exploration, but experimentation to develop the broad range of civil, agricultural, chemical and industrial engineering techniques required to turn the raw materials of Mars into food, propellant, ceramics, plastics, metals, wires, structures, habitats, etc. As these techniques are mastered, Mars will become capable of supporting an ever-increasing population, with an expanding division of labor, capable of mounting engineering efforts on an exponentially increasing scale. Once the production infrastructure is in place, populating Mars will not be a problem — under current medical conditions an immigration rate of 100 people per year would produce population growth on Mars in the 21st century comparable to that which occured in Colonial America in the 17th. Within a century, an engineering capability could be created on Mars with the capability to literally transform the planet, if not to a fully Earth-like environment, at least to the warm, wet conditions of Mars'primitive past, making a desert world into a home for a new spectrum of descendants of terrestrial life. Mars is remote and can be settled. The fact that Mars can be settled and altered defines it as the New World that can create the basis for a positive future for terrestrial humanity for the next several centuries.

EVERY MOMENT MATTERS: we must move forward or social stagnation is inevitable

Zubrin, 1994

(Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)

Terraforming Mars will drive the development of new and more powerful sources of energy; settling the Red Planet will drive the development of ever faster modes of space transportation. Both of these capabilities in turn will open up new frontiers ever deeper into the outer solar system, and the harder challenges posed by these new environments will drive the two key technologies of power and propulsion ever more forcefully. The key is not to let the process stop. If it is allowed to stop for any length of time, society will crystallize into a static form that is inimical to the resumption of progress. That is what defines the present age as one of crisis. Our old frontier is closed. The first signs of social crystallization are clearly visible. Yet progress, while slowing, is still extant: Our people still believe in it and our ruling institutions are not yet incompatible with it. We still possess the greatest gift of the inheritance of a 400-year long Renaissance: To wit, the capacity to initiate another by opening the Martian frontier. If we fail to do so, our culture will not have that capacity long. Mars is harsh. Its settlers will need not only technology, but the scientific outlook, creativity and freethinking individualistic inventiveness that stand behind it. Mars will not allow itself to be settled by people from a static society — those people won't have what it takes. We still do. Mars today waits for the children of the old frontier, but Mars will not wait forever.
Thus the plan: The United States Federal Government should fully fund a human mission to Mars.

CONTENTION 5: SOLVENCY

Leading experts in the field conclude that funding a human mission to Mars can establish a human colony using current technology—the United States is the only capable actor

Kaplan Dec 30 2010

(Jeremy A., Exec Editor of PC Magazine, “NASA Scientist Publishes 'Colonizing the Red Planet,' a How-To Guide”, http://www.pcmag.com/author-bio/jeremy-a.-kaplan)

Read more: http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2010/12/30/nasa-scientist-publishes-colonizing-red-planet-guide/#ixzz1QUXVmFVN

A manned mission to Mars would be the greatest adventure in the history of the human race. And one man knows how to make it a reality. In fact, he just wrote the book on it -- literally. Joel Levine, senior research scientist with NASA's Langley Research Center and co-chair of NASA's Human Exploration of Mars Science Analysis Group, just published "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet." The book reads like a who's who of Mars mission science, featuring senators, astronauts, astrophysicists, geologists and more on getting to Mars, studying its atmosphere and climate, the psychological and medical effects on the crew and other details. There's even a section detailing the science of sex on Mars, should NASA attempt to create a permanent colony there. "For the last three years, I've been co-chairing a panel of about 30 U.S. and Canadian scientists, coming up with a blueprint, purely from a scientific perspective, of humanity's role on Mars," Levine told FoxNews.com. He was asked to put together a special edition of the Journal of Cosmology exploring the topic, which was just published as the new book. "The United States of America is the only country that can do this successfully right now," he said. And to remain the technological leader of the world, he argued, we need to do this. And it's quite possible, the book notes; after all, a trip to Mars isn't even a lengthy one. "The trip to Mars would take on the order of 220 days using today’s chemical propulsion technology," writes Steven A. Hawley, a former astronaut now with the department of physics and astronomy at the University of Kansas, in a chapter on the challenges and sacrifices of the trip to Mars. He suggests either a short duration or longer duration stay before the return trip. "The longer surface mission would enable significant science, but also expose the crew to greater risk if systems don’t function as planned." But regardless of whether a colony is initially established, Levine is passionate -- and poetic -- about a trip to Mars. "When we do this, the human species will be a two-planet species for the first time ever," he said. A trip to Mars would open up countless revelations and possibly answer one of the greatest questions science today seeks to answer: is there life elsewhere in the universe? "The search for life outside the Earth is one of the key questions in all of science," he told FoxNews.com, "and of all the objects in the Solar System, Mars is the most likely." Many scientists speculate that life may exist on the red planet today in the form of microorganisms, and the book concludes that a manned mission could very well answer that question for once and all. "All of the articles here conclude that yes, it's possible that when we go to Mars we will find microorganism at the surface or below the surface." Another question Levine believes the mission will answer deals with the strange history of Mars -- which he called the most intriguing, and the most confusing planet in the solar system. Today Mars has no liquid water and a very, very thin atmosphere -- it's like the Earth's atmosphere at 100,000 feet, he said. Yet we have very, very strong evidence that its surface used to be covered with water. What happened to it all? "What catastrophic event led to Mars going from an Earth-like planet to a very inhospitable planet today?" he asked. The Mars mission would send humans there to study that, and see if there's a lesson in the planet for the future of Earth. Levine has a general timeline in mind for the mission, which he hopes to launch by 2040. He believes we could launch the missions far sooner, however -- if we could afford to. Tragically, the major problem for getting humans to Mars isn't building new spacecraft, furthering science, or inventing new technologies, he says. The only hold-up is the budget. "NASA's budget is 18 billion a year, and I don't think we can seriously plan a launch until 2040" given those funds, he said. "If NASA's budget went up 3 billion a year, or 5 billion a year, we could do it in half the time."
Human missions to Mars snowball into human colonization of space

Rapp 2007 (Donald, PhD – Chemical Physics, Human Missions to Mars: Enabling Technologies for Exploring the Red Planet, SpringerLink Online Book)
Human missions to Mars represent the pinnacle of solar system exploration for the next half-century.  In addition to providing a means of searching for life on Mars, such missions would represent an inspiring engineering achievement, and create a new era of expansion of humanity into space.  Because such missions would require a major technological effort as well as very large expenditures, they remain for the moment as futuristic concepts embodied in paper studies by advocates and enthusiasts.  In the world of science and engineering, there is room for advocates and skeptics.  Advocates play an important role in imagining what might be, and stubbornly pursue a dream that may be difficult to realize, but which in the end may be achievable.  Skeptics identify the barriers, difficulties, pitfalls, and unknowns that impede the path, and point out the technical developments needed to enable fulfillment of the dream.

Lastly, our timeframe is fast: We can be on Mars in 4 years and we can do it with current technology

Zubrin, May 14 2011

(Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “How We Can Fly to Mars in This Decade—And on the Cheap”, Wall Street Journal Online, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703730804576317493923993056.html)

Nothing in this plan is beyond our current technology, and the costs would not be excessive. Falcon-9 Heavy launches are priced at about $100 million each, and Dragons are cheaper. With this approach, we could send expeditions to Mars at half the cost to launch a Space Shuttle flight. There is no question that this plan involves considerable risk, and a variety of missions, technology developments and testing programs in advance might reduce that risk. But if we try to do even a significant fraction before committing to the mission, we will never get to Mars. Is it responsible to forgo any expenditure that might reduce the risk to the crew? I believe so. The purpose of the space program is to explore space, and its expenditures come at the cost of other national priorities. If we want to reduce risk to human life, there are vastly more effective ways of doing so than by spending $10 billion per year for the next two or three decades on a human spaceflight program mired in low Earth orbit. We could spend the money on childhood vaccinations, fire escape inspections, highway repairs, better body armor for the troops—take your pick. For NASA managers to demand that the mission be delayed for decades while hundreds of billions are spent to marginally reduce the risk to a handful of volunteers, when the same funds spent on other priorities could save the lives of tens of thousands, is narcissistic in the extreme. The Falcon 9 Heavy is scheduled for its first flight in 2013. All of the other hardware elements in this plan could be made ready for flight within the next few years. NASA's astronauts have gone nowhere new since 1972, but these four decades of wasteful stagnation need not continue. If President Obama were to act decisively and embrace this plan, we could have our first team of human explorers on the Red Planet by 2016.
***Inherency
Funding Cut

All efforts to put humans on Mars have been cancelled

Spudies and Zubrin May 30 2010

(Paul D. and Robert, Planetary Scientist/Former Astronaut and President of the Mars Society, “NASA’s mission to nowhere”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/may/31/nasas-mission-to-nowhere/)

In a speech given at the Kennedy Space Center last month, President Obama reaffirmed his administration’s decision to cancel Constellation, NASA’s program to create new vehicles for human flights to the moon and Mars. If implemented, this decision will guarantee a decade of non-achievement by NASA’s human spaceflight program, at a cost of more than $100 billion. Although we are known for holding different opinions on the order and importance of specific objectives in space, we are united in our concern over this move to turn away from the Vision for Space Exploration (hereafter referred to as Vision). Vision gave NASA’s human spaceflight program a clear direction: to reach the moon and Mars. Congressional authorization bills in 2005 (under Republican leadership) and 2008 (under Democratic leadership) endorsed this goal. The agency created the Constellation program to build the Ares 1 and Ares 5 launch vehicles, the Orion spacecraft and other hardware needed to go to the moon and Mars. A timeline was set, and objectives were articulated to achieve Vision’s first major milestone - a sustainable return to the moon by the end of the present decade to gain knowledge, reacquire operational experience and use local resources to create capabilities for our reach to Mars and beyond. Vision had its roots in the 2003 report of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board, which asserted that the goals associated with human spaceflight must be worthy of its costs and risks. In canceling Constellation and Vision, the administration is proposing to return NASA to its pre-Columbia template of operating on a “flexible path” involving no commitment to any specific timeline, achievement or objective. This new direction, coming just as the space-shuttle program is set to end, threatens America’s human spaceflight effort not merely with stagnation but also with cancellation. The new plan proposes to contract with private companies to design and develop vehicles for human flights to low Earth orbit (LEO) and the International Space Station. The agency will research advanced technologies in the coming five years before picking a heavy-lift rocket design. Human missions are next - to an asteroid in 15 years and to orbit Mars in 25 years. A human Mars landing supposedly will occur afterward - sometime. The idea of contracting with the private sector for launch and transport to LEO is not new. This capability was encouraged and started under Vision. The difference under the new direction is the termination of any capability by the federal government of the United States to send people into space.
Obama cut NASA’s funding, gutting any chance of Mars exploration

USA Today 5-25-11 (LexisNexis)

By 2005, in keeping with President Kennedy's intent and America's resolve, NASA was developing the Constellation program, focusing on a return to the moon while simultaneously developing the plans and techniques to venture beyond, and eventually to Mars.  The program enjoyed near-unanimous support, being approved and endorsed by the Bush administration and by both Democratic and Republican Congresses. However, due to its congressionally authorized funding falling victim to Office of Management and Budget cuts, earmarks and other unexpected financial diversions, Constellation fell behind schedule. An administration-appointed review committee concluded the Constellation program was "not viable" due to inadequate funding.  President Obama proposed 2011 budget did not include funds for Constellation, therefore essentially canceling the program. It sent shock waves throughout NASA, the Congress and the American people. Nearly $10 billion had been invested in design and development of the program.  Many respected experts and members of Congress voiced concern about the president's proposal. Some supported the president's plan, but most were critical. The supporters' biases were often evident, particularly when there was a vested or economic interest in the outcome.   Obama’s advisers, in searching for a new and different NASA strategy with which the president could be favorably identified, ignored NASA's operational mandate 

and strayed widely from President Kennedy's vision and the will of the American people.

***Get off the Rock

Extinction Inevitable
Short timeframe for human extinction: experts predict 100 years

The Economist, 5-9-2011

(“Onward, Specks”, http://www.economist.com/blogs/democracyinamerica/2011/05/futurology?fsrc=scn/fb/wl/bl/onwardspecks)

This newfound appreciation for the depths of time has led a handful of thinkers like [Sir Martin Rees, the Astronomer Royal], a theoretical cosmologist by training, to begin venturing some of humanity’s first real educated guesses about what may lie far, far, far ahead. Serious futurologists are not a large group yet. “It’s a fairly new area of inquiry,” says Nick Bostrom, an Oxford University philosophy professor who heads the school’s Future of Humanity Institute. But they are trying to give a first draft of a map of the future, using the kinds of rigor that theologians and uneducated guessers from previous generations didn’t have at their disposal. Broadly speaking, the futurologists are concerned with two questions—what's going to happen to the earth, and what's going to happen to the people living on it? Those are really different questions, and the first, at least, has a relatively straightforward answer. The earth is going to be just fine for millions and billions of years. Cosmologists get into the details, but the basic line is that it's going to be out in space, unthinkingly orbiting the sun, until the sun runs out and it does something else. So when we talk about "saving the planet" we really mean "save ourselves, please". That brings us to the second question. It also has a somewhat straightforward answer. As George W Bush put it, in the long run we'll all be dead. But how long is the long run? In 2003, Mr Rees gave it a 50/50 chance that humans will go extinct in the next hundred years; Mr Bostrom puts the odds of that at about 25%.

We have 46 years to get off the rock or we face extinction

Tierney, 2007 (John, New York Times Staff Writer, “A Survival Imperative for Space Colonization”, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/17/science/17tier.html, July 17)

In 1993, J. Richard Gott III computed with scientific certainty that humanity would survive at least 5,100 more years. At the time, I took that as reason to relax, but Dr. Gott has now convinced me I was wrong. He has issued a wake-up call: To ensure our long-term survival, we need to get a colony up and running on Mars within 46 years. If you’re not awakened yet, I understand. It’s only prudent to be skeptical of people who make scientific forecasts about the end of humanity. Dr. Gott, a professor of astrophysics at Princeton, got plenty of grief after he made his original prediction in 1993. But in the ensuing 14 years, his prophetic credentials have strengthened, and not merely because humanity is still around.  Dr. Gott has used his technique to successfully forecast the longevity of Broadway plays, newspapers, dogs and, most recently, the tenure in office of hundreds of political leaders around the world. He bases predictions on just one bit of data, how long something has lasted already; and on one assumption, that there is nothing special about the particular moment that you’re observing this phenomenon. This assumption is called the Copernican Principle, after the astronomer who assumed he wasn’t seeing the universe from a special spot in the center. Suppose you want to forecast the political longevity of the leader of a foreign country, and you know nothing about her country except that she has just finished her 39th week in power. What are the odds that she’ll leave office in her 40th week? According to the Copernican Principle, there’s nothing special about this week, so there’s only a 1-in-40 chance, or 2.5 percent, that she’s now in the final week of her tenure.  It’s equally unlikely that she’s still at the very beginning of her tenure. If she were just completing the first 2.5 percent of her time in power, that would mean her remaining time would be 39 times as long as the period she’s already served — 1,521 more weeks (a little more than 29 years).  So you can now confidently forecast that she will stay in power at least one more week but not as long as 1,521 weeks. The odds of your being wrong are 2.5 percent on the short end and 2.5 percent on the long end — a total of just 5 percent, which means that your forecast has an expected accuracy of 95 percent, the scientific standard for statistical significance.  And you can apply this Copernican formula to lots of other phenomena by assuming they’re neither in the first 2.5 percent nor the final 2.5 percent of their life spans. Now, that range is so broad it may not seem terribly useful to you, and Dr. Gott readily concedes that his Copernican formula often is not the ideal method. The best the formula could do regarding Bill Clinton, who had been president for 127 days when the 1993 paper in Nature was published, was predict he would serve at least three more days but not more than 13.6 more years. You could have gotten a narrower range by using other information, like actuarial data from previous presidencies, or factoring in the unlikelihood that the Constitution would be changed so he could serve more than two terms. But the beauty of the Copernican formula is that it allows you to make predictions when you don’t have any other information, which is how Dr. Gott managed to predict the tenure of virtually every other nation’s leader that day in 1993 — a total of 313 leaders. If none of those still in power stays in office beyond age 100, Dr. Gott’s accuracy rate will turn out to be almost exactly 95 percent.  Some philosophers and experts in probability theory have argued that Dr. Gott is making unwarranted deductions from past life spans, and that it is wrong to assume there is nothing special about the moment we’ve chosen to make a forecast. (See www.tierneylab.com for details of the debate.) But last year two philosophers, Bradley Monton and Brian Kierland, analyzed the criticisms and concluded in an article in the Philosophical Quarterly that Dr. Gott had indeed come up with a useful tool for difficult situations — like trying to forecast doomsday without data from other planets. The Copernican formula predicts, based solely on our 200,000-year track record, that the human race is likely to survive at least 5,100 more years but not longer than 7.8 million — roughly the same prediction you’d make based on the longevity of past mammals on Earth, Dr. Gott says. That upper limit is a disappointment to those of us who imagine humans multiplying across the universe for billions of years. Dr. Gott doesn’t rule out that possibility, but the Copernican Principle makes him conclude it is unlikely.  
Extinction is inevitable by 2050 without space colonization

Daily Record ’02 `[Graham Brough, “WOULD THE LAST PERSON TO LEAVE EARTH PLEASE TURN OUT THE LIGHTS; EXPERTS WARN WE NEED TO MOVE PLANET AS MODERN LIFE KILLS OURS,” Jul 8, LN]

The Earth will be so gutted, wrecked, over-exploited and the barren seas so fished out that we will have to find a new planet – or even two - by 2050. Environmentalists at the World Wildlife Fund say we have just another half century of luxury living left before the Earth becomes a spent husk. By that time, we will either have to colonise space or risk human extinction as population and consumption expand. The worst culprits are Americans, who each consume more food and fuel per year than 25 Africans. With the chances of discovering another habitable planet still in the realms of science fiction, WWF says the only realistic chance for survival is to curb consumption. A new WWF report tomorrow will shame the Americans with a damning league table that shows how much land is needed to support a single American, European or African. It takes just over an acre of land to support a person from Burundi, one of Africa's poorest nations. A European needs 15 acres of land as his "footprint" on the globe. But a US citizen needs a staggering 30 acres, the highest consumer intake of any civilisation in the Earth's history . Critics say America is so devoted to conspicuous consumption, that space colonisation is more realistic than a lifestyle change.
Extinction is coming and it is our moral obligation to save the human race 

Leitner, Firneis 2011

(Johannes J. Leitner, Ph.D., University of Vienna, Research Platform on ExoLife, Tuerkenschanzstrasse 17, A-1180 Vienna, Austria, Maria G. Firneis, Ph.D. University of Vienna, Institute for Astronomy, Tuerkenschanzstrasse 17, A-1180 Vienna, Austria, Is A Manned (One-Way) Journey To Mars Our Responsibility?, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars151.html, 6-22-2011, DS) 

Life on Earth with its prodigious diversity and especially the homo sapiens sapiens as the most intelligent or at least most dominant species on Earth is exposed to permanent threats from inside and outside. Threats from inside as consequences of social conflicts and wars, but also pandemics denote only some of these conceivable scenarios. Impacts from asteroids have caused mass extinctions in the past and still pose the most popular risk for life on Earth. Furthermore gamma-ray bursts, supernovae, solar eruptions, cosmic rays and the stellar evolution of our Sun form additional astronomical hazards for life on our home-world. Certainly the chance for world-wide extinction is very low at present, but not zero. In this context the question is of importance how large is the risk (percentually) to demand a massive, expensive reaction from our side. Human life on Earth, being the most evolved species which we know up to now, according to our moral standards, has to be preserved absolutely. This is our responsibility! Colonizing our Solar System can help to minimize this risk of extinction and a manned journey to Mars should be the first step to initiate the conquest of space.

Extinction is inevitable because of what humans have done to the environment. Colonization of other planets is our only hope 

Mitchell, Staretz 2010

(Edgar D. Mitchell, Sc.D. Apollo 14 Lunar module pilot, Robert Staretz M.S., Our Destiny-A Space Faring Civilization?, Jorunal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars104.html, 6-24-11, DS)

The visionary Buckminister Fuller often referred to our planet as “Spaceship Earth”. It was his firm belief that we must all work together as a crew of Spaceship Earth if we are to survive let alone continue to thrive upon it, along with all other living creatures that share our beautiful planet. The available evidence suggests that global population growth fueled by our modern technologies of the last 100 years have created an unsustainable trajectory for all life on the planet. Our unprecedented consumption of nonrenewable resources and increasingly strong indications of run-away climate change have been greatly exacerbated by human activity of the last century. Together these factors suggest that we may soon be facing our first mass extinction event due to human activities. All previous extinction events have resulted from natural causes such as large meteor impacts or super-volcanic eruptions. Are we about to experience one due to our own inattention and misperceptions of how nature has maintained Earth’s environment over its entire history by our propensity to interrupt her natural processes on a massive scale?  Exploiting resources of the solar system, creating colonies in space, exploration of other planets, establishing colonies on them and eventually travel to other star systems offers us many lessons for a sustainable Earth although initially on a much smaller scale. Of necessity space colonies will have to be mostly self sufficient because of the vast distances from Earth. Aside from the long travel times to reach these remote outposts, the associated costs of shipping supplies and replacements parts will be prohibitively expensive. Our space colonies will be forced to live as close to self sufficiency as possible by utilizing local resources whenever practical. They will also have to make extensive use of recycling, reusing discarded materials and reducing consumption on a scale that has here-to-for been unprecedented. In a very real sense, space colonies will have to emulate consciously what nature has been doing for billions of years on Earth.

Humans have rendered the Earth uninhabitable. We must look for a new place to live.

Jendrysik 2011

(Mark S. Jendrysik, professor and chair of the Political Science and Public Administration Department of the University of North Dakota., Back to the Garden: New Visions of Post-Human Futures., Utopian Studies Volume 22.1, 6-25-11, DS)

The new environmental sensibility that has arisen since the 1960’s has made humanity more aware of the fragility of life. We are reminded again and again that human civilization often works against the health of the planet. As John Gray notes, “In wrecking the planetary environment humans are only doing what they have done innumerable times before on a local level.” )) Historical studies of the collapse of human societies in places like Greenland and Easter Island and in the Mayan jungles tell us that our survival is not assured. In the face of such evidence predictions of disaster cannot be dismissed. We face hard choices, whether we know it or not. For many our present situation is one of literally life or death. Jared Diamond asks: “The only question is whether [the world’s environmental problems] will be resolved in pleasant ways of our own choice, or in unpleasant ways not of our choice, such as genocide, starvation, disease epidemics, and collapses of societies.” )(We have become used to projections of impending doom. Books and articles announce that it is already too late to save our civilization or perhaps even the planet: “We may face planet wide devastation worse even than unrestricted nuclear war. . . . The climate war could kill nearly all of us.” )3 Predictions of environmental disaster have become a “secular theology of environmental collapse—the fearful conviction that the hopelessly corrupt world as we know it has entered its death throes, with massive destruction stalking ever nearer.” )8 But the current crisis goes beyond the human species. We face the possibility of killing the world before we kill ourselves. The intelligence that makes us the only species to create or modify our environment (in any real sense) also makes us the only creature that can destroy it. In the face of humanity’s overwhelming power over nature, current environmental thought asks us to reconsider our place in the world. In particular deep ecology asks for a fundamental recalculation of the place of human beings in the natural order. Deep ecology asks us to renounce our self- awarded privileged place above nature. We are part of that order not outside of it. We must recognize this fact and act, and act soon. We must make the well-being of nature, taken as whole, and not merely the well-being of human beings, the measure of what is right and good. We must recognize nature as a source of values. Indeed, we must see that nature is the true source of values: )4 “We need a new ethical basis whereby we recognize . . . the intrinsic value of and our dependence upon the non-human aspects of Nature.” ): Humans must reassess their place in the natural world, seeking a proper balance. But deep Utopian Studies 22.1 37 ecology as a philosophical position also contains a nagging fear, the fear that humans have destroyed the natural world and rendered it beyond saving, at least in anything like its current form. By destroying nature we have destroyed ourselves and ended any chance for technological civilization to survive. In this context two possible courses of action arise. First, we must prepare ourselves for life on a hostile planet, where few will survive. Or, second, we must face the possibility of a world without people, a world where humanity has destroyed itself, leaving space for nature to flourish. Either approach fills us with sadness. If humanity is part of nature, then nature without humanity will be diminished.
Colonization Solves
Space colonization prevents extinction due to asteroids

Siegfried, 2003

(W. H., Fellow at the The Boeing Company Space & Communications Group, “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)

SPACE COLONIZATION CAN HELP PROTECT EARTH FROM ASTEROID AND METEORITE HAZARDS (NEAR-EARTH-OBJECT IMPACTS) Over the last decade a large mass of evidence has been accumulated indicating that near-Earth-object (NEO) impact events constitute a real hazard to Earth. Congress held hearings on the phenomenon in 1998, and NASA created a small NEO program. Since 1988, a total (as of 7 August 2002) of some many thousand near-Earth objects (of which about 1,000 are larger that 1 km in diameter) have been catalogued that are potentially hazardous to Earth. New discoveries are accelerating. In just the last few months, a 2-mile-wide crater was discovered in Iraq dating from around 2000 to 3000 B.C. This impact was potentially responsible for the decline of several early civilizations. A similar crater was recently discovered in the North Sea. Major events have occurred twice in the last hundred years in remote areas where an object exploded near the Earth’s surface bur did not impact (such as in Russia). If either of these events had occurred over a populated area the death toll would have been enormous. Our armed forces are concerned that an asteroid strike could be interpreted as a nuclear attack, thus triggering retaliation. What higher goals could Space Colonization have than in helping to prevent the destruction of human life and to ensure the future of civilization? The odds of an object 1 km in diameter impacting Earth in this century range between 1 in 1,500 and 1 in 5,000 depending on the assumptions made. A 1-km-diameter meteoroid impact would create a crater 5 miles wide. The death toll would depend on the impact point. A hit at Ground Zero in New York would kill millions of people and Manhattan Island (and much of the surrounding area) would disappear. The resulting disruption to the Earth’s environment would be immeasurable by today’s standards. A concerted Space Colonization impetus could provide platforms for early warning and could, potentially, aid in deflection of threatening objects. NEO detection and deflection is a goal that furthers international cooperation in space and Space Colonization. Many nations can contribute and the multiple dimensions of the challenge would allow participation in many ways—from telescopes for conducting surveys, to studies of lunar and other planet impacts, to journeys to the comets. The Moon is a natural laboratory for the study of impact events. A lunar colony would facilitate such study and could provide a base for defensive action. Lunar and Mars cyclers could be a part of Space Colonization that would provide survey sites and become bases for mining the NEOs as a resource base for space construction. The infrastructure of Space Colonization would serve a similar purpose to the solar system as did that of the United States Interstate Highway system or the flood control and land reclamation in the American West did for the United States development. In short, it would allow civilization to expand into the high frontier.

Colonization prevents Extinction

Spudis ’04 [Paul, Principal Investigator in the Planetary Geology Program of the NASA Office of Space Science, Solar System Exploration Division and Senior Professional Staff, Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, August 4, 2004, http://www.spudislunarresources.com/Opinion_Editorial/The%20Space%20Program%20and%20the%20Meaning%20of%20Life.htm 

The race to the Moon did more than prove American technical skill and the power of a free society.  The real lesson and gift from Apollo was a wholly unexpected glimpse into our future.  From both the chemical and physical evidence of impact (which we learned from the record of the lunar rocks) and the fossil record, we discovered that large body collisions had occurred in our past and will occur again in our future.  Such catastrophes resulted in the widespread destruction of life, in some cases instantaneously eliminating more than 90% of all living species.  In short, we discovered that ultimately, life on Earth is doomed.  Our new understanding of impact as a fundamental geological force, leaves us only with the question of when, not if, the next large collision will occur.  And ‘when’ is something we cannot predict.     Human civilization is cumulative.  Our culture provides positive and beautiful things through music, art and knowledge – it embodies the wisdom of all who have gone before us.   With that wisdom, we have rejected the evil doctrines of slavery, Nazism and communism.   People live longer, happier and more productive lives as time goes on.  So one must ask, are we here for a reason and if so, to what purpose?     Before passing the torch to their children, humans feel the need to create something of long-term value –  something that will exist long after their time here on Earth.  Be it a garden or a cure for cancer, we want to leave this world a little bit better than we found it.  Will the prospect of our extinction harden our resolve to survive, or will it hasten the decay of our culture?  Without an escape hatch, our children will lose focus - lose sight of goals and grand visions.     The President’s Vision for Space directs us to extend human reach by developing new capabilities in space travel.  Returning to the Moon will facilitate that goal.  There we will gain technical ability and learn how to use the abundant energy and material resources waiting on other worlds.  With the knowledge of how to “live off the land” in space, we can move out into the universe – populating one world after another.     We must not die out here on Earth.  Our values, culture and ability to leave this planet set us apart as a species.  We have looked into the past and have seen the future of our world.  Life here on Earth is destined for extinction.  By venturing forth beyond Earth, we can ensure our survival.     To extend and preserve humanity and human achievement, we must advance new capabilities in space travel.  The President has asked for $1 Billion (about 0.0004 of the Federal budget) spread over the next four years, to begin this journey.  As we acquire capability with resources derived from the Moon and elsewhere, we will create a spacefaring infrastructure.
Colonization of Mars is key to preserve human diversity which is key to preventing EXTINCTION

Zubrin, 1994

(Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)

In the 21st Century, without a Martian frontier, there is no question that human diversity will decline severely. Already, in the late 20th century, advanced communication and transportation technologies have eroded the healthy diversity of human cultures on Earth, and this tendency can only accelerate in the 21st. On the other hand, if the Martian frontier is opened, then this same process of technological advance will also enable us to establish a new branch of human culture on Mars and eventually worlds beyond. The precious diversity of humanity can thus be preserved on a broader field, but only on a broader field. One world will be just too small a domain to allow the preservation of the diversity needed not just to keep life interesting, but to assure the survival of the human race.

Human survival requires going to Mars

Haque 2011

(Shirin, Ph.D. astronomer, University of the West Indies, The Beckoning Red Dot in the Sky, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars151.html, 6-21-2011 DS)

The human spirit of adventure and exploration of the unknown is likely encoded into our genetic makeup to ensure our survival as a species despite the risk and possible death to the soldiers of exploration at the frontier for the sake of the many that follow and the future.  Going to Mars is nothing more than the next logical step in our advancement of discovery and exploration. It must be done. Until we can do it -- we remain restless caged spirits. Sometimes, like in the case of the lunar landings, there was the dynamics of political agendas. Had there not been political agendas, I believe with certainty that humans would have landed on the moon nonetheless. It was the logical step at the time.  The opportunity to make history, to be the early charters risking it all is a small price for the satisfaction of doing it. It is an elixir of life only to experienced. It is a part of us in the deepest sense and what makes us human.  

Mars is the best option for colonization

Schulze-Makuch, Davies 2010

(Dirk, Paul, Ph.D. School of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Washington State University, Ph.D. Beyond Center, Arizona State University, To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars108.html, 6-21-2011, DS)
There are several reasons that motivate the establishment of a permanent Mars colony. We are a vulnerable species living in a part of the galaxy where cosmic events such as major asteroid and comet impacts and supernova explosions pose a significant threat to life on Earth, especially to human life. There are also more immediate threats to our culture, if not our survival as a species. These include global pandemics, nuclear or biological warfare, runaway global warming, sudden ecological collapse and supervolcanoes (Rees 2004). Thus, the colonization of other worlds is a must if the human species is to survive for the long term. The first potential colonization targets would be asteroids, the Moon and Mars. The Moon is the closest object and does provide some shelter (e.g., lava tube caves), but in all other respects falls short compared to the variety of resources available on Mars. The latter is true for asteroids as well. Mars is by far the most promising for sustained colonization and development, because it is similar in many respects to Earth and, crucially, possesses a moderate surface gravity, an atmosphere, abundant water and carbon dioxide, together with a range of essential minerals. Mars is our second closest planetary neighbor (after Venus) and a trip to Mars at the most favorable launch option takes about six months with current chemical rocket technology.  In addition to offering humanity a "lifeboat" in the event of a mega-catastrophe, a Mars colony is attractive for other reasons. Astrobiologists agree that there is a fair probability that Mars hosts, or once hosted, microbial life, perhaps deep beneath the surface (Lederberg and Sagan 1962; Levin 2010; Levin and Straat 1977, 1981; McKay and Stoker 1989; McKay et al. 1996; Baker et al. 2005; Schulze-Makuch et al. 2005, 2008, Darling and Schulze-Makuch 2010; Wierzchos et al. 2010; Mahaney and Dohm 2010). A scientific facility on Mars might therefore be a unique opportunity to study an alien life form and a second evolutionary record, and to develop novel biotechnology therefrom. At the very least, an intensive study of ancient and modern Mars will cast important light on the origin of life on Earth. Mars also conceals a wealth of geological and astronomical data that is almost impossible to access from Earth using robotic probes. A permanent human presence on Mars would open the way to comparative planetology on a scale unimagined by any former generation. In the fullness of time, a Mars base would offer a springboard for human/robotic exploration of the outer solar system and the asteroid belt. Finally, establishing a permanent multicultural and multinational human presence on another world would have major beneficial political and social implications for Earth, and serve as a strong unifying and uplifting theme for all humanity. 

We must colonize Mars before the space program becomes extinct

Gott 2011

(J. Richard Gott, Ph.D. Department of astrophysics, Princeton University, A One-Way Trip to Mars, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars151.html, 6-24-11, DS)

I've been advocating a one-way colonizing trip to Mars for many years (Gott, 1997, 2001, 2007). Here's what I said about it in my book, Time Travel in Einstein's Universe:  "The goal of the human spaceflight program should be to increase our survival prospects by colonizing space. ... we should concentrate on establishing the first self-supporting colony in space as soon as possible. ... We might want to follow the Mars Direct program advocated by American space expert Robert Zubrin. But rather than bring astronauts back from Mars, we might choose to leave them there to multiply, living off indigenous materials. We want them on Mars. That's where they benefit human survivability.... Many people might hesitate to sign up for a one-way trip to Mars, but the beauty is that we only have to find 8 adventurous, willing souls" (Gott 2001).  I've been stressing the fact that we should be in a hurry to colonize space, to improve our survival prospects, since my Nature paper in 1993 (Gott 1993). The real space race is whether we get off the planet before the money for the space program runs out. The human spaceflight program is only 50 years old, and may go extinct on a similar timescale. Expensive programs are often abandoned after a while. In the 1400s, China explored as far as Africa before abruptly abandoning its voyages. Right now we have all our eggs in one basket: Earth. The bones of extinct species in our natural history museums give mute testimony that disasters on Earth routinely occur that cause species to go extinct. It is like sailing on the Titanic with no lifeboats. We need some lifeboats. A colony on Mars might as much as double our long-term survival prospects by giving us two chances instead of one. 

Colonizing Mars solves extinction and has plenty of other benefits

Mitchell, Staretz 2010

(Edgar D. Mitchell, Sc.D. Apollo 14 Lunar module pilot, Robert Staretz M.S., Our Destiny-A Space Faring Civilization?, Jorunal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars104.html, 6-24-11, DS)

As a species we have always had an incredible curiosity and because of it the thought of exploration and exploitation of new frontiers has always excited our imagination and motivated our efforts. We now stand on the threshold of becoming a space faring civilization. Our very survival certainly for the long term depends upon it and probably for the near term as well. Throughout our history, we have never been able to predict the perils nor the benefits of exploration but in every case humanity has always prevailed over all obstacles and the rewards it has reaped have always far exceeded our expectations. This certainly will be the case with the exploration of Mars and the other planets and the moons of our solar system. Initially these will be purely exploratory missions but eventually exploration will turn to colonization. Ultimately as we continue to develop and our technological capabilities even the stars will be open to our explorations. Will humanity be prepared for the greatest discoveries of the history of our civilization? Will we find other intelligent civilizations far older and incredibly superior than our technological capabilities and collective wisdom? We end with speculation on the values, ethics and consciousness of these civilizations and lessons they may hold for the future of humanity.

Extinction is inevitable. Mars exploration is a must

Mitchell, Staretz 2010

(Edgar D. Mitchell, Sc.D. Apollo 14 Lunar module pilot, Robert Staretz M.S., Our Destiny-A Space Faring Civilization?, Jorunal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars104.html,6-24-11, DS)

There are many other reasons to travel to other worlds and beyond besides the urge to explore the unknown. One is the obvious long term motivation to become an inter-stellar space faring civilization. At some point in the distant future we will have no choice but to leave our home world. Our sun, already a middle aged star, is powered by fusing hydrogen in the nuclear inferno at its core. As the remaining fuel is consumed, the sun will continue to expand in size and with it the intensity of the radiation increasing at the planets. Already the sun’s output is 15% greater than it was a few billion years ago and eventually it will destroy all life on the planet. The long term prognosis is that the sun will expand to such a large degree that in due course it will cause our oceans to boil away into the vacuum of space leaving an uninhabitable desert wasteland behind.  More immediate concerns for inter-planetary travel but perhaps less well known by most of humanity are the issues associated with insuring a sustainable future for our civilization. Much of our planet’s non renewable resources such as ores and precious metals will not last forever especially with our already large and exponentially growing population. Mining and refining these ores in space for shipment to Earth will be necessary within short order if we are to maintain and broaden our current standard of living on the planet. Establishment of space colonies will also teach us much about sustainability issues and many will have direct applicability to the future of Earth. Until now our planet has had a thriving ecosystem because nature has long ago evolved and fine tuned Earth’s biogeochemical processes to maintain its long term stability. That stability is now being threatened by our own doing.

Extinction Impacts
We are the only hope for the survival of non-human life.  Even if human life is negatively valued, in the context of ALL LIFE humanity must survive

Matheny, 2011 (Pending)

(Jason Gaverick, research associate with the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, “Ought we worry about human extinction?”, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm)
Even accepting that future lives have value and that extinction risks can be cost-effectively reduced, there could still be reasons not to worry about human extinction. For instance, human lives might have negative moral value, in which case human extinction could be a good thing. This might have been Bertrand Russell’s sentiment when he wrote, “Although it is a gloomy view to suppose that life will die out, sometimes when I contemplate the things that people do with their lives I think it is almost a consolation.”[6] In the 20th century, more people, in absolute numbers, died of war, famine, and pestilence than ever before. But in the same century, more people did not die of war, famine, and pestilence than ever before. So even if we're especially pessimistic about average human welfare during the last century compared to others, it would be hard to argue that total welfare decreased. As long as average welfare was greater than zero – that is, the average life was preferable to suicide – then the century was a success for humanity. We will be capable of even greater moral nightmares in this century than in the last, but we will also be capable of securing greater welfare for a larger fraction of humanity. I suspect in this century, the average life will again be worth living, assuming we survive the century to judge. We should be more pessimistic when we review how nonhuman animals have fared in the last century. At present around 50 billion animals are raised and killed each year to feed humanity. (Many million animals are used for clothing, product testing, research, and entertainment, but their numbers are insignificant by comparison.) Since World War 2, with the invention of "factory farming," farm animals’ welfare has significantly deteriorated, as they now live in conditions that frustrate their most basic instincts (Singer, 2002, chapter 3). At the same time, we’re probably the only animal on Earth that routinely demonstrates compassion for other species. Such compassion is nearly universal in developed countries but we usually know too little, too late, for deeply ingrained habits, such as diets, to change. If improvements in other public morals were possible without any significant biological change in human nature, then the same should be true for our treatment of nonhuman animals, though it will take some time. Even without any change in public morals, it seems unlikely we will continue to use animals for very long – at least, nowhere near 50 billion per year. Our most brutal use of animals results not from sadism but from old appetites now satisfied with inefficient technologies that have not fundamentally changed in 10,000 years. Ours is the first century where newer technologies -- plant or in vitro meats, or meat from brainless animals -- could satisfy human appetites for meat more efficiently and safely (Edelman et al, 2005). As these technologies mature and become cheaper, they will likely replace conventional meat. If the use of sentient animals survives much beyond this century, we should be very surprised. This thought is a cure for misanthropy. As long as most humans in the future don't use sentient animals, the vast number of good lives we can create would outweigh any sins humanity has committed or is likely to commit. Even if it takes a century for animal farming to be replaced by vegetarianism (or in vitro meats or brainless farm animals), the century of factory farming would represent around 10^12 miserable life-years. That is one-billionth of the 10^21 animal life-years humanity could save by protecting Earth from asteroids for a billion years. The century of industrialized animal use would thus be the equivalent of a terrible pain that lasts one second in an otherwise happy 100-year life. To accept human extinction now would be like committing suicide to end an unpleasant itch. If human life is extinguished, all known animal life will be extinguished when the Sun enters its Red Giant phase, if not earlier. Despite its current mistreatment of other animals, humanity is the animal kingdom’s best long-term hope for survival.
Even if suffering has made human life not worth living NOW, our capacity for improving human welfare is increasing and human life will SOON BE WORTH LIVING

Matheny, 2011 (Pending) (Jason Gaverick, research associate with the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, “Ought we worry about human extinction?”, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm)

Ought humanity be saved? Even accepting that future lives have value and that extinction risks can be cost-effectively reduced, there could still be reasons not to worry about human extinction. For instance, human lives might have negative moral value, in which case human extinction could be a good thing. This might have been Bertrand Russell’s sentiment when he wrote, “Although it is a gloomy view to suppose that life will die out, sometimes when I contemplate the things that people do with their lives I think it is almost a consolation.”[6] In the 20th century, more people, in absolute numbers, died of war, famine, and pestilence than ever before. But in the same century, more people did not die of war, famine, and pestilence than ever before. So even if we're especially pessimistic about average human welfare during the last century compared to others, it would be hard to argue that total welfare decreased. As long as average welfare was greater than zero – that is, the average life was preferable to suicide – then the century was a success for humanity. We will be capable of even greater moral nightmares in this century than in the last, but we will also be capable of securing greater welfare for a larger fraction of humanity. I suspect in this century, the average life will again be worth living, assuming we survive the century to judge. 
Now is Key
Now is key—the faster the better—Mankind’s survival depends on the future of exploration – we cannot waste a single minute

AFP ’08 [Space key to mankind's survival: NASA chief  by Staff Writers Washington (AFP) Sept 25, 2008 http://www.space-travel.com/reports/Space_exploration_key_to_mankinds_survival_NASA_chief_999.html. MJS]
Mankind's very survival depends on the future exploration of space, said NASA chief Michael Griffin in an interview with AFP marking the 50th anniversary of the US space agency. This journey, said the veteran physicist and aerospace engineer, is full of unknowns and has only just begun. "Does the survival of human kind depend upon it? I think so," he said. Griffin compared the first walk on the Moon with Christopher Columbus's first voyage to the Americas. "He travelled for months and spent a few weeks in the Americas and returned home. He could hardly have said to have explored the New World. "So we have just begun to touch other worlds," said Griffin. "I think we must return to the Moon because it's the next step. It's a few days from home," he said, adding Mars was also "only a few months" from Earth. But Griffin acknowledged that like the 15th century explorers who embarked on their adventures without knowing what they would find, a leap of faith is required for space travel. "As we move out in our solar system, expanding human presence, we can't prove what we will find will be useful. "It was understood in Columbus's time that if voyagers discovered new lands they would find valuable things. We can't prove today that we can exploit what we find to the benefit of humankind." However, in the long run, Griffin believes "human populations must diversify if it wishes to survive." In explaining his goals for NASA in testimony to Congress in 2004, Griffin said: "The single overarching goal of human space flight is the human settlement of the solar system, and eventually beyond. "I can think of no lesser purpose sufficient to justify the difficulty of the enterprise, and no greater purpose is possible." In this effort, Griffin told AFP that cooperation between nations is key if mankind's calling to the final frontier is to be realized. "The space station is much bigger and better and more impressive and more productive as a result of the partnership with Canada, Russia, Europe, and Japan, than it would have been if we had done it ourselves," he said. However, the NASA head lamented the end of the space shuttle program in 2010, concerned that in the interim period at least the United States will be reliant on other nations to reach the heavens. "There will be a gap. I don't like it but there it is. For the US to lose even for a period of time independent access to space, I don't think it's a good thing." In the time between the shuttle retires and the new generation of US spacecraft -- Orion -- gets off the ground, US astronauts will have to rely on the Russian Soyuz spacecraft to reach the International Space Station. "I think that is a dangerous position to be in," said Griffin. "If anything at all in that five-year period goes wrong with the Russian Soyuz ... that is a great concern. 

AT – Genetic Drift

No risk of genetic drift: we have genes to burn

Tudge, ’85 (Colin, Director of the Food Ethics Council, “Men Do Have Their Uses”, New Scientist, Nov 28, GoogleBooks)

It cannot strictly speaking be argued, at the moment, that the human species is in danger of losing too many genes through genetic drift. Indeed, we have become by far the most numerous large animal that has ever lived, and between us we have genes to burn. On the other hand, by the same token, it can hardly be argued that the world needs extra individuals either. The biologically elegant course is to maintain maximum genetic variability within the minimum number of individuals; or at least to maintain maximum genetic variability within whatever number of individuals the population happens to contain. This incidentally is the opposite of eugenics, which is concerned with genetic ‘improvement’. The point here is vive la difference. And males are an important part of the population because they manage to provide an extra repository of genetic variability without having babies all over the place.
***The Overview Effect
Plan Solves Overview Effect

Human spaceflight transforms assumptions (leads to awareness of connectedness)

Ian O’Neill, PhD in solar physics, May 22, ’08. The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the "Overview Effect" Experienced by Astronauts (Ian, May 22, ’08. The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the "Overview Effect" Experienced by Astronauts, page @ http://www.universetoday.com/2008/05/22/....-by-astronauts)
Could be the best example yet of being "spaced out"? When in space, astronauts have repeatedly reported inexplicable euphoria, a "cosmic connection" or an increased sensitivity to their place in the Universe. The experience sounds like the ultimate high, or the ultimate enlightening; it would appear that without trying, astronauts are able to attain a similar mental state as meditating Buddhist monks. So what is happening when the human body is in space? Does zero-gravity create new connections in the brain? Or is it a natural human response to the vastness of space and realizing just how small we are in comparison? What ever the reason, it looks like even when astronauts are back on solid ground, they have changed profoundly…On March 6th, 1969, Rusty Schweikart experienced a feeling that the whole universe was profoundly connected. At the time, he was on a postponed space walk outside his Apollo 9 Lunar Module, carrying out tests for the forthcoming Moon landings. Already having suffered from space sickness (hence delaying the EVA) he felt a euphoric sensation: "When you go around the Earth in an hour and a half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with that whole thing. That makes a change… it comes through to you so powerfully that you're the sensing element for Man." - Russell "Rusty" Schweikart. Two years later, Apollo 14 astronaut, Edgar Mitchell (joint record holder with Alan Shepard for longest ever Moon walk of 9 hours and 17 minutes) reported experiencing an "Overview Effect". He described the sensation gave him a profound sense of connectedness, with a feeling of bliss and timelessness. He was overwhelmed by the experience. He became profoundly aware that each and every atom in the Universe was connected in some way, and on seeing Earth from space he had an understanding that all the humans, animals and systems were a part of the same thing, a synergistic whole. It was an interconnected euphoria. Schweikart and Mitchell's experiences are not isolated anomalies, many other astronauts since the 1970's have reported this Overview Effect. Andy Newberg, a neuroscientist/physician with experience in space medicine, hopes to find out whether this is an actual psychological phenomenon. Perhaps there is a medical reason for an actual change in an astronaut's brain function when in space. What's more, he's noticed a psychological change in the men and women that have come back from space: "You can often tell when you’re with someone who has flown in space, its palpable." - Andy Newberg Newberg has scanned many brains to try to understand how humans reach this euphoric state on Earth. The religious communities, transcendental mediators and others around the world are able to experience similar states and have been the focus of interest to neuroscientists. In some cases, the meditation leads some people to view the whole cosmos as an interconnected quantum web, where consciousness is not separate, but a part of the Universe. Now Newberg hopes to monitor the brain of one of the first space tourists so a better grasp of the brain function of a human in zero-G can be understood. Edgar Mitchell has said that his personal event has changed his life, revealing a Universe that had remained hidden until he experienced the Overview Effect on that Apollo 14 mission in 1971. Whether this effect is a physical change in the brain, or a deeper, yet to be discovered event, Newberg hopes to find some answers.

Retroactive advantage (overview effect)

Mars colonization is key to an egalitarian society back on Earth

Zubrin, 1994 (Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)

The parallel between the Martian frontier and that of 19th century America as technology drivers is, if anything, vastly understated. America drove technological progress in the last century because its western frontier created a perpetual labor shortage back East, thus forcing the development of labor saving machinery and providing a strong incentive for improvement of public education so that the skills of the limited labor force available could be maximized. This condition no longer holds true in America. In fact, far from prizing each additional citizen, immigrants are no longer welcome here, and a vast "service sector" of bureaucrats and menials has been created to absorb the energies of the majority of the population which is excluded from the productive parts of the economy. Thus in the late 20th century, and increasingly in the 21st, each additional citizen is and will be regarded as a burden. On 21st century Mars, on the other hand, conditions of labor shortage will apply with a vengeance. Indeed, it can be safely said that no commodity on 21st century Mars will be more precious, more highly valued and more dearly paid for than human labor time. Workers on Mars will be paid more and treated better than their counterparts on Earth. Just as the example of 19th century America changed the way the common man was regarded and treated in Europe, so the impact of progressive Martian social conditions will be felt on Earth as well as on Mars. A new standard will be set for a higher form of humanist civilization on Mars, and, viewing it from afar, the citizens of Earth will rightly demand nothing less for themselves.

Space induces the Overview Effect that changes human perception
White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 23-25, 6-25-11, DS)

Most space travelers flourish in the new medium. They enjoy them-  selves and sometimes regret having to return home. Having been  out of the "womb," they may feel that returning home is like a  constriction of possibilities. In Gene Cernan's words, "You can't  return home without feeling that difference ... You wonder, if  only everyone could relate to the beauty and the purposefulness  of it, the reality of the infinity of time and space, how our star  moves through time and space with such logic and purpose. "24 In "An Astronaut's Diary," initially recorded aboard the shuttle  Discovery, astronaut Jeff Hoffman reads from a poem written by  a mountain climber. He offers it toward the end of the mission as  an example of how it feels to be in space and then return to Earth.  The poem also captures the power and the long-term impact of the  Overview Effect: You cannot stay on the summit forever; you have to come down  again. So why bother in the first place? Just this: what is above  knows what is below, but what is below does not know what is  above.   One climbs, one sees; one descends, one sees no longer, but one  has seen. There is an art of conducting oneself in the lower regions  by the memory of what one saw higher up. When one can no longer  see, one can at least still know. 25   Being in space, like mountain climbing, is an intensely human  experience. Analysis can capture the essential features of the space-  flight experience, but cannot do it justice, because it is a multi-  dimensional life experience. Most astronauts see it as the culmination  of their life goals, a feeling reinforced by a community of fellow  astronauts and supportive space program workers.   There is an intense psychological buildup to lift-off, punctuated  by a note of fear, followed by a feeling of incredible power as the  rockets fire, and then the sense of moving into a whole new world  where one's perceptions of the universe itself are transformed.  Charles Walker said, "Space is a place, but it is also an all-encompassing experience. "26

Space opens our minds and changes the way we see things

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 26-27, 6-26-11, DS)

In addition to the halo experience being unconsciously spiritual  in its structure, the core element includes many factors that are  consciously sought in producing breakthroughs in consciousness.  Intense physical work followed by periods of meditation and contemplation, sometimes of a holy image, are typical of monastic  communities and others devoted to spiritual development, and this  pattern is followed closely in space exploration.   Confronting one's own death, followed by rebirth, is a central  theme in many schools of growth and development. In spaceflight,  the experience of one's fears at lift-off, followed by the transition  into a wholly different world in orbit, mirrors the death/rebirth  cycle. Finally, the weightlessness and silence of space contribute  to sensory deprivation, conditions that are cultivated in isolation  tanks and other efforts to achieve transformations in consciousness.   There certainly have been breakthrough experiences akin to "enlightenment" on space missions. However, this does not make  spaceflight a spiritual experience per se. Just as some people can  go to church and feel nothing, while others are enraptured just by  looking at a flower, there are those who have had profound experiences in outer space and those for whom it was simply a job  well done.   Edgar Mitchell prefers to avoid the word spiritual and to discuss,  instead, expansions in consciousness and belief systems. He says  that being open to the new information of the experience is the  key. "To me, the difference between getting and not getting an  'aha' experience out of it is whether it shifts your structure a bit.  Do you get a sense of freedom, of expansiveness, because you've  just experienced something that is different from your previous  experiences and beliefs ?" 

Overview Effect solves global problems

Overview effect applies to the environment—prevents standing reserve mentality

Cashford, 2003 (Jules, The Moon: Myth and Image, p 364-5, this chapter available electronically at

http://www.mnemosynefoundation.com/main_troubadourpress_cashford_2.htm)

The astronomer Fred Hoyle declared that 'Once a photograph of the Earth, taken from the outside, is available - once the sheer isolation of the Earth becomes plain - a new idea as powerful as any in history will be let loose.'50 Ironically, it was the Moon, for millennia a symbol of transformation, which made this new idea possible, providing the standpoint needed to transform our vision - the view of planet Earth as a whole. And from the moment when the Earth could be seen from the Moon -looking like the Moon has always looked from Earth - a new relation to Earth became inevitable. The event, and primarily its image, was greeted throughout the world with the same wonder that abounds in early mythopoetic thought, as though the human imagination had once again awakened.51 For the first time we were able to contemplate our own home, not forever looking out at somewhere else and far away. At the deepest level, this is an image of consciousness reflecting upon itself, giving form to the idea that human consciousness is Earth's way of knowing itself. As in early mythopoetic thought, this image allows the Earth to become again both numinous and personal, with the radical difference that this Earth is no longer the local piece of territorial earth as in former days but the unified Earth in which everyone shares and for which everyone is, therefore, responsible. Again for the first time, we can experience Earth as a planet revolving in space, putting what we see into accord with what we know, and bringing two hitherto diverging aspects of the psyche into harmony with each other. For though we have known about the heliocentric universe since Copernicus in 1543, most of us still see sunrise and sunset as though our Earth were still the still point of the turning world. But it is possible that, with the vision of our planet floating in the vast, black backdrop of space, its physical boundaries so irrevocably etched against a void, we may finally be persuaded there is nowhere else to go. Hete the Moon assumes the role of Wallace Stevens's 'Angel of Reality,' who shows old things anew: Yet I am the necessary angel of earth, Since, in my sight, you see the earth again, Cleared of its stiff and stubborn, man-locked set..,"52 Standing imaginatively upon the Moon looking back at Earth, what do we see 'in its sight'? Do we see what Plato saw - a living being, zoon, composed of other living beings, bound together in mutual and intimate relationship, all dependent upon one another for survival and value? If we do, we see, then, a community of subjects, not a collection of inanimate objects with only the human mind to bring them to life. From this perspective, the dignity of being a 'subject' is not restricted to humanity but extends to all manifestations of life on the living Earth - animal, vegetable and mineral: in a word, albeit much abused, Nature. Nature becomes then, again, a 'Thou' but a Thou with all the complexity of any personal relationship, which includes the rights and responsibilities common to all communing subjects.
Seeing the Earth in space breaks down the way we divide things. We don’t see barriers rather we see the whole as something to be preserved

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 38-39, 6-26-11, DS)

Both programs change the astronaut's perception of the Earth  and of his or her own identity, but in quite different ways. Schweickart  says, the Earth  is so small and so fragile and such a precious little spot in that  universe that you can block it out with your thumb, and you realize  on that small spot, that little blue and white thing, is everything  that means anything to you - all of history and music and poetry  and art and death and birth and love, tears, joy, games, all of it on  that little spot out there that you can cover with your thumb. And  you realize from that perspective that you've changed, that there's  something new there, that the relationship is no longer what it was. Gene Cernan uses similar language: "You . . . say to yourself,  'That's humanity, love, feeling, and thought.' You don't see the  barriers of color and religion and politics that divide this world.  You wonder, if you could get everyone in the world up there,  wouldn't they have a different feeling?"6  Michael Collins, who orbited the moon while Neil Armstrong  and Edwin E. ("Buzz") Aldrin Jr. were the first humans to walk  on it, also wrote about the experience of being "100,000 miles out,  to look out four windows and find nothing but black infinity, to  finally locate the blue and white golf ball in the fifth window, to  know how fortunate we are to return to it."?  Seeing the Earth from the moon intensifies the awareness that  there are no real boundaries between us on Earth. Collins speaks  of this when he says,  I think the view from 100,000 miles could be invaluable in getting  people together to work out joint solutions, by causing them to  realize that the planet we share unites us in a way far more basic  and far more important than differences in skin color or religion or  economic system. The pity of it is that so far the view from 100,000  miles has been the exclusive property of a handful of test pilots,  rather than the world leaders who need this new perspective, or  the poets who might communicate it to them."  Collins realizes that having a few people see the planet from  100,000 miles is only the beginning of the experience for the society. In our interview, Collins elaborated on this last point by  saying that the best crew for an Apollo mission would be a "philosopher, a priest, and a poet." Then he added, "Unfortunately,  they would kill themselves trying to fly the spacecraft."9  Overall, there is something incredibly powerful about going to  the moon. Gene Cernan said, for example,  When I was the last man to walk on the moon in December 1972,  I stood in the blue darkness and looked in awe at the earth from  the lunar surface. What I saw was almost too beautiful to grasp.  There was too much logic, too much purpose - it was just too  beautiful to have happened by accident. It doesn't matter how you  choose to worship God ... He has to exist to have created what I  was privileged to see. 1 

Spaceflight makes people fell concern and passion for the planet. The experience of a single person is able to spread to a nation and even the politics of the future.

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 40-41, 6-26-11, DS)

Spaceflight is one of the more powerful experiences that humans  can have, and the technological event of breaking the bonds of Earth  is far more important than the technology that went into it, because  of this perspective ...  Spaceflight, getting outside of Earth and seeing it from a different perspective, having this sort of explosive awareness that some  of us had, this abiding concern and passion for the well-being of  Earth . . . will have a direct impact on philosophy and value systems. It's got to be investigated far more thoroughly. 12  Schweickart's experience was the foundation for the Association  of Space Explorers, and Edgar Mitchell founded the Institute of  Noetic Sciences and is constructing an entirely new philosophical  system based on his experience. In this way, the impact of space  on a single astronaut is amplified and magnified throughout society  and may affect the lives of millions.  Gene Cernan perhaps summed up the lunar experience best  when he said, "I can talk about it for a long time. It is one of the  deepest, most emotional experiences I have ever had. "13  Something significant happened to the astronauts who went to  the moon and to the nation that sent them there. To some extent,  neither the astronauts nor the nation has been quite the same since.  The lunar missions were a transformational reaching outward by  humanity, followed by a long period of equilibrium, which contin-  ues today. These missions were shaped by the politics of Earth at  the time and produced unpredictable results that will profoundly  affect the politics of the future.  In the meantime, the Soviet Union turned away from the moon  and began to establish its leadership in long-duration missions in  Low Earth Orbit. For a brief time in the post-Apollo era, the United  States followed the same path with the Sky lab program. 

Astronauts exposed to the Overview Effect become more humanitarian.

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 41-43 6-26-11, DS)

The Skylab program used off-the-shelf Apollo materials to build  and staff a temporary space station. The nine Skylab astronauts,  who manned the station in three different crews in 1973 and 1974,  learned a great deal about the psychology and sociology of living  in space. Their extended stays in orbit, from twenty-eight to eighty-four days' duration, allowed them to experience the Overview Effect over time, with an opportunity to absorb and assimilate the  experience.  On such extended missions, the astronauts were able to learn  how people living in space over long periods might relate to one  another. Their experiences confirmed and intensified what their  predecessors had found, but Apollo and Skylab were different approaches to space.  Alan Bean, a veteran of both the Apollo and Skylab programs,  reported that except for the first and the last few days, Skylab did  not offer the astronaut the continuing stimulation of the lunar mission. But it did encourage a more contemplative approach to space-  flight. Many Skylab astronauts developed a strong interest in Earth-  gazing. For example, the Skylab 4 crew, Gerald Carr, Edward  Gibson, and William Pogue, seemed to draw some of the same  insights from the experience as Schweickart did. Toward the end  of the mission, the astronauts made Earth-gazing a daily ritual.  As Gibson and his two crewmates sat looking at the Earth, they  found that they were being drawn into a new frame of mind. Much  of what they saw they already knew, but actually seeing it gave it a  crystal clarity. Gibson, for example, knew that the world didn't have  I any boundary lines marked on it like a library globe, but he was  nonetheless surprised when he saw from space that there were no  dividing lines between people. 14 According to Gibson, the experience had a lasting effect on him.   "In no way could we on Earth, or any group of people or any  country, consider ourselves isolated; we are all in this together."  He also reportedly felt that he understood more clearly how this  is "one world" than those who had not been into outer space could. 15  Carr said that those who came back from the experience brought  with them an increased interest in ecology because "they see how  much snow and desert there is, and how hard it is for the people  who live there." As a result, one becomes more "humanitarian. "16  The Skylab astronauts confirmed that being outside on EVA was  even more powerful than being inside the spacecraft. Jack Lousma,  the pilot for the Skylab 3 mission, said,  It's like a whole new world out there! Your perspective changes.  When you're inside looking out the window, the Earth's impressive, but it's like being inside a train; you can't get your head around the  flat pane of glass. But if you stand outdoors, it's like being on the  front end of a locomotive as it's going down the track!'" 

Space is key to environmental movements via the overview effect

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 48, 6-26-11, DS)

The symbol of Earth Day was the whole Earth as seen from an  Apollo spacecraft, and years later, the payload specialist refers back  to it as an influence in his life. It is as if space beckons to people  with a hint of what is possible.  Today, there is an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and  many ecology-oriented causes and organizations continue to use  the whole Earth as their symbol. Indeed, some would argue that,  without Apollo, there would have been no ecology movement. Joe  Allen remarked that EPA wouldn't have received a penny before  those pictures from orbit.  Space exploration continually lays the groundwork for bringing  larger numbers of people a new understanding of themselves and  the universe in which they live. Like Walker, they then become  part of the evolutionary process of taking humanity into that universe.

The Overview Effect provides a Universal Insight that changes how humans view the world

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 46, 6-26-11, DS)

According to Charles Walker, shuttle astronaut Gordon Fullerton felt some of the same attraction to Earth-gazing as the Skylab crew did and said that he could have spent the entire eight days  of the mission looking out the window. 4  The Overview Effect has affected many shuttle astronauts. For ex-  ample, Prince Sultan Bin Salman al-Saud of Saudi Arabia flew on the  eighteenth shuttle mission during the hostage crisis involving TW A  Flight 847. Asked for a comment on the situation while he was in  space, he said, "Looking at it from here, the troubles allover the world, and not just the Middle East, look very strange as you see  the boundaries and border lines disappearing."5  Charles Walker and others have reported clear examples of the  Overview Effect and other changes in awareness, such as the Universal Insight. He found the experience of seeing the world as a  distinct entity enlightening and wanted to learn more about the  magnitude of the universe.   

The Overview Effect Solves War by rejecting boundaries and promotes cooperation on all levels 

White 98

(Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 51, 6-26-11, DS)

Considering the impact of politics on human life, one of the shuttle's  major contributions may be that it has taken a senator and a congressman, people with direct influence on how American society  will develop, into orbit.  One of them, Republican Senator Edwin ("Jake") Carn of Utah,  echoes the experience of the unity of the planet as seen from orbit:  "You certainly come to the recognition that there aren't any political  boundaries out there. You see it as one world, and you recognize  how insignificant the planet Earth is when you look at ten billion  stars in the Milky Way and recognize that our sun is a rather minor  one."9  Carn also spoke of his sadness as he realized the imperfections  of the planet's social systems and questioned the causes of inequities  and hostilities among the Earth's people. In orbit, he concluded  that it was not the fault of people, but the failures of governments,  the desire of a few political leaders for power and control, that had  led to disasters. When asked what impact space exploration would  have on the evolution of society over time, he replied, "I don't see  vast changes quickly, but there's no doubt in my mind that if more  people fly, there has to be more understanding of what I'm talking  about. "10  Democratic Congressman Bill Nelson flew on the shuttle in Jan-  uary 1986. He tells how looking at the Middle East from orbit  symbolized his hope for humanity: "The irony of that view struck  me, that it was so neat and so contained and so packaged in my  window, when in reality it was anything but that 220 miles below."!'  Nelson believes that space holds out an enormous opportunity  for humanity, and he also thought that the view from orbit would  be salutary. It confirmed his view of space as a unique environment  in which adversaries can cooperate.  Space has become a symbol of humanity working out its destiny:  war or peace, cooperation or competition, love or hate. The Over-  view says it all: we are one; we are all in this together; war and  strife solve nothing. Returning to Earth, the astronaut has many choices regarding transmission of the message, and each person  uses the experience in terms of his or her own interests and place  in society.  However, because of the cultural role that they play, people who  have been in space have a credibility unmatched by others. As  Loren Acton realized, the influence of astronauts, cosmonauts, and  other space travelers back on Earth may be the most important  aspect of recent missions.  The shuttle program, regardless of the other benefits it mayor may not bring to society, is consolidating the impact of the overview  effect and supporting its dissemination to the people on Earth. The  ultimate effect could be substantial, Nelson suggests, if the super-  power leaders were to arrange a summit meeting in space in the  next century. "It would have a positive effect on their making  decisions on war and peace  

***Frontier Advantage
***Even if civilization and progress are caught up in the legacy of violence and domination, rational ethics is still on balance the only way to nourish emancipation and prevent the repetition of atrocities

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
History, Civilization, and Progress are the rational social dispensations that form, even with all the impediments they face, a dialectical legacy of freedom. The existence of this legacy of freedom in no way denies the existence of a "legacy of domination," which remains within the realm of the irrational. Indeed, these "legacies" intertwine with and condition each other. Human ideals, struggles, and achievements of various approximations to freedom cannot be separated from the cruelties and barbarities that have marked social development over the centuries, often giving rise to new social configurations whose development is highly unpredictable. But a crucial historical problematic remains, to the extent that reason can foresee a given development: Will it be freedom or domination that is nourished? I submit that Progress is the advance--and as everyone presumably hopes, the ascendancy--of freedom over domination, which clearly cannot be conceptually frozen in an ahistorical eternity, given the growing awareness of both hopes and oppressions that have come to light in only a few recent generations. Progress also appears in the overall improvement, however ambiguous, of humanity's material conditions of life, the emergence of a rational ethics, with enlightened standards of sensibility and conduct, out of unreflexive custom and theistic morality, and social institutions that foster continual self-development and cooperation. However lacking our ethical claims in relation to social practice may be, given all the barbarities of our time, we now subject brutality to much harsher judgments than was done in earlier times. It is difficult to conceive of a rational ethics--as distinguished from unthinking custom and mere commandments of morality, like the Decalogue--without reasoned criteria of good and evil based on real potentialities for freedom that speculative reason can educe beyond a given reality. The "sufficient conditions" for an ethics must be explicated rationally, not simply affirmed in public opinion polls, plebiscites, or an "intersubjective" consensus that fails to clarify what constitutes "subjectivity" and "autonomy." Admittedly, this is not easy to do in a world that celebrates vaporous words, but it is necessary to discover truth rather than work with notions that stem from the conventional "wisdom" of our times. As Hegel insisted, even commonplace moral maxims like "Love thy neighbor as thyself" raise many problems, such as what we really mean by "love."[18] 
Our commitment to the notion of progress is the prerequisite for combatting the evils of capitalism

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Marx's claim to have unearthed "the natural laws of capitalist production" was absurd, but to advance relativism as an alternative to it is equally absurd. In a younger, more flexible time, Marx insightfully claimed, "It is not enough that thought should seek its actualization; actuality itself must strive toward thought."[21] Thought, qua dialectical reason, becomes transformative in shaping the present and the future insofar human rational praxis objectively actualizes the implicit. Today, when subjectivism reigns supreme and when the common response even to significant events is to erase any meaning and coherence from History, Civilization, and Progress, there is a desperate need for an objectivity that is immensely broader than natural science and "natural laws," on the one hand, and an emphasis on the idiosyncratic, "imaginary," and adventitious, on the other. If vulgar Marxists used "science" to turn the ethical claim that "socialism is necessary" into the teleological assertion that "socialism is inevitable," today's "post-Marxist" critics repeat a similar vulgarity by mordantly celebrating incoherence in the realm of social theory. The claim of socialism's inevitability was crudely deterministic; the claim of its necessity was a rational and ethical explication.

Space colonization technologies solve for environmental problems on Earth

Siegfried, 2003

(W. H., Fellow at the The Boeing Company Space & Communications Group, “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)

Two of the items listed here represent major concerns of most developed nations and are emerging concerns in developing nations. A technological revolution is needed to address food shortages to allow adequate nutrition for our exploding world population in concert with ever-growing water shortages, and a growing realization that our current pesticide methods are polluting our planet. While previous short-duration human space programs have depended on open-loop life support systems, Space Colonization cannot. Development of a closed-cycle bioregenerative controlled ecological life support system (CELSS) would lead to world benefits. Areas of CELSS development are listed in Table 2. Many long-term (and pressing short-term) world problem solutions can be approached by reaching for the stars. For example, Shimizu Corporation is most interested in bio-regenerative systems as a path toward solution of Tokyo’s waste management problems. 

Space colonization (and human exploration) solves diseases on Earth

Siegfried, 2003

(W. H., Fellow at the The Boeing Company Space & Communications Group, “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)

SPACE COLONIZATION MAY LEAD TO HUMAN PHYSIOLOGY, AGING, AND DISEASE AMELIORATION Many current human problems are the result of failures of the body’s natural immune system. We can diagnose many of these problems and have made great strides in ameliorating the symptoms, but to date, understanding immune system function and enhancement is seminal. Both United States and Russian long-term space missions have induced similar red blood cell and immune system changes. Hematological and immunological changes observed during, or after, space missions have been quite consistent. Decreases in red cell mass were reported in Gemini, Apollo, Skylab and Soyuz, and Mir programs—probably due to diminished rates of erythrocyte production. Space flight at microgravity levels may produce changes in white blood cell morphology and a compromise of the immune system. Skylab studies indicated a decrease in the number of T lymphocytes and some impairment in their function. Certain United States and Russian findings suggest that space flight induces a transient impairment in immune system function at the cellular level. Space flight offers a clinical laboratory unlike any place on Earth that may lead to an improved understanding of the function of the human immune system. Perhaps cures of aging, HIV, and other immune function-related illnesses can result from a comprehensive approach to Space Colonization. 

AIDS IMPACT
AIDS is the most devastating disease in world history, creating mass suffering and death while risking extinction. 

Mathiu, Journalist for Africa News, 2k (Mutuma, AFRICA NEWS, July 15, 2000, online)
Every age has its killer. But AIDs is without precedent. It is comparable only to the Black Death of the Middle Ages in the terror it evokes and the graves it fills. But unlike the plague, AIDs does not come at a time of scientific innocence: It flies in the face of space exploration, the manipulation of genes and the mapping of the human genome. The Black Death - the plague, today easily cured by antibiotics and prevented by vaccines - killed a full 40 million Europeans, a quarter of the population of Europe, between 1347 and 1352. But it was a death that could be avoided by the simple expedient of changing addresses and whose vector could be seen and exterminated. With AIDs, the vector is humanity itself, the nice person in the next seat in the bus. There is nowhere to run and nowhere to hide. Every human being who expresses the innate desire to preserve the human genetic pool through the natural mechanism of reproduction is potentially at risk. And whereas death by plague was a merciful five days of agony, HIV is not satisfied until years of stigma and excruciating torture have been wrought on its victim.The plague toll of tens of millions in two decades was a veritable holocaust, but it will be nothing compared to the viral holocaust: So far, 18.8 million people are already dead; 43.3 million infected worldwide (24.5 million of them Africans) carry the seeds of their inevitable demise - unwilling participants in a March of the Damned. Last year alone, 2.8 million lives went down the drain, 85 per cent of them African; as a matter of fact, 6,000 Africans will die today. The daily toll in Kenya is 500. There has never been fought a war on these shores that was so wanton in its thirst for human blood. During the First World War, more than a million lives were lost at the Battle of the Somme alone, setting a trend that was to become fairly common, in which generals would use soldiers as cannon fodder; the lives of 10 million young men were sacrificed for a cause that was judged to be more worthwhile than the dreams - even the mere living out of a lifetime - of a generation. But there was proffered an explanation: It was the honour of bathing a battlefield with young blood, patriotism or simply racial pride. AIDS, on the other hand, is a holocaust without even a lame or bigoted justification. It is simply a waste. It is death contracted not in the battlefield but in bedrooms and other venues of furtive intimacy. It is difficult to remember any time in history when the survival of the human race was so hopelessly in jeopardy.

Only Mars colonization can prevent technological stagnation and ensure technological growth

Zubrin, 1994 (Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)
Without the opening of a new frontier on Mars, continued Western civilization faces the risk of technological stagnation. To some this may appear to be an outrageous statement, as the present age is frequently cited as one of technological wonders. In fact, however, the rate of progress within our society has been decreasing and at an alarming rate. To see this, it is only necessary to step back and compare the changes that have occurred in the past 30 years with those that occurred in the preceding 30 years and the 30 years before that. Between 1903 and 1933 the world was revolutionized: Cities were electrified; telephones and broadcast radio became common; talking motion pictures appeared; automobiles became practical; and aviation progressed from the Wright Flyer to the DC-3 and Hawker Hurricane. Between 1933 and 1963 the world changed again, with the introduction of color television, communication satellites and interplanetary spacecraft, computers, antibiotics, scuba gear, nuclear power, Atlas, Titan, and Saturn rockets, Boeing 727's and SR-71's. Compared to these changes, the technological innovations from 1963 to the present are insignificant. Immense changes should have occurred during this period, but did not. Had we been following the previous 60 years' technological trajectory, we today would have videotelephones, solar powered cars, maglev trains, fusion reactors, hypersonic intercontinental travel, regular passenger transportation to orbit, undersea cities, open-sea mariculture and human settlements on the Moon and Mars. Instead, today we see important technological developments, such as nuclear power and biotechnology, being blocked or enmeshed in political controversy — we are slowing down. Now, consider a nascent Martian civilization: Its future will depend critically upon the progress of science and technology. Just as the inventions produced by the "Yankee Ingenuity" of frontier America were a powerful driving force on worldwide human progress in the 19th century, so the "Martian Ingenuity" born in a culture that puts the utmost premium on intelligence, practical education and the determination required to make real contributions will make much more than its fair share of the scientific and technological breakthroughs that will dramatically advance the human condition in the 21st. A prime example of the Martian frontier driving new technology will undoubtedly be found in the arena of energy production. As on Earth, an ample supply of energy will be crucial to the success of Mars settlements. The Red Planet does have one major energy resource that we currently know about: deuterium, which can be used as the fuel in nearly waste-free thermonuclear fusion reactors. Earth has large amounts of deuterium too, but with all of the existing investments in other, more polluting forms of energy production, the research that would make possible practical fusion power reactors has been allowed to stagnate. The Martian colonists are certain to be much more determined to get fusion on-line, and in doing so will massively benefit the mother planet as well.

Frontier expansion towards Mars is the only hope for free societies

Zubrin, 1994 (Robert, former Chairman of the National Space Society, PhD Nuclear Engineering, President of Mars Society & Pioneer Astronautics, “The Significance of the Martian Frontier”, Ad Astra Sept/Oct, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-frontier.html)
Western humanist civilization as we know and value it today was born in expansion, grew in expansion and can only exist in a dynamic expanding state. While some form of human society might persist in a non-expanding world, that society will not feature freedom, creativity, individuality, or progress, and placing no value on those aspects of humanity that differentiate us from animals, it will place no value on human rights or human life as well. Such a dismal future might seem an outrageous prediction, except for the fact that for nearly all of its history most of humanity has been forced to endure such static modes of social organization, and the experience has not been a happy one. Free societies are the exception in human history — they have only existed during the four centuries of frontier expansion of the West. That history is now over. The frontier opened by the voyage of Christopher Columbus is now closed. If the era of western humanist society is not to be seen by future historians as some kind of transitory golden age, a brief shining moment in an otherwise endless chronicle of human misery, then a new frontier must be opened. Mars beckons.

Now is key
Now is key: we are on the brink of a consciousness shift that was not available to previous generations

Cashford, 2003 (Jules, The Moon: Myth and Image, p 364, this chapter available electronically at
http://www.mnemosynefoundation.com/main_troubadourpress_cashford_2.htm)

We may ask, then, metaphorically, what is the New Moon of our time? It has to be said that people of all ages have felt themselves to be on the brink of a new world order, and many a personal longing for renewal gains in credibility when represented on the social or cosmic plane. Nonetheless, it is highly probable that so many such intimations of crisis constitute a genuine recognition that collective modes of consciousness are in transition. Furthermore, the fact that many people are speaking of a paradigm shift may be itself the expression of a paradigm shifting, for the mind that reasons and communicates is typically the last aspect of the psyche to know about a change that has already taken place in the deepest springs of its being. Campbell has articulated this perception in the metaphor of death and rebirth: The old gods are dead or dying and people everywhere are searching, asking: What is the new mythology to be, the mythology of this unified earth as of one harmonious being?49
Continuing media connection to space is key to inaugurating the overview effect

White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 66, 6-26-11, DS)
The Copernican Perspective is a realization that the Earth is not  only a whole system, but is also part of the solar system. It is an  understanding that Copernicus was right: the sun, not the Earth,  is the center of that system.  The Overview Effect is the essential insight necessary for the  building of a planetary civilization. The Copernican Perspective is  the essential insight needed to build a solar civilization. The solar  system is much larger than the Earth, composed of many more  parts, including the sun, planets, moons, asteroids, and comets.  We do not yet have a good model of how all these parts interact  as a whole system or the role each part plays.  As a society, we have only just begun to experience the Co-  pernican Perspective, and robot probes have played a dominant  role in this process. These have included robot flybys of the moon;  probes to Venus and Mars by the United States and Soviet Union;  the American Voyager spacecraft, which conducted spectacular fly-  bys of Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus, and their moons; and multinational  expeditions to Halley's comet.  All these missions have yielded new insights into the nature of  the solar system, bringing many surprises and much new infor-  mation. While no humans have actually visited any celestial body  other than the moon, the continuing transmission of television  pictures into the homes of people all over the world institutionalizes  the Copernican Perspective in the same way that satellites insti-  tutionalize the Overview Effect. Robot missions to Mars stand out as unique in their actual and  potential impact on human consciousness. For example, studies of  planetwide Martian dust storms in 1970 laid the groundwork for  the nuclear winter hypothesis, which has created a fundamental  shift in our understanding of the survivability of nuclear war.  The Gaia hypothesis, which has focused on describing the nature  of life on Earth, began when James Lovelock was asked by NASA  to consult on search-for-life experiments that accompanied the Vi-  king mission to Mars. 

***SOLVENCY
Solvency
There is no danger of radiation while traveling to Mars

Zubrin 1996 (Rober Zubrin, American aerospace engineer and author, The case for Mars, June 23, 2011, MH)
Despite all the hand wringing over the danger of radiation on the way to Mars, it needs to be understood that neither of the doses shown in Table 4.1 is especially threatening. To place them in perspective, we should note that every 60 rem. of radiation received over an extended period, such as a several-year round-trip Mars mission, adds 1 percent of extra risk of a fatal cancer at some point later in life to a thirty-five-year-old woman, while 80 rem adds 1 percent of extra risk of fatal cancer to a thirty-five-year-old man. Radiation is not a  major risk driver of a piloted Mars mission.

Short time frame for solvency—we can get to Mars soon

Zubrin 1996 (Rober Zubrin, American aerospace engineer and author, The case for Mars, June 24, 2011, MH)
Mars Direct says what it means. The plan discards unnecessary, expensive, and time-consuming detours: no need for assembly of spaceships in low Earth orbit; no need to refuel in space; no need for spaceships hangars at an enlarged Space Station, and no requirement for dawn-out development of lunar bases as a prelude to Mars exploration. Avoiding these detours brings the first landing on Mars perhaps twenty years earlier than would otherwise happen, and avoids the ballooning administrative cost that tend to afflict extended government programs.

It would cost $20 billion to go to Mars

Zubrin 1996 (Rober Zubrin, American aerospace engineer and author, The case for Mars, June 24, 2011, MH)
A rough cost estimate for Mars Direct would be about $20 billion to develop all the required hardware, with each individual Mars mission costing about $2 Billion once the ships and equipment were in production. While certainly a great sum, spent over a period of ten years it would only represent about 7 percent of the existing combined military and civilian space budget. Furthermore, this money could drive our economy forward in just the same way as the  spending of $70 billion (in today’s terms) on science and technology in the Apollo program contributing to the high rates of economic growth of America during the 1960s.

One-way trips to Mars make colonizing technologically and economically feasible

Schulze-Makuch, Davies 2010 (Dirk Schulze-Makuch, Ph.D. School of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Washington State University, Paul Davies, Ph.D. Beyond Center, Arizona State University, To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars108.html, 6-21-2011, DS)
A human mission to Mars is technologically feasible, but hugely expensive requiring enormous financial and political commitments. A creative solution to this dilemma would be a one-way human mission to Mars in place of the manned return mission that remains stuck on the drawing board. Our proposal would cut the costs several fold but ensure at the same time a continuous commitment to the exploration of Mars in particular and space in general. It would also obviate the need for years of rehabilitation for returning astronauts, which would not be an issue if the astronauts were to remain in the low-gravity environment of Mars. We envision that Mars exploration would begin and proceed for a long time on the basis of outbound journeys only. A mission to Mars could use some of the hardware that has been developed for the Moon program. One approach could be to send four astronauts initially, two on each of two space craft, each with a lander and sufficient supplies, to stake a single outpost on Mars. A one-way human mission to Mars would not be a fixed duration project as in the Apollo program, but the first step in establishing a permanent human presence on the planet. The astronauts would be re-supplied on a periodic basis from Earth with basic necessities, but otherwise would be expected to become increasingly proficient at harvesting and utilizing resources available on Mars. Eventually the outpost would reach self-sufficiency, and then it could serve as a hub for a greatly expanded colonization program. There are many reasons why a human colony on Mars is a desirable goal, scientifically and politically. The strategy of one-way missions brings this goal within technological and financial feasibility. Nevertheless, to attain it would require not only major international cooperation, but a return to the exploration spirit and risk-taking ethos of the great period of Earth exploration, from Columbus to Amundsen, but which has nowadays been replaced with a culture of safety and political correctness.

Establishing a Mars base is feasible both technologically and fiscally 
Schulze-Makuch, Davies 2010 (Dirk Schulze-Makuch, Ph.D. School of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Washington State University, Paul Davies, Ph.D. Beyond Center, Arizona State University, To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars108.html, 6-21-2011, DS)
The exploration of Mars has been a priority for the space programs of several nations for decades, yet the prospect of a manned expedition continually recedes in the face of daunting and well-recognized challenges. The long travel time to Mars in zero gravity and high radiation conditions would impose a serious health burden on the astronauts. The costs of developing the launch vehicle and assembling the large amount of equipment needed for the astronauts to survive the journey and their long sojourn on the Martian surface, together with a need to send all the fuel and supplies for a return journey make a manned Mars expedition at least an order of magnitude more expensive than the Apollo program.  In our view, however, many of these human and financial problems would be ameliorated by a one-way mission. It is important to realize that this is not a "suicide mission." The astronauts would go to Mars with the intention of staying for the rest of their lives, as trailblazers of a permanent human Mars colony. They would be resupplied periodically from Earth, and eventually develop some "home grown" industry such as food production and mineral/chemical processing (Zubrin and Baker 1992; Zubrin and Wagner 1997). Their role would be to establish a "base camp" to which more colonists would eventually be sent, and to carry out important scientific and technological projects meanwhile. Of course, the life expectancy of the astronauts would be substantially reduced, but that would also be the case for a return mission. The riskiest part of space exploration is take-off and landing, followed by the exposure to space conditions. Both risk factors would be halved in a one-way mission, and traded for the rigors of life in a cramped and hostile environment away from sophisticated medical equipment. On the financial front, abandoning the need to send the fuel and supplies for the return journey would cut costs dramatically, arguably by about 80 percent. Furthermore, once a Mars base has been established, it would be politically much easier to find the funding for sustaining it over the long term than to mount a hugely expensive return mission.

Human Exploration Key

Human exploration of Mars is key to all colonization initiatives

Levine et al Nov 2010 (Joel S., Senior Research Scientist NASA Langley Research Center, “Humans on Mars: Why Mars? Why Humans?”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars115.html)

4. Why Humans? Humans have unique capabilities for performing scientific measurements, observations and sample collecting. Human attributes to exploration include: intelligence, adaptability, agility, dexterity, cognition, patience, problem solving in real-time, in situ analyses - more science in less time! Humans are unique scientific explorers. Humans could obtain previously unobtainable scientific measurements on the surface of Mars. Humans possess the abilities to adapt to new and unexpected situations in new and strange environments, they can make real-time decisions, have strong recognition abilities and are intelligent. Humans could perform detailed and precise measurements of the surface, subsurface and atmosphere while on the surface of Mars with state-of–the-art scientific equipment and instrumentation brought from Earth. The increased laboratory ability on Mars that humans offer, would allow for dramatically more scientific return within the established sample return limits. The HEM-SAG envisions that the scientific exploration of Mars by humans would be performed as a synergistic partnership between humans and robotic probes, controlled by the human explorers on the surface of Mars. Robotic probes could explore terrains and features not suitable or too risky for human exploration. Under human control, robotic probes could traverse great distances from the human habitat covering distances/terrain too risky for human exploration and return rock and dust samples to the habitat from great distances. An important element of the HEM-SAG study has been to identity the unique capabilities that humans would bring to the process of exploring Mars. As a result, a common set of human traits emerged that would apply to exploration relating to the MEPAG science disciplines which include Geology, Geophysics, Atmosphere/Climate, and Biology/Life, These characteristics include: speed and efficiency to optimize field work; agility and dexterity to go places difficult for robotic access and to exceed currently limited degrees-of-freedom robotic manipulation capabilities; and most importantly the innate intelligence, ingenuity, and adaptability to evaluate real-time and improvise to overcome surprises while ensuring that the correct sampling strategy is in place to acquire the appropriate sample set.
Human exploration is key to resource mobilization and sustainable habitats

Levine et al Nov 2010 (Joel S., Senior Research Scientist NASA Langley Research Center, “Humans on Mars: Why Mars? Why Humans?”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars115.html)
Geology Human explorers can perform intelligent sample selection, real time assessment of site sampling progress and strategy development to optimize science return. Human explorers can perform drilling in environments difficult for core recovery (ice, sediments, other unconsolidated materials) without human involvement. Human explorers can perform rapid assessment of subsurface and sampling/trenching (efficiency factor). Geophysics Humans are likely to be far more efficient and skilled than robots in carrying out the careful emplacement of instruments, networks, and site surveys required to meet geophysical investigation goals and objectives. Even if rover-borne instrumentation is deployed telerobotically, that would require human oversight from the habitat. Some geophysics instrumentation must be deployed and then recovered following measurements (e.g., active seismic systems, or electromagnetic sensors). Humans would make this deployment/recovery process more efficient and perhaps even more carefully done, as well as providing instant gratification on the health and performance of the instruments.

Human exploration is key to terraforming Mars

Levine et al Nov 2010 (Joel S., Senior Research Scientist NASA Langley Research Center, “Humans on Mars: Why Mars? Why Humans?”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars115.html)
Atmosphere/Climate Human enabled investigations on Mars would benefit atmospheric, polar cap, and ancient climate science objectives in a variety of ways. Human dexterity and efficiency would be important qualities for micrometeorological investigations where activities such as radiosonde preparation and release are not yet automated on Earth due to the dynamic interaction with surface turbulence and winds. Cognitive ability, dexterity and efficiency would be necessary attributes in the search for relevant rock outcrops and samples, providing the ability to identify sources of trace gases for studies of current climate on Mars as well as locating pristine impact glasses containing trapped gasses for the study of ancient Mars climate. These unique human capabilities would be vital to deep drilling and coring activities. Touch and sound would be used to monitor the drill performance and respond rapidly to changing subsurface conditions.

Robot exploration can never replace human exploration

Ruff 2011 (Steven W. Ruff, Ph.D. School of Earth and Space Exploration, Arizona State University, For Mars Exploration, Rovers are good, Humans are better, Journal of Cosmology, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars151.html, 6-24-11, DS)
Spirit outlived even the wildest speculations about its lifespan, making possible the remarkable discoveries about the igneous, aqueous, and aeolian processes that shaped the landscape that it and we roamed. But despite these successes, I became painfully aware of the shortcomings of robotic exploration of Mars. In a word, it is cumbersome. It took years of painstaking effort to explore just those few square kilometers of Gusev crater. Many tens of humans had to participate to guide the rover along a path that was carefully chosen to maximize both safety and science potential. Although Spirit proved to be much more robust and capable than anyone imagined, its speed and mobility were limiting factors. And despite a science payload exquisitely adapted to the tasks it was designed for, surely we failed to recognize and understand important clues to the geologic history we came to investigate. The experience of exploring a planet with a rover is both incredibly exciting and rewarding and incredibly frustrating. It is science by committee modulated by engineering constraints. Many on the science team echoed the sentiment that a human geologist could have performed the years of exploration done by Spirit in just a few weeks or perhaps days. It's true that Spirit's amazing toolkit is still unavailable to a terrestrial field geologist. But simple tools combined with the eyes, hands, boots, and brain of a human far outstrip the capabilities of a rover, even those of the next generation Mars Science Laboratory. Given the impossibility of real- time interaction between a human and a robotic surrogate across the millions of kilometers separating Earth from Mars, robotic exploration will never replace what is achievable by humans. Here I am focused on the scientific achievements. The ones that arise from humanity expanding into the solar system, by definition, require humans. Robots should never be viewed as a substitute for humans directly experiencing another world. A one-way mission to Mars is a bold plan that could expedite the gathering of information about an endlessly fascinating place. The exciting possibility of finally learning whether life ever took hold beyond Earth is profound motivation to send human life there. With sufficient resources, skills, and knowledge, human explorers sent to Mars would be adept at exploring for alien life while preserving their own. In the process, the vicarious thrill and satisfaction that Earth- bound humans have experienced even from robotic missions, would be compounded in ways immeasurable. Given the trajectory of human exploration and settlement, it is not a question of whether Mars will become a target but when.
US Key

US key—we have the best space technology on Earth

Harris et al 1992

(Philip R., PhD and Space Psychologist, “Sourcing-and Sustaining-Optimum Financing”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/nasa/spaceresvol4/newspace3.html

Thanks to our discoveries and our methods of research, something of enormous import has been born in the universe, something, I am convinced, will never be stopped. But while we exhaust research and profit from it, with ... what paltry means, what disorderly methods, do we still today pursue our research. (de Chardin 1972, p. 137)
In words President George Bush quoted from a news magazine, the Apollo Program was "the best return on investment since Leonardo da Vinci bought himself a sketchpad" (Chandler 1989).
Admiral Richard Truly, NASA Administrator, concurs. He believes that no space program on Earth today has the kind of technology and capability that ours does. Our space program is an integral part of American education, our competitiveness, and the growth of U.S. technology. Compared with other forms of investment, the return is outstanding: A payback of $7 or 8 for every $1 invested over a period of a decade or so has been calculated for the Apollo Program, which at its peak accounted for a mere 4 percent of the Federal budget. It has been further estimated that, because of the potential for technology transfer and spinoff industries, every $1 spent on basic research in space today will generate $40 worth of economic growth on Earth.

The US has the most advanced space capabilities for manned missions

Johnson-Freese 2006 (Joan, PhD, “American Strategic Leadership and Manned Spaceflight”, 
http://www.scribd.com/doc/6590046/The-Case-for-Space-Exploration)

Global leadership has characterized America’s role in space and, technologically, the United States is far ahead of any other country in space capabilities. Consequent to two Chinese manned launches since 2003, however, the perception has emerged that China is catapulting ahead of the United States. While patently untrue, a space race has been created that is destined to be won largely by image. With China willing to play the tortoise to the U.S. hare, there is the very real chance that the United States could be perceived as bested based on consistency rather than capabilities. Since Apollo, the United States manned space program has been plagued by lack of political will, with the manned program carried forward by (weak) inertia rather than real motive. Unfortunately, much of the American public views space largely as an interesting museum exhibit, and space is largely ignored by Congress unless their constituents’ jobs are at stake. In reality, space has become an integral part of everyday life not just for Americans but for individuals all over the world. The Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) system is a global utility. It is important to the extent that people will not be denied — or, as the advent of the European Galileo program illustrates, even take the risk of being denied — the services these navigation satellites provide. GPS is an American program — another example of America leading the way into space, just as it did with Apollo. While the impact of Apollo on everyday lives was less explicit, it was, nevertheless, just as powerful.
The US has the resources for a mission to Mars NOW

Zubrin Nov 2010 (Robert, PhD & Founder of the Mars Society, “Human Mars Exploration: The Time Is Now”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars111.html)
The time has come for America to set itself a bold new goal in space. The recent celebrations of the 40th anniversary of the Apollo Moon landings have reminded us of what we as a nation were once able to accomplish, and by so doing have put the question to us: are we still a nation of pioneers? Do we choose to make the efforts required to continue to be the vanguard of human progress, a people of the future; or will we allow ourselves to be a people of the past, one whose accomplishments are celebrated not in newspapers, but in museums? There can be no progress without a goal. The American space program, begun so brilliantly with Apollo and its associated programs, has spent most of the subsequent four decades without a central goal. We need such an overriding goal to drive our space program forward (Zubrin 1997). At this point of history, that goal can only be the human exploration and settlement of Mars (Mitchell & Staretz, 2010; Schmitt 2010; Schulze-Makuch & Davies 2010). Some have said that a human mission to Mars is a venture for the far future, a task for “the next generation.” Such a point of view has no basis in fact (Zubrin 1997). On the contrary, the United States has in hand, today, all the technologies required for undertaking an aggressive, continuing program of human Mars exploration, with the first piloted mission reaching the Red Planet Mars within a decade. We do not need to build giant spaceships embodying futuristic technologies in order to go to Mars. We can reach the Red Planet with relatively small spacecraft launched directly to Mars by boosters embodying the same technology that carried astronauts to the Moon more than a quarter-century ago. The key to success comes from following a travel light and live off the land strategy that has well-served explorers over the centuries humanity has wandered and searched the globe. A plan that approaches human missions to the Red Planet in this way is known as the “Mars Direct” approach. Here’s how it would work.
***Answers to Neg Arguments
AT: Topicality

Space colonization is human exploration

Siegfried, 2003 (W. H., Fellow at the The Boeing Company Space & Communications Group, “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)
It took 100,000 years for humans to get inches off the ground. Then, astonishingly, it took only 66 years to get from Kitty Hawk to the Moon. We have sent probes out of our solar system and have begun expoloration of our universe. Both robotic and human exploration of space is well underway and we have begun to colonize space, even to the extent of early space tourism. Our early Mercury, Gemini, Apollo, Skylab, Spacehab, Mir, and now ISS are humankind’s first ventures toward colonizing space. Efforts are underway to provide short space tours and experiences and endeavors such as the X-prize are encouraging entrepreneurs to provide new systems. Many believe that space travel (colonization) will do for the 21st century what aviation did for the 20th. For purposes of definition, space colonization includes space-based operations in Earth orbit, in transit, and on planetary surfaces; robotic, automated, and human space exploration and data needs; tourism; development of space colonies and Mars; and other planetary terraforming activities. But why should we persevere in the face of terrorism, hunger, disease, and problems of air quality, safe abundant water, poverty, and weather vagaries to name a few of our current problems? 

AT: STATISM
Only nation-states can successfully colonize space

Hickman, 1999 (John, Ph.D. & Associate Prof Government @ Berry College, “The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects”, JOURNAL OF EVOLUTION AND TECHNOLOGY, Volume 4, November, http://www.jetpress.org/volume4/space.pdf)
A somewhat similar mechanism might also be used to pay some of the interest on capital borrowed to finance the terraforming of Mars. Buyers might willing to purchase the right to emigrate to a terraformed Mars seven centuries hence. The alienable right of one person to emigrate would be an intangible property with a real market value if prospective purchasers were confident that their right to the property was legally enforceable. Assuming that the new government owning Mars and overseeing the terraforming process  maintained public trust in its management and in the science and engineering of terraforming, the market value of the right should be expected to increase over time. The problem of winning and keeping trust is related to the longevity of human organizations. While the future may prove otherwise, the past suggests that businesses are likely to be shorter lived than states and religious bodies associated with established state religions. States and religious bodies are capable of drawing upon sustained and intense loyalties which have little to do with the kind of short term material self interest that is privileged in rational business decision making. But more than mere organizational survival would be demanded. For a terraforming project, what would be needed is an organization combining administrative and scientific competence with a commitment to constructing and operating a public works project which would take centuries to complete. Because historical precedents for such an organization are lacking, the default choice is the state. For all their recognized failings, states are sometimes capable of surviving for centuries, inspiring and exploiting non−rational loyalties, and of managing economies and large public works projects. Unless some new long−lived and more technically competent organizational form emerges as an alternative, the state remains the best available choice for these tasks.

AT: ANTHROPOCENTRISM
Colonizing Mars is benevolent anthropocentrism that does not result in ecological impacts

Fogg, 1999 [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. He also served as editor for a full issue on terraforming for the Journal of the British Interplanetary Society in 1991, and in 1995 published the first technical book on terraforming titled Terraforming: Engineering Planetary Environments. Fogg also maintains a website called the Terraforming Information Pages.,” The Ethical Dimensions of Space Settlement” 1999, June 25,2011,LMM]
The system of ethics under which we now live—the “default” system, we might call it—is anthropocentrism (sometimes called homocentrism) which has ancient roots in both secular and religious hilosophies. Only human beings have rights within anthropocentrism, which holds that the basis of intrinsic value is the individual capacity to think rationally and act morally. Moral agents are hence moral patients. If developed along Kantian lines, anthropocentrism would uphold a Principle of Respect for Persons: that people should be treated as ends-in- themselves and not as a means to an end. People have a right to exist, are entitled to their dignity and freedom from injustice. The rest of nature though is seen as amoral and hence is assigned no moral standing. Nature is valuable in that it contributes to human welfare, but animals, plants, microbes, the ecosystems of which they are a part, and the inorganic stuff of planet Earth have no rights other than those that humans choose to give them on instrumental grounds. With nature regarded in this way purely as a resource, one might regard anthropocentrism as not being an environmental ethic at all, but merely as a self-serving excuse for exploitation. This perhaps reflects history. However, historical experience has been teaching us, in increasing measure, the value of nature for the present and future well-being of mankind—both materially and spiritually. The Earth and its ecosystems are both the human life-support system and the arena in which our minds take shape. The environment is an anthropocentric issue. Anthropocentric morality would therefore hold that although our obligation toward nature is indirect, it is nonetheless real. Humans should therefore balance exploitation with preservation to provide for the material needs of future generations, and should refrain from gratuitous cruelty and destruction that only serves to corrode the human spirit. We must cultivate an enlightened self-interest and take on the role of “wise stewards” of planet Earth. 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 them. 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 judgment 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.
Anti-human values justify rape, slavery, and genocide

Smith 2007 (Wesley J., senior fellow at the Discovery Institute and a special consultant to the Center for Bioethics and Culture, “Four Legs Good, Two Legs Bad”, http://www.humanlifereview.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=72:four-legs-good-two-legs-bad-the-anti-human-values-of-animal-rights-wesley-j-smith&catid=28:2007-winter&Itemid=6)
Most people, particularly those in the pro-life movement, take human exceptionalism for granted. They can no longer afford to do so. The great philosophical question of the 21st century is whether we will knock ourselves off of the pedestal of moral distinctiveness. The stakes of this debate over human exceptionalism, which includes but is not limited to the animalrights issue, could not be more important. After all, it is our exalted moral status that both bestows special rights upon us and imposes unique and solemn moral responsibilities—including the human duty not to abuse animals. Unfortunately, the liberationists are oblivious to this point. By denying our unique status as human beings they dilute the very concept of evil and reduce it to the banal. Slavery is evil: Raising sheep is not even wrong. The Rwandan and Cambodian genocides were evil: Humanely slaughtering millions of animals to provide the multitudes with nourishing food is not even wrong. Rape is evil: Inseminating mares and milk cows is not even wrong. Mengele’s human experiments were pure evil: Testing new drugs or surgical procedures on animals to save children’s lives is not even wrong. Even more fundamentally, the way we act toward one another and the world is based substantially on the nature of the beings we perceive ourselves to be. In this sense, the entire planet will rue the day that liberationists succeed in convincing society that there is no justification for the reigning hierarchy of moral worth. After all, if we ever came to consider ourselves as just another animal in the forest, that would be precisely how we would act.

Their “Earth first” approach will be coopted by reactionary and fascist groups
Biehl 1996

(Janet, Institute for Social Ecology, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience” http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/Janet_Biehl_and_Peter_Staudenmaier__Ecofascism__Lessons_from_the_German_Experience.html#toc1)

For many such people, it may come as a surprise to learn that the history of ecological politics has not always been inherently and necessarily progressive and benign. In fact, ecological ideas have a history of being distorted and placed in the service of highly regressive ends — even of fascism itself. As Peter Staudenmaier shows in the first essay in this pamphlet, important tendencies in German “ecologism,” which has long roots in nineteenth-century nature mysticism, fed into the rise of Nazism in the twentieth century. During the Third Reich, Staudenmaier goes on to show, Nazi “ecologists” even made organic farming, vegetarianism, nature worship, and related themes into key elements not only in their ideology but in their governmental policies. Moreover, Nazi “ecological” ideology was used to justify the destruction of European Jewry. Yet some of the themes that Nazi ideologists articulated bear an uncomfortably close resemblance to themes familiar to ecologically concerned people today.

As social ecologists, it is not our intention to deprecate the all-important efforts that environmentalists and ecologists are making to rescue the biosphere from destruction. Quite to the contrary: It is our deepest concern to preserve the integrity of serious ecological movements from ugly reactionary tendencies that seek to exploit the widespread popular concern about ecological problems for regressive agendas. But we find that the “ecological scene” of our time — with its growing mysticism and antihumanism — poses serious problems about the direction in which the ecology movement will go.
In most Western nations in the late twentieth century, expressions of racism and anti-immigrant sentiments are not only increasingly voiced but increasingly tolerated. Equally disconcertingly, fascist ideologists and political groups are experiencing a resurgence as well. Updating their ideology and speaking the new language of ecology, these movements are once again invoking ecological themes to serve social reaction. In ways that sometimes approximate beliefs of progressive-minded ecologists, these reactionary and outright fascist ecologists emphasize the supremacy of the “Earth” over people; evoke “feelings” and intuition at the expense of reason; and uphold a crude sociobiologistic and even Malthusian biologism. Tenets of “New Age” eco-ideology that seem benign to most people in England and the United States — specifically, its mystical and antirational strains — are being intertwined with ecofascism in Germany today. 

Their biologism is a form of antihumanism that allows the environmental movement to be used for fascist political groups—the focus on social context and rationality is key to resistance
Biehl 1996

(Janet, Institute for Social Ecology, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience” http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/Janet_Biehl_and_Peter_Staudenmaier__Ecofascism__Lessons_from_the_German_Experience.html#toc1)

What prevents ecological politics from yielding reaction or fascism with an ecological patina is an ecology movement that maintains a broad social emphasis, one that places the ecological crisis in a social context. As social ecologists, we see the roots of the present ecological crisis in an irrational society — not in the biological makeup of human beings, nor in a particular religion, nor in reason, science, or technology. On the contrary, we uphold the importance of reason, science, and technology in creating both a progressive ecological movement and an ecological society. It is a specific set of social relations — above all, the competitive market economy — that is presently destroying the biosphere. Mysticism and biologism, at the very least, deflect public attention away from such social causes. In presenting these essays, we are trying to preserve the all-important progressive and emancipatory implications of ecological politics. More than ever, an ecological commitment requires people today to avoid repeating the errors of the past, lest the ecology movement become absorbed in the mystical and antihumanistic trends that abound today

Their reverence for nature will be re-appropriated for fascist ends

Biehl 1996

(Janet, Institute for Social Ecology, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience” http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/Janet_Biehl_and_Peter_Staudenmaier__Ecofascism__Lessons_from_the_German_Experience.html#toc1)

But an ecologically oriented politics must deal with biological phenomena warily, since interpretations of them can serve sinister ends. When `respect for Nature' comes to mean `reverence,' it can mutate ecological politics into a religion that `Green Adolfs' can effectively use for authoritarian ends. When `Nature,' in turn, becomes a metaphor legitimating sociobiology's `morality of the gene,' the glories of `racial purity,' `love of Heimat,' `woman equals nature,' or `Pleistocene consciousness,' the cultural setting is created for reaction. `Ecological' fascism is a cynical but potentially politically effective attempt to mystically link genuine concern for present-day environmental problems with time-honored fears of the `outsider' or the `new,' indeed the best elements of the Enlightenment, through ecological verbiage. Authoritarian mystifications need not be the fate of today's ecology movement, as social ecology demonstrates. But they could become its fate if ecomystics, ecoprimitivists, misanthropes, and antirationalists have their way.”

AT: BIOCENTRISM
Space exploration does not entail biocentrism

Rolston 1986 (Holmes, Professor of Philosophy at Colorado State, “The Preservation of Natural Value in the Solar System”, http://lamar.colostate.edu/~hrolston/pres-nv-solar-system.pdf)
Humans ought to preserve projects of formed integrity, wherever found. Already operating in earthbound environmental ethics, this principle underlies respect for life, organic individuals, species, ecosystems, landscapes. Humans themselves are a lofty expression of this creativity; the mind and hand epitomize creativity, and our own continuing creativity (expressed in human capacities for space travel, for understanding alien places, for use of non-earthen resources) is also to be respected. This licenses the exploration and even the exploitation of space. Butjustas the humandominionon Earth is constrained by a respect for other forms of being, the human presence in space, which is neither our dominion nor our native domicile, ought to be constrained by a respect for alien forms ofprojective integrity. If an ethicist shrinks from the vocabulary of duty here, there will be ideals of attitude toward these places.  Can this be expressed in more detail? Two caveats follow, with six preliminary rules for nature preservation The Preservation of"Vatural Value in the Solar System 171  in the solar system. A first warning: Humans are now in a poor position to say what the formed integrities elsewhere in the solar system are. Speculating over what places, planets, moons should be designated as nature preserves would be more foolish than for Columbus to hav'e worried over what areas of the New World should be set aside as national parks and wildernesses. All the same, in retrospect, our forefathers would have left us a better New World had they been concerned sooner about preserving what they found there, not as early as the fifteenth century but neither as late as the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Let the twenty-first, the twentysecond, and the twenty-third centuries profit by the mistakes of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth. Earthlings have little power to affect extraterrestrial places today, but then the Pilgrim Fa·thers posed little threat to the ozone layer with fluorocarbons, nor to genetic processes through plutonium radioactivity.  A second warning: Banish soon and forever the bias that only habitable places are good ones (temperature 0-30 degrees C., with soil, water, breathable air), and.all uninhabitable places empty wastes, piles of dull stones, dreary, desolate swirls ofgases. To ask what these worlds are goodfor prevents asking whether these worlds aregood in deeper senses. The class of habitable places is only a subset of the class of valuable places. To fail as functional for Earth-based life is not to fail on form, beauty, spectacular eventfulness. Even on Earth humans have learned, tardily, to value landscapes and seascapes that have little or nothing to do with human comfort (Antarctica, the Sahara, marine depths). Just as there is appropriate behavior before Earthen places, regardless of their hospitality for human life, so there will be appropriate (and inappropriate) behavior before Martian landscapes and Jovian atmospheric seas. These other worlds are not places that failed. Nature never fails. Nature only succeeds more or less with itl projective integrity. We do not condemn a rock because it failed to be a tree, though we may value it less than a tree. We do not condemn a tree because it failed to be a person, though we may value it less than a person. We ought not condemn Mars because it failed to be Earth, although we may value it less than Earth. There may be fewer formed integrities OR Neptune, but there will be some that do not exist on Earth. Learning to appreciate these alien places for what they are in themselves, not depreciating them for what they failed to be, will provide an ultimate test in nature appreciation. Only as we allow that it is good that Apollo asteroids are of no "earthly use" will we learn whether they are an outlandish good.  After these warnings, we can think more positively. 

The value should be to respect place of abiotic creativity—stagnant planets need not apply
Rolston 1986 (Holmes, Professor of Philosophy at Colorado State, “The Preservation of Natural Value in the Solar System”, http://lamar.colostate.edu/~hrolston/pres-nv-solar-system.pdf)
The rule here is that such testing should not, without overridingjustification, destroy places with enough site integrity to command proper names.  (2) Respect exotic extremes in natural proJ·ects. On worlds elsewhere and elsewhen nature will give expression to potential that could not be realized on Earth. This will always be true more or less, but where true the more, where there is salient quantity, quality, or natural kind, that will be reason for appreciating notable formed in174 Philosophical and Environmental Perspectives  tegrity.Just as humans value diversity on Earth, humans should value diversity in the solar system, all part of the robust richness of nature. For instance, rock volcanoes and the basalt they spout will be common both on Earth and elsewhere, but volcanoes ofice, 'spouting lava made ofammonia and water, or liquid methane seas may exist on Titan and not elsewhere. Saturn's splendid rings may be unexcelled in many solar systems. Jupiter's ring may be dynamic, steadily lost into Jupiter's atmosphere and replenished, by material supplied from satellitesjust outside it, as Saturn's rings are not. That a formative event in nature is rare is, prima facie, reason for its preservation. At such places humans can learn something about the nature of things, the nature in things.  The second rule extends the first in that humans respect phenomena in addition to places, extremes in systemic expression, regardless of whether they call forth proper names. Such events are, to twist a phrase of astronomers, singularities-not naked singularities but idiomorphic ones. To play with a phrase of particle physicists, we ought to conserve strangeness. This can be interpreted, if one prefers, as an ideal ofhuman excellence, but it can be interpreted as well in terms of respect for "excellences" (= exuberances) in projective nature. These are places where humans get flung into wildness and magnificence unbounded by earthly constraints. If Earthlings consider only whether these places have functional utility, our experience can be of futility or horror; but if we consider the expressions of which nature is capable, the experience can be of amazement in wonderland.  (3) Respect places of historical value. Some planets, moons, places do not merely spin; they spin stories. They have their "once upon a time," their "long ago and far away," their "fortunes." Some have more story than  The Presnvation of Natural Value in the Solar System 175  others. History is nowhere even-textured and homogeneous. Although all events are contained in history, they are not equally critical or significant historically. In earthbound history, some decades, centuries, persons, nations, species, mutations have more import for the ongoing story. Astronomical nature too is historical, usually at a slower pace, at least from our inertial reference frame; but there too are flux and change, beginnings and endings, turning points.  Humans ought to preserve those places that have been more eventful than others. The places where water flows or has flowed (only on Mars?) will be of special interest. Some planets, moons, cratered plains, fault canyons, mountain ranges provide more complex books to be read. Some are palimpsests, canvases with the new painted over the old. Some provide fossil evidence for the history ofthe solar system in ways that others do not. Callisto is a 120-degree-K ice museum of a bombard-· ment period four billion years ago. Some may once have had life, or have made near approaches to it, of which evidence is left. The Moon, Mars, and Mercury are senile landscapes. From the rule to follow, this provides a reason nO,t to preserve them; but we have here to notice that they are museum places where the records have been kept from the first two-and-a-half billion years ofplanetary evolution, and that is reason for preserving their richest landscapes. So we might permit engineers to simulate a nuclear meltdown on Mare Imbrium, but not in Tycho, the great rayed crater, since the latter is ofhistorical interest as the former is not.  This rule can, like the others, be interpreted humanistically ~s saving these stories for humans to read. But it can better be interpreted as recognizing that projective nature is a historical system, a book that writes itself, and that one human value is being let in on this valuable  1 76 PhiJostJ/J"itaJ anti Envinm"""ttJI PmfJ«tiws  eventfulness, these histories spun entirely apart from the human presence. In combination, the preceding rules should preserve places of high scientific value.  (4) Respect places ofactive and potential creativity. Some places, planets, moons will be more energetic than others, perhaps on geological scales, perhaps volatile and ephemeral. Others will be stillborn, quiescent, others senile. By this criterion, Earth's moon is inactive;Jupiter is dynamic. By contrast with the ancient surface of Callisto, the surface of10 is as young as yesterday. Some of these places may, in a future epoch, when the Sun explodes, become habitats for life. We want to respect the hot spots of projective nature. We protect generativity; we keep open the theatre. We mistreat nature to see it as inert and passive, as dumb stuff, unless and until activated and enlightened by mind. Rule 4 is the forwardlooking complement to Rule 3, a retrospective rule.  Over perhaps five billion years, the evolutionary development on Earth has climbed from zero to over five million species. A deplorable thing that the lately arrived humans are doing is shutting down the speciation processes by habitat depletion and extinctions, at a rate that is potentially catastrophic. They are thwarting the fonnative biological processes. Similarly, we ought not to degrade the solar-planetary creativity. In the solar system, as much time lies ahead as behind us (perhaps five billion years in both directions). Perhaps Earthlings cannot greatly affect the solar-systemic evolution on broad scales; but perhaps they can shut down locales of active development, and that would be a pity.  All the planetary places are energy knots in a restlessly active space-time plasma/ether. Even the coolest of them-Pluto and Charon-are freeze-dried energy, coalesced in what is only an apparent void. The "hottest  The Preservation of Natural Value in the Solar System 177  places"-not in terms of degrees Kelvin but in terms of energy irradiated over matter in formative thermal ranges-deserve special consideration.

We only have an obligation to preserve dynamic abiotic elements  

Rolston 1986 (Holmes, Professor of Philosophy at Colorado State, “The Preservation of Natural Value in the Solar System”, http://lamar.colostate.edu/~hrolston/pres-nv-solar-system.pdf)
 A planet, or a place on it, not less than a particle, is a manifestation of the great underlying process, and where that process is especially pregnant, humans ought to respect the pregnancy. This can, again, be an ideal of human excellence, but it can be a respect for "excell~nces," creativity in projective nature.  (5) Respect places of aesthetic value. Some planets, moons, comets will have more symmetry, harmony, elegance, beauty, grandeur than others, and this counts for their preservation. Aesthetic value is always present with formed integrity, although aesthetics is not the only category through which such integrity is to be interpreted. Complexity, fertility, rarity, information content, historical significance, potential for development, and stability are others. Nevertheless, aesthetic properties are highorder value properties and should be preserved in the degree to which they are present. Such scenes are the "pictures" that illustrate the historical "text." They provide the "poetry" that graces the "prose," excellences that register on 'sensitive beholders as they come under the sway of creativity inherent in solar-planetary nature. Out there experiences of the sublime hitherto unknown await us, and respect is demanded in the presence of the overwhelmingly sublime.  (6) Respect places 0/ trans/ormative value. 22   A major theme during the last four centuries has been widening human horizons. Humans have become modern as they have gained-awareness of the depths of historical change, of the diversity and extent of creation, of the magnitude of time and space. Astronomers with their telescopes, biologists with their microscopes, taxonomists with their phylogenetic trees, geographers with their travels, along with others such as geomorphologists, paleontologists, archaeologists, anthropologists, have widened our vistas. Space exploration is writing still a further chapter in the story of pushing back horizons.  Humans ought to preserve those places that radically transform perspective. Just as it was a good thing for medieval Europe to be dislodged from its insularity, challenged by the Enlightenment and the Scientific Revolution, it will be a good thing for Earthlings to be unleashed from the Earth-givens. We can reduce human provinciality with the diverse provinces of solar-planetary nature. In space, so much is scrambled-what ~ounts as day or night, year or season, hot or cold, up or down, bizarre or normal, what counts as land, sea, sky, the feel of gravity. These disorienting, unsettling discoveries will expand our juvenile pers·pectives. 

We only have an obligation to preserve dynamic elements because creativity is the fundamental value of the universe

Rolston 1986 (Holmes, Professor of Philosophy at Colorado State, “The Preservation of Natural Value in the Solar System”, http://lamar.colostate.edu/~hrolston/pres-nv-solar-system.pdf)
For intellectual and moral growth one wants alien places that utterly renegotiate everything in native ranges. These will prove radical places to understand, not merely in the anthropic sense ~hat our roots lie there, but in the nonanthropic sense that they uproot us from home and force us to grow by assimilating the giddy depths and breadth of being. Those who cannot be serio!Jsly confounded by nature have not yet seriously confronted it.  Some will say that this makes instrumental use of solar-planetary nature, finding its appreciation a means to larger human experiences. We preserve those places that act ~s intellectual fertilizer. That is true, but not the end ofthe account. Sooner or later, humans will concede that these places have high transformative value because they have exotic formed integrity. They fertilize the human mind because nature is creatively projecting something there. In this sense Rule 6 is the upshot of Rules 1 through 5.  A principal thing to get transformed in space is our The Preservation of Natural Value in 1M Solar System 179  earthbound value system. Out there few places are warm or comfortable, there is no sentience, no pain, pleasure, interests, much less felt preferences satisfied. There is no resource use, no adaptation for survival, no genetic sets defended. Nothing seeks anything; there are no means to ends. There is neither love nor freedom. There is only indifference. All is blah! So we incline to judge, from our relative earthen reference frame, that these are valueless places. Values happen on Earth, not elsewhere, unless Earthlings go elsewhere.  But there are mysteries that ride on the Sun's rays, majesties in the swirling gases and chunks ofmatter, and humans will benefit by learning to see other worlds, other events where they are for what they are, as surely as they benefit by having air, water, and soil. The historical struggle, repeated now in ourselves, has always been to get a big enough picture; and we now stand at an exciting place: one world trying to figure out the others. ·  The human genius takes an interest outside its own biological sector. Nonhuman species take an interest (biological or psychological) merely within habitat, in prey or predator, in resource or shelter. Only the human species can value at a distance that which does not stand in its own lineage, underpinning, or life-support system. The initialchallenge ofenvironmentalethics has been to press that task in the earthen environment. A space ethic extends the challenge into the astronomical environment. We require a space metaphysics to go with space physics. Space exploration must also be value exploration..  Later on, humans become excited (in the psychological sense) when they get let in on these things. Earlier on, what is first happening is that these places, planets, moons, with their winds, clouds, tectonic movements, volcanism, electromagnetic fields, are getting excited (in 180 Philosophical and Environmental Perspectives  the geophysical sense) by energy fluxing over matter, by heat engines within, by solar radiation, by radioactivity, by kinetic and other creative forces' of nature. In the order of knowing, the excitement is first in the human beholder and then in the systems beheld. But the excitement, in order of being, is first in objective, energetic, material nature, and only much later in human subjectivity. It need not follow that every excitement of physical nature can or should excite value in a human beholder (not in more than foundatiorial, baseline ways), .but the more lofty excitements of physical nature will regularly produce valued excitement in human beholders. Until we have a value theory that takes things in proper order, we have not yet enjoyed the transformative value that solar-planetary nature has to offer.  Some will complain that all this is wrestling with shadows; there is no value in solar-planetary nature, only an illusion that appears when humans come on stage. But I think not; we are wrestling with creativity. Positive creativity is no illusion, but rather the principal value in the universe, from which all else derives, and which above all needs appreciation and protection. Some will complain that, even if there is extraterrestrial value, any present concern about preserving it is far-fetched. Perhaps so, but sooner or later the far-fetched can become farsighted.  

AT: COLONIALISM/FRONTIER KRITIK
Their emphasis on the legacy of colonialism and genocide cripples our ability to denounce dictatorships and move progressively towards democracy

Bruckner 2010 (Pascal, Professor of Philosophy at the Institut d’Études Politiques de Paris, The Tyranny of Guilt)
From existentialism to deconstructionism, all of modern thought can be reduced to a mechanical denunciation of the West, emphasizing the latter’s hypocrisy, violence, and abomination. In this enterprise the best minds have lost much of their substance. Few of them have avoided succumbing to this spiritual routine: one applauds a religious revolution, another goes into ecstasies over the beauty of terrorist acts or supports a guerilla movement because it challenges our imperialist project. Indulgence toward foreign dictatorships, intransigence toward our democracies. An eternal movement: critical thought, at first subversive, turns against itself and becomes a new conformism, but one that is sanctified by the memory of its former rebellion. Yesterday’s audacity is transformed into clichés. Remorse has ceased to be connected with precise historical circumstances; it has become a dogma, a spiritual commodity, almost a form of currency. a whole intellectual intercourse is established: clerks are appointed to maintain it like the ancient guardians of the sacred flame and issue permits to think and speak. At the slightest deviation, these athletes of contrition protest, enforce proper order in language, accord their imprimatur or refuse it. In the great factory of the mind, it is they who open doors for you or slam them in your face. This repeated use of the scalpel against ourselves we call the duty of repentance. Like any ideology, this discourse is at first presented in the register of the obvious. There is no need for demonstrations because things seem clear: one has only to repeat and confirm. The duty to repent is a multifunction fighting machine: it censures, reassures, and distinguishes. First of all, the duty to repent forbids the Western bloc, which is eternally guilty, to judge or combat other systems, other states, other religions. Our past crimes command us to keep our mouths closed. Our only right is to remain silent. Next, it offers those who repent the comfort of redemption. Reserve and neutrality will redeem us. no longer participating, no longer getting involved in the affairs of our time, except perhaps by approving of those whom we formerly oppressed. in this way, two different Wests will be defined: the good one, that of the old europe that withdraws and keeps quiet, and the bad one, that of the united states that intervenes and meddles in everything.
Their criticism of Western thought is part and parcel of the new academic fad of antihumanism—in rejecting Western civilization, they end up in a position of absolute relativism

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Rarely have the concepts that literally define the best of Western culture--its notions of a meaningful History, a universal Civilization, and the possibility of Progress--been called so radically into question as they are today. In recent decades, both in the United States and abroad, the academy and a subculture of self-styled postmodernist intellectuals have nourished an entirely new ensemble of cultural conventions that stem from a corrosive social, political, and moral relativism. This ensemble encompasses a crude nominalism, pluralism, and skepticism, an extreme subjectivism, and even outright nihilism and antihumanism in various combinations and permutations, sometimes of a thoroughly misanthropic nature. This relativistic ensemble is pitted against coherent thought as such and against the "principle of hope" (to use Ernst Bloch's expression) that marked radical theory of the recent past. Such notions percolate from so-called radical academics into the general public, where they take the form of personalism, amoralism, and "neoprimitivism." Too often in this prevailing "paradigm," as it is often called, eclecticism replaces the search for historical meaning; a self-indulgent despair replaces hope; dystopia replaces the promise of a rational society; and in the more sophisticated forms of this ensemble a vaguely defined "intersubjectivity"--or in its cruder forms, a primitivistic mythopoesis--replaces all forms of reason, particularly dialectical reason. In fact, the very concept of reason itself has been challenged by a willful antirationalism. By stripping the great traditions of Western thought of their contours, nuances, and gradations, these relativistic "post-historicists," "postmodernists," and (to coin a new word) "post-humanists" of our day are, at best, condemning contemporary thought to a dark pessimism or, at worst, subverting it of all its meaning.
Their disruption of historical certainty ends up affirming naïve relativism, undermining all hopes for social progress

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
So grossly have the current critics of History, Civilization, and Progress, with their proclivities for fragmentation and reductionism, subverted the coherence of these basic Western concepts that they will literally have to be defined again if they are to be made intelligible to present and future generations. Even more disturbingly, such critics have all but abandoned attempts to define the very concepts they excoriate. What, after all, is History? Its relativistic critics tend to dissolve the concept into eclectically assembled "histories" made up of a multiplicity of disjointed episodes--or even worse, into myths that belong to "different" gender, ethnic, and national groups and that they consider to be ideologically equatable. Its nominalistic critics see the past largely as a series of "accidents," while its subjectivistic critics overemphasize ideas in determining historical realities, consisting of "imaginaries" that are essentially discontinuous from one another. And what, after all, is Civilization? "Neoprimitivists" and other cultural reductionists have so blackened the word that its rational components are now in need of a scrupulous sorting out from the irrationalities of the past and present. And what, finally, is Progress? Relativists have rejected its aspirations to freedom in all its complexity, in favor of a fashionable assertion of "autonomy," often reducible to personal proclivities. Meanwhile, antihumanists have divested the very concept of Progress of all relevance and meaning in the farrago of human self-denigration that marks the moods of the present time. A skepticism that denies any meaning, rationality, coherence, and continuity in History, that corrodes the very existence of premises, let alone the necessity of exploring them, renders discourse itself virtually impossible. Indeed, premises as such have become so suspect that the new relativists regard any attempts to establish them as evidence of a cultural pathology, much as Freudian analysts might view a patient's resistance to treatment as symptomatic of a psychological pathology. Such a psychologization of discussion closes off all further dispute. No longer are serious challenges taken on their own terms and given a serious response; rather, they are dismissed as symptoms of a personal and social malaise. So far have these tendencies been permitted to proceed that one cannot now mount a critique of incoherence, for example, without exposing oneself to the charge of a having a "predisposition" to "coherence"--or a "Eurocentric" bias. A defense of clarity, equally unacceptable, invites the accusation of reinforcing the "tyranny of reason," while an attempt to uphold the validity of reason is dismissed as an "oppressive" presupposition of reason's existence. The very attempt at definition is rejected as intellectually "coercive." Rational discussion is impugned as a repression of nonliterate forms of "expression" such as rituals, howling, and dancing, or on an ostensibly philosophical scale, of intuitions, presciences, psychological motivations, of "positional" insights that are dependent on one's gender or ethnicity, or of revelations of one kind or another that often feed into outright mysticism. 
Their relativism makes ethics impossible and culminates in nihilism—the kritik is only a way for them to feel good about doing nothing in the context of academia

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Perhaps the most problematic aspect of relativism is its moral arbitrariness. The moral relativism of the trite maxim "What's good for me is good for me, and what's good for you is good for you," hardly requires elucidation.[2] In this apparently most formless of times, relativism has left us with a solipsistic morality and in certain subcultures a politics literally premised on chaos. The turn of many anarchists these days toward a highly personalistic, presumably "autonomous" subculture at the expense of serious, indeed, responsible social commitment and action reflects, in my view, a tragic abdication of a serious engagement in the political and revolutionary spheres. This is no idle problem today, when increasing numbers of people with no knowledge of History take capitalism to be a natural, eternal social system. A politics rooted in purely relativistic preferences, in assertions of personal "autonomy" that stem largely from an individual's "desire," can yield a crude and self-serving opportunism, of a type whose prevalence today explains many social ills. Capitalism itself, in fact, fashioned its primary ideology on an equation of freedom with the personal autonomy of the individual, which Anatole France once impishly described as the "freedom" of everyone to sleep at night under the same bridge over the Seine. Individuality is inseparable from community, and autonomy is hardly meaningful unless it is embedded in a cooperative community.[3] Compared with humanity's potentialities for freedom, a relativistic and personalistic "autonomy" is little more than psychotherapy writ large and expanded into a social theory. Far too many of the relativistic critics of History, Civilization, and Progress seem less like serious social theorists than like frightened former radical ideologues who have not fully come to terms with the failures of the Left and of "existing socialism" in recent years. The incoherence that is celebrated in present-day theory is due in no small part to the one-sided and exaggerated reaction of French academic "leftists" to the May-June events of 1968, to the behavior of the French Communist Party, and in even greater part to the various mutations of Holy Mother Russia from Czarism through Stalinism to Yeltsinism. Too often, this disenchantment provides an escape route for erstwhile "revolutionaries" to ensconce themselves in the academy, or embrace social democracy, or simply turn to a vacuous nihilism that hardly constitutes a threat to the existing society. From relativism, they have constructed a skeptical barrier between themselves and the rest of society. Yet this barrier is as intellectually fragile as the one-sided absolutism that the Old Left tried to derive from Hegel, Marx, and Lenin. 
Relativism cripples all efforts to resist totalitarianism, enabling the worst atrocities in history including Hitler and Stalin

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Current expositions of oxymoronic "market socialisms" and "minimal statisms" by "neo-" and "post-Marxists" suggest where political relativism and assertions of "autonomy" can lead us.[5] Indeed, it is quite fair to ask whether today's fashionable political relativism itself would provide us with more than a paper-thin obstacle to totalitarianism. The dismissal of attempts to derive continuity in History, coherence in Civilization, and meaning in Progress as evidence of a "totalizing" or "totalitarian" mentality in pursuit of all-encompassing foundations directly or indirectly imbricates reason, particularly that of the Enlightenment era, with totalitarianism, and even significantly trivializes the harsh reality and pedigree of totalitarianism itself. In fact, the actions of the worst totalitarians of our era, Stalin and Hitler, were guided less by the objectively grounded principles or "foundational" ideas they so cynically voiced in public than by a kind of relativistic or situational ethics. For Stalin, who was no more a "socialist" or "communist" than he was an "anarchist" or "liberal," theory was merely an ideological fig leaf for the concentration of power. To overlook Stalin's sheer opportunism is myopic at best and cynical at worst. Under his regime, only a hopelessly dogmatic "Communist" who had managed to negotiate and survive Stalin's various changes in the "party line" could have taken Stalin seriously as a "Marxist-Leninist." Hitler, in turn, exhibited amazing flexibility in bypassing ideology for strictly pragmatic ends. In his first months in power, he decimated all the "true believers" of National Socialism among his storm troopers at the behest of the Prussian officer caste, which feared and detested the Nazi rabble.

Objectivity and rationality are the foundation for all meaningful social emancipation, AND our framework solves their impacts through self-critical reflection 

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
In the absence of an objective grounding--notably, the very real human potentialities that have been formed by the natural, social, moral, and intellectual development of our species--notions like freedom, creativity, and rationality are reduced to "intersubjective" relations, underpinned by personal and individualistic preferences (nothing more!) that are "resolved" by another kind of tyranny--notably, the tyranny of consensus. Lacking foundations of any kind, lacking any real form and solidity, notions of "intersubjectivity" can be frighteningly homogenizing because of their seemingly "democratic" logic of consensuality--a logic that precludes the dissensus and ideological dissonance so necessary for stimulating innovation. In the consensual "ideal speech situation" that Jürgen Habermas deployed to befog the socialist vision of the 1970s, this "intersubjectivity," a transcendental "Subject" or "Ego" like a mutated Rousseauian "General Will," replaces the rich elaboration of reason. Today this subjectivism or "intersubjectivity"--be it in the form of Habermas's neo-Kantianism or Baudrillard's egoism--lends itself to a notion of "social theory" as a matter of personal taste. Mere constructions of "socially conditioned" human minds, free-floating in a sea of relativism and ahistoricism, reject a potential objective ground for freedom in the interests of avoiding "totalitarian Totalities" and the "tyranny" of an "Absolute." Indeed, reason itself is essentially reduced to "intersubjectivity." Juxtaposed with literary celebrations of the "subjective reason" of personalism, and its American sequelae of mysticism, individual redemption, and conformity, and its post-1968 French sequelae of postmodernist, psychoanalytic, relativist, and neo-Situationist vagaries, Marx's commitment to thorough thinking would be attractive. Ideas that are objectively grounded, unlike those that are relativistically asserted, can provide us with a definable body of principles with which we can seriously grapple. The foundational coherence and in the best of cases the rationality of objectively grounded views at least make them explicit and tangible and free them from the vagaries of the labyrinthine personalism so very much in vogue today. Unlike a foundationless subjectivism that is often reducible, under the rubric of "autonomy," to personal preferences, objective foundations are at least subject to challenges in a free society. Far from precluding rational critique, they invite it. Far from taking refuge in an unchallengeable nominalist elusiveness, they open themselves to the test of coherence. Paul Feyerabend's corrosive (in my view, cynical) relativism to the contrary notwithstanding, the natural sciences in the past three centuries have been among the most emancipatory human endeavors in the history of ideas--partly because of their pursuit of unifying or foundational explanations of reality.[6] In the end, what should always be of concern to us is the content of objective principles, be they in science, social theory, or ethics, not a flippant condemnation of their claims to coherence and objectivity per se. Indeed, despite claims to the contrary, relativism has its own hidden "foundations" and metaphysics. As such, because its premises are masked, it may well produce an ideological tyranny far more paralyzing than the "totalitarianism" that it imputes to objectivism and an expressly reasoned "foundationalism." Insofar as our concerns should center on the bases of freedom and the nature of reason, modern relativism has "decentered" these crucial issues into wispy expressions of personal faith in an atmosphere of general skepticism. We may choose to applaud the relativist who upholds his or her strictly personal faith by reiterating Luther's defiant words at Worms, Hier stehe ich, ich kann nicht anders ("Here I stand, I cannot do otherwise"). But to speak frankly, unless we also hear a rational argument to validate that stand, one based on more than a subjective inclination, who gives a damn about this resolve?
The denial of objective history derails efforts for human emancipation, including all efforts to resist capitalism

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Which raises again the problem of what History, Civilization, and Progress actually are. History, I wish to contend, is the rational content and continuity of events (with due regard for qualitative "leaps") that are grounded in humanity's potentialities for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation, in the self-formative development of increasingly libertarian forms of consociation. It is the rational "infrastructure," so to speak, that coheres human actions and institutions over the past and the present in the direction of an emancipatory society and emancipated individual. That is to say, History is precisely what is rational in human development. It is what is rational, moreover, in the dialectical sense of the implicit that unfolds, expands, and begins in varying degrees through increasing differentiation to actualize humanity's very real potentialities for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation.[7] It will immediately be objected that irrational events, unrelated to this actualization, explode upon us at all times and in all eras and cultures. But insofar as they defy rational interpretation, they remain precisely events, not History, however consequential their effects may be on the course of other events. Their impact may be very powerful, to be sure, but they are not dialectically rooted in humanity's potentialities for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation.[8] They can be assembled into Chronicles, the stuff out of which a Froissart constructed his largely anecdotal "histories," but not History in the sense I am describing. Events may even "overtake History," so to speak, and ultimately submerge it in the irrational and the evil. But without an increasingly self-reflexive History, which present-day relativism threatens to extinguish, we would not even know that it had happened. If we deny that humanity has these potentialities for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation--conceived as one ensemble--then along with many self-styled "socialists" and even former anarchists like Daniel Cohn-Bendit, we may well conclude that "capitalism has won," as one disillusioned friend put it; that "history" has reached its terminus in "bourgeois democracy" (however tentative this "terminus" may actually be); and that rather than attempt to enlarge the realm of the rational and the free, we would do best to ensconce ourselves in the lap of capitalism and make it as comfortable a resting place as possible for ourselves.
Even given the atrocities of genocide, the abandonment of rational institutions and non-relativistic ethics makes possible the worst atrocities in history, literally hell on earth

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
As a mere adaptation to what exists, to the "what-is," such behavior is merely animalistic. Sociobiologists may even regard it as genetically unavoidable, but my critics need not be sociobiologists to observe that the historical record exhibits a great deal of adaptation and worse--of irrationality and violence, of pleasure in the destruction of oneself and others--and finally to question my assertion that History is the unfolding of human potentialities for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation. Indeed, humans have engaged in destruction and luxuriated in real and imaginary cruelties toward one another that have produce hells on earth. They have created the monstrosities of Hitler's death camps and Stalin's gulags, not to speak of the mountains of skulls that Mongol and Tartar invaders of Eurasia left behind in distant centuries. But this record hardly supplants a dialectic of unfolding and maturing of potentialities in social development, nor is the capacity of humans to inflict cruelties on each other equivalent to their potentialities for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation. Here, human capacities and human potentialities must be distinguished from each other. The human capacity for inflicting injury belongs to the realm of natural history, to what humans share with animals in the biological world or "first nature." First nature is the domain of survival, of core feelings of pain and fear, and in that sense our behavior remains animalistic, which is by no means altered with the emergence of social or "second nature." Unknowing animals merely try to survive and adapt to one degree or another to the world in which they exist. By contrast, humans are animals of a very special kind; they are knowing animals, they have the intelligence to calculate and to devise, even in the service of needs that they share with nonhuman life-forms. Human reason and knowledge have commonly served aims of self-preservation and self-maximization by the use of a formal logic of expediency, a logic that rulers have deployed for social control and the manipulation of society. These methods have their roots in the animal realm of simple "means-ends" choices to survive. But humans also have the capacity to deliberately inflict pain and fear, to use their reason for perverse passions, in order to coerce others or merely for cruelty for its own sake. Only knowing animals, ironically animals capable of intelligent innovation, with the Schadenfreude to enjoy vicariously the torment of others, can inflict fear and pain in a coldly calculated or even passionate manner. The Foucauldian hypostasization of the body as the "terrain" of sado-masochistic pleasure can be easily elaborated into a metaphysical justification of violence, depending, to be sure, on what "pleases" a particular perpetrating ego.[9] In this sense, human beings are too intelligent not to live in a rational society, not to live within institutions formed by reason and ethics, institutions that restrict their capacity for irrationality and violence.[10] Insofar as they do not, they remain dangerously wayward and unformed creatures with enormous powers of destruction as well as creation.
Our defense of objectivity does not mean that we embrace the oversimplifications of science

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Among the important concepts and relationships that require elucidation is the tendency to reduce objectivity to the "natural law" of physical science.[19] In the conventional scientific sense of the term, "natural law" preordains the kinetic future of objects colliding with each other. It may even preordain an individual plant will become under the normal conditions required for its growth. Objectivity, however, has a multiplicity of meanings and does not necessarily correspond to the "laws" that the natural sciences seek to formulate. It involves not only the materiality of the world in a very broad sense but also its potentialities, as a very real but as yet unrealized form structured to undergo elaboration. The evolution of key life-forms toward ever-greater subjectivity, choice, and behavioral flexibility--real potentialities and their degrees of actualization--and toward human intellectuality, language, and social institutionalization, is transparently clear. An objective potentiality is the implicit that may or may not be actualized, depending upon the conditions in which it emerges. Among humans, the actualization of potentiality is not necessarily restricted by anything besides aging and death, although it is not free to unfold unconditionally. But minimally, the actualization of humanity's potentialities consists in its attainment of a rational society. Such a society, of course, would not appear ab novo. By its very nature it would require development, maturation, or, more precisely, a History--a rational development that may be fulfilled by the very fact that the society is potentially constituted to be rational. If the self-realization of life in the nonhuman world is survival or stability, the self-realization of humanity is the degree of freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation, as well as rationality in society. Reduced merely or primarily to scientific "natural law," objectivity is highly attenuated. It does not encompass potentiality and the working of the dialectic in existential reality, let alone its presence, so to speak, as a standard for gauging reality against actuality in the unfolding of human phenomena.[20]

Objectivity and reason is the foundation of ethics

Bookchin 1994 (Murray, Founder of the Social Ecology Movement, author of hundreds of books and articles, Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College, “History, Civilization, and Progress: Outline for a Criticism of Modern Relativism”, http://www.theyliewedie.org/ressources/biblio/en/Bookchin_Murray_-_History,_Civilization,_and_Progress.html)
Although the broader objectivity that dialectical reasoning educes does not dictate that reason will prevail, it implies that it should prevail, thereby melding ethics with human activity and creating the basis for a truly objective ethical socialism or anarchism. Dialectical reason permits an ethics in history by upholding the rational influence of "what-should-be" as against "what-is." History, qua the dialectically rational, exercises a pressing "claim," so to speak, on our canons of behavior and our interpretation of events. Without this liberatory legacy and a human practice that fosters its unfolding, we have absolutely no basis for even judging what is creative or stagnant, rational or irrational, or good or evil in any constellation of cultural phenomena other than personal preference. Unlike science's limited objectivity, dialectical naturalism's objectivity is ethical by its very nature, by virtue of the kind of society it identifies as rational, a society that is the actualization of humanity's potentialities.[23] It sublates science's narrow objectivity to advance by rational inferences drawn from the objective nature of human potentialities, a society that increasingly actualizes those potentialities. And it does so on the basis of what should be as the fulfillment of the rational, that is to say, on rational knowledge of the "Good" and a conceptual congruence between the Good and the socially rational that can be embodied in free institutions.

Their emphasis on historical atrocities enacts a politics of guilt that decimates our ability to combat genocide or take ethical actions

The American Spectator 2010 (“Guilt Gone Wild”, http://spectator.org/archives/2010/08/12/guilt-gone-wild#)
The problem with us rugged individualists is we are hard ones for collective guilt. Maybe our forefathers did some pretty awful things -- who hasn't? -- but that's between them and their gods. All we ask is you leave us out of it. We may have inherited their genes, but not their sins. And certainly not their money -- not that mine had any. America, being the land of rugged individualists, is an especially irksome place to the eternally guilt-ridden European. Because we stubbornly refuse to sackcloth and ashes, we can never experience the "comfort of redemption." Not a problem. We'll get by with the comfort of beer and television. This explains why there is so much anti-Americanism "over there." The haters hate us because their ancestors produced fascism, communism, genocide, slavery and imperialism and they feel like hell about it. Then they see us happily going about our business and they demand we stop acting so innocent and smug. They throw the Trail of Tears up to us. Jim Crow. McCarthyism. We remind them that we saved their butts in two world wars, and they hate us even more. They get rankled when we speak up (or worse, do something) about genocide and human rights in the lands of the oppressed, when, as every "guilt peddler" knows, we should be flagellating ourselves and seeking repentance. Since the West has pleaded guilty to all charges and then some, we naturally cannot be trusted to do the right thing, or even know what the right thing is. That was Germany's excuse to stand idly by during the ethnic cleansing in Bosnia, and it will be Germany's excuse for the next hundred years. "Our past crimes command us to keep our mouths closed," writes novelist Pascal Bruckner in his engaging new book-length essay. We dare not speak out lest we open ourselves to charges of hypocrisy by every tin-pot dictator or terrorist leader. How dare we condemn bin Laden when Custer massacred the Sioux? Oh, wait, the Sioux massacred Custer. You get the point. This kind of fuzzy thinking is freely on tap in Western Europe and in the current White House. "From existentialism to deconstructionism, all of modern thought can be reduced to a mechanical denunciation of the West, emphasizing the latter's hypocrisy, violence and abomination," Bruckner writes. It was a conceit that reached its peak in 2001 when so many Western intellectuals praised the Twin Tower attacks as America's comeuppance, when the oppressed finally struck back. This faux remorse is actually a ragged disguise masking feelings of moral superiority. We have become our parents and the rest of the developing world is our naughty kids whose misdeeds can be blamed on their parents' sins (colonialism and racism). No wonder their development remains stunted. Our historical guilt has now gone to such absurd extremes that it threatens basic liberties like free speech. In one example, Bruckner argues our unwillingness to offend Islam means the death of religious satire. At least religious satire of Islam. (Though I suspect episodes like Comedy Central's censoring of South Park was an instance of fear and cowardice, not political correctness.) THIS COLLECTIVE historical guilt is puerile and destructive, Bruckner writes. Our good deeds vastly outweigh our bad. "There is no doubt that Europe has given birth to monsters, but at the same time it has given birth to theories that make it possible to understand and destroy these monsters." No culture has been without sin, therefore none of us should be pointing fingers or throwing stones. But if, god forbid, somebody does start throwing stones -- or bombs -- some one needs to have the moral courage to put an end to it.
Their critique abandons all good things to come from the West in the hasty effort to over-criticize the violent colonial past

Reno 2010 (R.R., Prof Theology at Creighton Universtiy, “The Pleasures of Self-Hatred”, http://www.firstthings.com/onthesquare/2010/08/the-pleasures-of-self-hatred/rr-reno)
“From existentialism to deconstruction,” writes Pascal Bruckner in his broadside, The Tyranny of Guilt: An Essay on Western Masochism, “all modern thought can be reduced to a mechanical denunciation of the West, emphasizing the latter’s hypocrisy, violence, and abomination.” I wouldn’t say that John Rawls or Jürgen Habermas or Benedict XVI fit that description. Yet Bruckner, one of the so-called “new philosophers” in France who made a big stir in the 1970s when they criticized the habitual Marxism of French intellectuals, points to a very real and powerful trend in contemporary Western culture. We seem to love to hate ourselves. The self-accusations are familiar. We are imperialists, racists, and purveyors of unsustainable consumption that threatens to engulf the world in an environmental disaster. The colonization of the New World amounted to genocide. Our greed supports brutal tyrants. Capitalism depends upon the exploitation of the world’s poor. On and on goes the litany of shame. To a certain extent, our present self-laceration reflects one of the virtues of Western culture. Socratic philosophy and Old Testament prophecy combined to create a strong impulse toward self-criticism as a way to overcome self-deceptions and false loyalties. It was not an accident that St. Thomas began his analysis of the truths of Christianity by surveying the objections. As he knew, the pressure of criticism pushes us toward a fuller and more self-aware grasp of the truth. Yet, as Bruckner recognizes, our postmodern age does not seem to view criticism as a way of refining and deepening our loyalty to the real achievements of Western culture, not the least of which is the freedom to criticize. We seem to relish denunciation for its own sake.

Blaming the West for the violence and oppression in the world is a NEW FORM of colonialism that implies that the West has the capacity to be responsible for all of the world’s sins AND it whitewashes our present situation to make us feel good about ourselves when we do nothing

Reno 2010 (R.R., Prof Theology at Creighton Universtiy, “The Pleasures of Self-Hatred”, http://www.firstthings.com/onthesquare/2010/08/the-pleasures-of-self-hatred/rr-reno)
Why? To begin, the notion that the West is the Great Satan feeds our egoism. As Bruckner explains, “This is the paternalism of the guilty conscience: seeing ourselves as the kings of infamy is still a way of staying on the crest of history.” For a long time the liberal establishment in America believed that our society was the source of good in the world. The traumas of the 1960s undermined this complacent belief in American exceptionalism. But it did not lead to a more nuanced view of America's place in the world. The vanity remained intact, transforming itself into a belief that America is the exceptional source of evil in the world. We are still the great exception, but now we're exceptionally bad. Our litanies of shame differ from Woodrow Wilson’s naive Americanism only in the conclusions they draw. Islamic terrorism? Caused by Western imperialism. African kleptocracy? Caused by the legacy of colonialism. There are other enticements to orgies of self-criticism. For example, Bruckner overlooks the joys of destruction. Blowing up buildings is thrilling, and so is deconstructing cultural institutions. To show that America was founded on the slaughter of Native Americans, the evil of slavery, and a naked quest of profit–what a delicious prospect. In their small way, the postmodern intellectuals whom Bruckner quotes so extensively share in an eroticism of demolition. It’s an excitement of the soul familiar to adolescent males, and one central to the early years of Nazi hegemony in Germany. Slashing self-criticism also creates a slapstick, carnival atmosphere. Showing how the plot of Shakespeare’s Hamlet operates according to a hidden suppression of otherness is like throwing cream pies at the school principal. Demonstrating the sexism of the church fathers is akin to giving the finger to a policeman as you drive by. It’s titillating to flaunt authority, especially when you are applauded for doing so. High fives all the way around. In the main, however, the tyranny of guilt tends to please because it feeds our moral conceit. As St. Augustine recognized, all societies are deeply implicated in human sinfulness. We may achieve a degree of justice, but our common life remains haunted by perverted desires. Hyper-critique promises to lift us out of our fallen condition. We ascend to a place were we imagine that we can see all the evils–and we assume, falsely, that such a place must be good, and that our residency there makes us good in turn.
***NEG ANSWERS
AT: EXTINCTION ADVANTAGE

It’s not too late to reverse ecological destruction

The Australian, 6-16-2010 (“Frank Fenner sees no hope for humans”, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/frank-fenner-sees-no-hope-for-humans/story-e6frgcjx-1225880091722)
Fenner's colleague and long-time friend Stephen Boyden, a retired professor at the ANU, says there is deep pessimism among some ecologists, but others are more optimistic.

"Frank may be right, but some of us still harbour the hope that there will come about an awareness of the situation and, as a result, the revolutionary changes necessary to achieve ecological sustainability," says Boyden, an immunologist who turned to human ecology later in his career.

"That's where Frank and I differ. We're both aware of the seriousness of the situation, but I don't accept that it's necessarily too late. While there's a glimmer of hope, it's worth working to solve the problem. We have the scientific knowledge to do it but we don't have the political will."

Extinction is not inevitable—it’s not too late to save the environment
Columbus Dispatch March 2011

(“Has Earth's sixth mass extinction begun?”

http://www.dispatch.com/live/content/science/stories/2011/03/13/has-earths-sixth-mass-extinction-begun.html?sid=101)

Efforts are under way to collect sufficient data - current and fossil - to calculate independent rates of extinction for other major groups of animals, such as lizards and amphibians. Indeed, within the past two decades, the plight of amphibian species worldwide highlights the need for such studies.

The authors suggest that a "perfect storm" of conditions might be setting the stage for future extinctions. These conditions include invasive species that out-compete or simply eat native species; habitat destruction and fragmentation; disease; and rapid changes associated with global climate change.
Anthony Barnosky, lead author of the report and a professor of Integrative Biology at the University of California, Berkeley, noted that it is not too late to avert the sixth great extinction event.

"So far, only 1 to 2 percent of all species have gone extinct in the groups we can look at clearly, so by those numbers, it looks like we are not far down the road to extinction. We still have a lot of Earth's biota to save," Barnosky said.

We can still save the environment and stop extinction

The Northern Star June 2011

(“Mass Extinction Is Now Only 300 years Away”, http://northernstar-online.com/stories/edition0069-02.html)

Escalated by human activities, life on Earth is hurtling toward extinction levels like those that wiped out the dinosaurs 65 million years ago. Such enormous losses have only occurred five times in the past half-billion years, during events known as "mass extinctions". Now scientists are warning that if current extinction rates continue, Earth will lose 3/4 of its species as soon as 300 years from now - a geological blink of an eye. 

In order to reach mass-extinction status, 75% of all species need to disappear within a geologically short time frame, meaning that Earth is currently on the brink of the sixth mass extinction. We are mindlessly marching toward barren landscapes and empty seas, a predatory procession fueled by human population growth, resource consumption and climate change. Scientists say habitat destruction, global climate change, introducing invasive species and population growth all contribute to the losses, working together to create a global disaster. 
But the good news is, people are the ones who are driving this extinction, so if we hurry, we can still prevent it. Stanford University biologist, Paul Ehrlich, suggests starting by prioritizing species preservation, capping human population growth and limiting resource consumption.
Their extinction impact is a form of eco-doomsaying that spawns authoritarian solutions and makes transforming our relationship to the environment impossible

Buell 2003

(Frederick, Professor of English at Cornell, From Apocalypse to Way of Life.)
Elaborating crisis is thus not only hard to do but can also perhaps never really be done. Worse, even an actual occurrence of crisis, not just an elaboration of its imminence, is no guarantee that people will fall in line with the analyses and prescriptions of environmentalists. Environmental crisis, as Ulrich Beck has argued, is uniquely susceptible to social construction, and while an actual crisis, like Samuel Johnson's hanging, can indeed concentrate the mind wonderfully, it can concentrate it on the wrong target. Revenge against an outgroup can easily substitute for remedy to ecological crisis-especially given the political machinery devoted to obscuring problems and displacing blame described in Chapter 1. 

Looked at critically then, crisis discourse thus suffers from a number of liabilities. First, it seems to have become a political liability almost as much as an asset. It calls up a fierce and effective opposition with its predictions; worse, its more specific predictions are all too vulnerable to refutation by events. It also exposes environmentalists to being called grim doomsters and antilife Puritan extremists. Further, concern with crisis has all too often tempted people to try to find a "total solution" to the problems involved – a phrase that, as an astute, analyst of the limitations of crisis discourse, John Barry, puts it, is all too reminiscent of the Third Reich's infamous "final solution." A total crisis of society – environmental crisis at its gravest – threatens to translate despair into inhumanist authoritarianism; more often, however, it helps keep merely dysfunctional authority in place. It thus leads, Barry suggests, to the belief that only elite-and expert-led solutions are possible. At the same time it depoliticizes people, inducing them to accept their impotence as individuals; this is something that has made many people today feel, ironically and/or passively, that since it makes no difference at all what any individual does on his or her own, one might as well go along with it. 

Yet another pitfall for the full and sustained elaboration of environmental crisis is, though least discussed, perhaps the most deeply ironic. A problem with deep cultural and psychological as well as social effects, it is embodied in a startlingly simple proposition: the worse one feels environmental crisis is, the more one is tempted to turn one's back on the environment. This means, preeminently, turning one's back on "nature" – on traditions of nature feeling, traditions of knowledge about nature (ones that range from organic farming techniques to the different departments of ecological science), and traditions of nature-based activism. If nature is thoroughly wrecked these days, people need to delink from nature and live in postnature – a conclusion that, as the next chapter shows, many in U.S. society drew at the end of the millennium. Explorations of how deeply "nature" has been wounded and how intensely vulnerable to and dependent on human actions it is can thus lead, ironically, to further indifference to nature-based environmental issues, not greater concern with them. 

No risk of extinction—human efforts are improving the environment and ecosystems are recovering
Pipes 2009

(Sally C., President and CEO of the Pacific Research Institute, “On Earth Day, Don't Buy into the Eco-Doomsaying” http://www.journalpress.com/guest-columnist/562-on-earth-day-dont-buy-into-the-eco-doomsaying-)

Before we commit hundreds of billions of dollars to cleaning up the planet to fight global warming, it's important check the facts. The United States -- and indeed the rest of the world -- has made remarkable environmental progress over the last few years.

Take climate change. The climate-induced catastrophes we've been conditioned to fear appear to be founded on little more than hype.
According to a recent report from the U.S. Climate Change Science Program, there is "no evidence" of a change "in the severity of tornadoes and severe thunderstorms" over the past few decades. The Program's report also found that over the last 150 years, the rate of U.S. hurricane landfalls has actually been declining.

Indeed, many in the scientific community have begun to speak out against climate-change hysteria. Noted physicist Freeman Dyson, for example, blames "lousy science" on global warming for "distracting public attention" from "more serious and more immediate dangers to the planet."
Among those other dangers is pollution. But America has achieved remarkable success in curbing pollutants, particularly airborne ones. The Environmental Protection Agency reports that the nation's total emissions of six common air pollutants -- including carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead -- dropped 41 percent from 1990 and 2007. And the atmospheric level of chemicals harmful to the ozone fell 12 percent from 1995 through 2006.
Even Los Angeles -- the most polluted city in America -- has cleaner air. According to the American Lung Association, Los Angeles has experienced a 27 percent drop in particle pollution over the last decade.
There's good news on the ground, too. 

Rainforests are regenerating on previously cleared land throughout the world. Scientists in Central America recently estimated that for every acre of rainforest cut down annually, more than 50 acres of new forest are growing in once-barren tropical areas. 

In the United States, water quality is improving. Last year, researchers from the U.S. Geological Survey sampled 17 major water sources and tested for 258 different man-made chemicals, including pesticides and herbicides. The annual mean concentration of chemicals in all samples was less than the human-health benchmark. Roughly half the chemicals were not present at all in the samples tested. 
Cleaner air and water have contributed to the recovery of many marginalized animal communities. 

Human extinction inevitable: genetic drift

Sci-Tech Story, 2011

(May 19, “Protein complexity could be our demise”, scitechstory.com/2011/05/19/protein-complexity-could-be-our-demise/#more-2275)

Did you know that badly folded proteins could be the cause of our species’ destruction? Neither did I. I know about nuclear bombs, climate change, asteroid strike and even pandemic as possible doomsday scenarios. I’m aware of predictions that in the not too distant future mankind might be overpowered by or merge with artificial intelligence (the Singularity). I know of plenty science fiction tales of ‘gray goo’ or some other nanotechnology disaster. In fact, to be honest, I’m becoming somewhat inured to the various ideas of how human beings could cease to exist. “Yeah, yeah…tell me about it next week.” So when a couple of major science publications run a relatively brief article, Nature News 11-May-2011, paywall [The Achilles’ heel of biological complexity] and Scientific American 12 May 2011, paywall [Why Are You So Complex? Complicated Protein Interactions Evolved to Stave Off Mutations] which states: …it may be a losing battle. Genetic drift may eat away at the ability of our proteins until they are overwhelmed, leaving us a sickly species. “Species with low population are ultimately doomed by nature’s strategy of evolving complexity.” I don’t get all that stressed. Neither does the article. Yet…the story is interesting in how it casts light upon a little discussed aspect of biology, the behavior of our proteins (and the field of proteomics), and their importance to life. I’ll tell you that one factor in a doomsday scenario I was not expecting is that there are too few people. As we approach the 7 billion mark in population that seems far-fetched. However, compared to bacteria – where 7 billion of a thousand species might live in a pool of water – we don’t have a very large genetic population (i.e. gene pool). This leaves us exposed to what biologists call genetic drift. Genetic drift occurs when a genetic mutation is carried by reproduction of genes merely by chance, and is not subjected to the winnowing process of natural selection. Biologists have known about genetic drift for many decades, but its significance was a matter of controversy. It was generally thought until the 1970’s that natural selection was far more important. What it eventually boiled down to is that in large populations natural selection and genetic drift are both active and essentially balance out. In small populations, genetic drift wins by the numbers. In this game of genetic chance, human beings have a small population. This means that a detrimental genetic mutation isn’t necessarily removed from the human gene pool; in fact, it can continue to spread through genetic drift. In this case, the concern is with mutations to the ability of proteins to take required shapes and perform their required functions. Proteins are the building blocks of life. They are manufactured in every cell under the guidance of DNA. How they work depends not only on their chemical composition (huge chains of amino acids called polypeptides), but also on their shape (their configuration or folding). A protein works because it has the right chemical properties and also the right shape. When proteins ‘misfold’ bad things can happen such as Alzheimer’s disease, Parkinson’s disease and prion diseases. Normally proteins in animal cells sort of stick together (not a scientific term, I know), which has the effect of hiding or sheltering portions of the protein that are water-sensitive (generally hydrophilic, attracting water molecules). Scientists believe this evolved so that the shape of a protein would not be affected by intruding water molecules. Over the eons, however, as mutations continued to change how proteins were constructed, the protein-to-protein properties that protect the shape became increasingly complex. At some point, they began to be too complex to ‘fix’ – certain mutations changed the proteins so that water molecules could access the hydrophilic portions of the protein – and the shape would change. The most obvious example of this problem are prions, water-logged proteins so poorly constructed that they lose their shape (folding) and cause other proteins to do the same. There are many prion related diseases, such as ‘mad cow disease’ and Creuzfeldt-Jakob disease in humans. Where is this leading? To some scientists this looks like a dead-end development. In humans, at least, the ability of proteins to use complex behavior to protect against genetic mutations has its limits. Random drift then ensures that mutations spread throughout the population, unchecked by natural selection. The worst case is that some prion-like mutation creates a disease that in pandemic fashion reduces the human population below the survival level. Translated, that means species extinction.
AT: OVERVIEW EFFECT ADVANTAGE
The overview effect is fundamentally empirically denied and can never be effectuated because the average human has not gone to space and only experiences the wholeness of the world through pictures or conceptual images

Okushi 2007 (Jun, Director of Japanese Operations for Space Projects Group, “Space and Perceptions of Space in Spacecraft: An Astrosociological Perspective”
http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/Contributions/Space%202007%20Articles/Space%20and%20Perceptions.pdf)

The average human being has not experienced the view from space on a personal basis, although these pictures from space have been around for upwards to 40 years. Subsequent years have brought more space missions, both human and robotic, with fabulous imagery. Robotically, we have stood on the ground on Mars, we have seen up close mighty impacts on Jupiter, the rings of Saturn, and towering dune fields on Titan. We have even seen the great columns of hydrogen clouds spanning light years that are the incubation places of stars and looked back in time toward the very birth of the Cosmos. Why haven’t the peoples of the Earth been subsumed by this overwhelming experience of viewing things in space and the world from the space? Why haven’t they beaten their swords into plow shares, held hands and sang Kum Bah Yah, and turned their attention to turning the tide against global warming, a fairly immediate threat as time is kept over generations that can kill more people than all of the wars of the Earth put together? A. Searching for Answers A clue to this enigma lies in a prediction that failed to come true that was made by Sir Arthur C. Clarke in his novel 2061: Odyssey 3 (1987, p. 4).6 In the story, the Earth had become relatively peaceful once everyone had access to free long-distance telephone calling service. With the Internet and the quality of communications technology today, we can make free long-distance telephone calls. At least those of us who can access, can operate, and can afford the technology can make those calls. One can be in London and make a phone call to someone in Peshawar and the other party sounds like he is speaking from the next room. But, there are still wars, India and Pakistan might yet fight a limited nuclear exchange, and the large part of Earth’s population hasn’t yet caught on to the impending devastation of global warming. What is the problem? The answer to that has to do with the inadequacy of the delivery systems of these images from space and to the fact that studies of how humans comprehend spatial and other types of relationships on the ground, in space, and across cultures are still in the infancy of synthesis and application.††† Lack of political will is another problem. In An Inconvenient Truth, both the documentary and the book,7 Albert Gore also spoke of the “backburner” attitude that his American congressional colleagues demonstrated when he gave them slide shows about global warming. The problems on the radar screens of congressional constituents were more immediate so their representatives did not move to act to hammer out legislation to help offset the more overwhelming planetary issue. Sitting in the gravity well of the Earth, with some people being able to see pretty pictures from space, and with some people being able to talk to other people cheaply at a distance still hasn’t communicated the gravity of our situation. The planetary situation awareness of the average person is poor. It isn’t very real to most people that Earth is a planet in space, that it is in danger from global warming, and that seeing it from space helps us assess the condition of the planet and provides us with direction how to keep it livable. A science fiction story by Ray Bradbury provides a clue to the solution. “The Rocket” tells the story of Fiorello Bodoni, a poor junk dealer, who uses his family’s savings to build a replica rocket from an old mock-up and outfits it with virtual reality simulations to provide his children with the trip of a lifetime.8 To communicate the isolation of the Earth in space, to emphasize our interconnectivity on this one world, and to impart to any human being his/her planetary situation awareness just in the way that an astronaut knows it requires that a diversity of people must be able to connect in an intimate way to the reality of the Earth as a planet in space.
Only actually GOING to space instills the overview effect

Okushi 2007 (Jun, Director of Japanese Operations for Space Projects Group, “Space and Perceptions of Space in Spacecraft: An Astrosociological Perspective”
http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/Contributions/Space%202007%20Articles/Space%20and%20Perceptions.pdf)

Conclusion Establishment of a planetary situation awareness, which is what we mean by “planetary consciousness” in this report, may doubtless prove difficult to achieve due to the many obstacles outlined above and those we have not yet reckoned. We can witness the fact that all of the space missions of the past have inspired many people on a particular level, but such a level of inspiration is much less profound for ordinary people than the space elites (e.g., astronauts and cosmonauts) who actually experienced what it was like “up there.”
Plan doesn’t solve. We don’t have to go to space to experience the overview effect

White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 1, 6-25-11, DS)
There are ways to experience the Overview Effect without going into outer space. Anyone who flies in an airplane and looks out the window has the opportunity to experience a mild version of it. My effort to confirm the reality of the Overview Effect had its origins in a cross-country flight in the late 1970s. As the plane flew north of Washington, D.C., I found myself looking down at the Capitol Building and Washington Monument. From thirty thousand feet, they looked like little toys sparkling in the sunshine.  From that altitude, all of Washington looked small and insignificant. However, I knew that people down there were making life and death decisions on my behalf and taking themselves very seriously as they did so. From high in the jet stream, it seemed absurd that they could have an impact on my life. It was like ants making laws for humans. On the other hand, I knew that it was all a matter of perspective. When the plane landed, everyone on it would act just like the people over whom we flew. This line of thought led to a simple but important realization:  mental processes and views of life cannot be separated from physical location. Our "world view" as a conceptual framework depends quite literally on our view of the world from a physical place in  the universe. 

Technology can induce Overview Effect. Humans not necessary (neg card)

White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 59, 6-26-11, DS)
In general, the flights that allow us to look back at the earth or communicate from point to point on the Earth reinforce the Over view Effect. These include satellites in Low Earth Orbit and in Geosynchronous Orbit.  Flights that help us to understand the solar system and our place in it coincide with the Copernican Perspective. These include probes that orbit other planets or satellites, probes that "flyby" other planets or satellites, and those that land on other planets or satellites.  Flights that help us better understand the universe as a whole, to achieve Universal Insight, consist primarily of telescopes and  other monitoring devices placed in Earth orbit, with their "eyes  and ears" pointed outward.

Technology can induce Overview Effect with more benefits. (neg)

White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 59, 6-26-11, DS)
Earth-orbiting satellites provide a technological parallel to the  Overview Effect experienced by astronauts in orbit, building in  the Overview Effect on a continuing basis. Experiencing the over-  view as an astronaut is a stunning emotional experience. Experiencing it on Earth while looking at a picture or a film is less dramatic  but still analogous. When astronauts see the Earth from space,  they comprehend that it is a natural unity. Satellites embody the  message that the planet is also becoming a social unity.  Just as the Overview Effect can be broken down into a variety  of experiences, Earth-orbiting satellites can be categorized by function, and the variety of experiences provided by unmanned flights  becomes more apparent. Earth-orbiting satellites can be used for  a number of purposes, including weather prediction, remote sensing, telecommunications, navigation and location determination,  and military intelligence. 

Non-Unique: Humans have had access to satellite imagery which means the Overview Effect should have happened. (neg)

White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 60, 6-2611, DS)
Weather prediction is a common example of the institutionalization of the Overview Effect. Every night, television viewers see a  picture of the Earth taken from a satellite, and the meteorologist  uses the photograph to predict the future on the basis of the over-  view. Monitoring and predicting weather via satellites brings the technological version of the Overview Effect down to mundane reality.  The existence of a satellite in orbit, "seeing" exactly what the  astronauts see, helps people and societies make decisions every  day. Before 1957, no human beings, regardless of their wealth,  power, or influence, could do that because there were no satellites.  Today, everyone can benefit from this capability.  

More Evidence: Remote Sensing Satellites (neg)

White 98 (Frank White, senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, 60, 6-26-11, DS)
Earth remote sensing satellites are similar to weather satellites  in that they look down on Earth from orbit and send back information on what they see. The difference is that they focus on the  Earth and its resources rather than on weather patterns. They  generate information that may, for example, reveal the existence  of previously unsuspected natural resources or changes in vegetation color that may, along with weather data, indicate the onset  of a drought.  Like weather satellites, remote sensing systems are catalysts for  interdisciplinary research. They can apply to a multitude of fields,  including agriculture, archaeology, civil engineering, ecology, economics, fishery, forestry, geodesy, geography, geology, hydrology,  meteorology, mining, oceanography, politics, and sociology 

AT: FRONTIER ADVANTAGE
Zubrin’s frontier argument is theoretically bankrupt—it is based on a selective and dangerously inaccurate reading of history

McCabe 2005 (Thomas R., Department of Defense analyst, “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”, 
http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)

In his prolific writings, Robert Zubrin makes a powerful case that Mars can be explored and manned bases established there. He argues that we can do so soon, using derivatives of current technology, and, most astonishing of all, plausibly within current funding streams. Beyond that, he projects that Mars can be settled, and suggests ways we can do it. So far, so good. However, he attempts to go beyond that, and tries to show not just that Mars CAN be settled, but why it SHOULD be settled. He attempts to provide a justification for colonizing Mars, based on what he calls "The Significance of the Martian Frontier." This justification is based on two major assumptions: 1. To thrive, the US and the Earth in general need a geographic frontierMars-to challenge us. 2. That the challenges we will face in settling Mars are relevant to Earth. Both assumptions are, at best, uncertain, and, at worst, flat wrong. Let’s examine them in more detail. To thrive, the US and the Earth in general need a geographic frontier to’ challenge us. This is based on two assumptions: 1. That the frontier was decisive in shaping America 2. That America will stagnate without a frontier to challenge us. Unfortunately, this view is an extrapolation based on, at best, selective history, and, at worst, dangerously inaccurate history. Despite the theories of Frederick Jackson Turner that Dr. Zubrin enthusiastically quotes, it was NOT just the frontier that shaped America. It was not just, or even primarily, the existence of the frontier that gave rise to the egalitarian democracy, individualism, and spirit of innovation that have come to characterize America. Latin America was also a frontier, and, in fact, European settlement started there before it really started in most of North America. If you study Latin America and its history, innovative and democratic are not two words that come immediately to mind, let along progressive or humanist. Leaving aside the matter of geography, a large part of American character WAS actually determined by legal theories, precedents, traditions, and, to the degree that national psychology represents national or ethnic stock, our national or ethnic stock, Dr. Zubrin’s assertions to the contrary. The fact that our early settlers were primarily British, or at least British subjects (although the Scotch and the Irish were often very reluctantly so) that our governmental and legal traditions came from Britain and that America spoke English has had a profound impact on our history. (The German statesman Otto von Bismarck supposedly noted that the central strategic fact of the 20th Century was going to be that both the British and the Americans spoke English.) If the dominant settler culture of North America had been Spanish or French there is, frankly, absolutely no reason to believe that what is today the US would look remotely like it does today. 
Turn—The US progressed most significantly AFTER the closing of the frontier—Society will not stagnate without a Martian frontier—the achievements of America in the past century disprove Zubrin’s argument—frontiers produce people like Hitler

McCabe 2005 (Thomas R., Department of Defense analyst, “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”, 
http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html) 
The assertion that the US will stagnate without a geographic challenge ignores that the US has, in the last century, risen first to great power status, then Superpower status, and finally to dominant or hegemonic Superpower status without a geographic frontier. In fact, our real rise to international prominence started AFTER the closing of the American frontier. One of the most remarkable periods of American history occurred between the fall of France in 1940 and the Moon landing in 1969. During that time, the US: --Fought and defeated the Axis in World War II. Don’t underestimate the size of that accomplishment. Victory was NOT inevitable—we could have lost. --Rebuilt Western Europe and Japan after the war. --Waged the Cold War, although it was at best a stalemate until very nearly the end. --Led the world in science, nuclear energy, electronics, medicine, and aviation. --Landed on the Moon. --Built an economy where high living standards were taken for granted. And we did all this without a geographic frontier. Much more relevant was that we faced great challenges and great threats, often from people like Hitler or Hirohito who claimed the right, or at least the power, to stake out their own geographic frontiers for settlement.
A Martian frontier will not solve society’s problems—there is no relationship between progress and a frontier—history disproves

McCabe 2005 (Thomas R., Department of Defense analyst, “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”, 
http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)

Dr. Zubrin perceives a loss of vigor in US society. He sees such symptoms as 1. Proliferation of regulation and bureaucratization 2. Impotence of political institutions to carry out great projects 3. Loss of individual willingness to take risks He projects the continuation of these trends and warns that without a geographic frontier, America and the world face stagnation. He never explains, however, just how a geographic frontier would solve these problems. If we have these problems on the crabgrass frontier, why would the Martian Frontier be any different? A small note from history—dueling lawyers fighting over land claims on the frontier was a perennial of colonial America. The supposed loss of US dynamism is not a new claim. We’ve heard this before. The Nazis and the Japanese made such claims. Herman Goering sneered that all the US could make were refrigerators and razor blades. By August 1945 those refrigerators and razor blades had pushed the Axis into oblivion and flattened an awful lot of Germany and Japan in the process. The Soviets ranted for decades about the "structural crisis of Capitalism." They’re gone, and we’re still here.
Alternate causality—the loss of dynamism of American society is due to a whole host of factors, not the lack of a Frontier

McCabe 2005 (Thomas R., Department of Defense analyst, “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”, 
http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)

How does any loss of dynamism have anything to do with the lack of a geographic frontier? Far better explanations are available. Two major ones off the top of my head are the following: 1. Demographics--the aging of the baby boomers. You’re much more willing to take risks if you’re young and single and stupid than you are if you’re middle aged and have a family and a mortgage. The Old West definition of a coward was a married man with kids. 2. The souring of liberalism from a positive to a negative philosophy of government and its increasing contamination by radicalism in the 1960s. (I’m allowed to say that: I’m a registered Democrat and an ex Cold War liberal.) This can be summed up in what I call “60’s attitudes”: taking wealth and comfort for granted while increasingly hostile to the mechanisms (capitalism, industrialism, science, and a strong work ethic) that made the wealth and comfort possible. Ultimately, Dr. Zubrin assumes Earth is becoming too confining for us to Thrive—law and order and regulations are too close at hand. Maybe this is the case where he lives, but back on Planet Earth I snickered when I read that, and that was long before 9/11. Dr. Zubrin obviously does not work and/or live within MRR (Mugging and robbing radius) of Washington DC.
Mars will not foster innovation and discoveries will not benefit the Earth

McCabe 2005 (Thomas R., Department of Defense analyst, “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”, 
http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)

The challenges of settling Mars are relevant to problems on Earth. I suggest this is based on a massive misreading of the situation. The Martian environment WILL demand ingenuity and adaptability. When we settle Mars, I expect it will undoubtedly produce some great Engineers—the problem is they will be Martian engineers. Will they be relevant to other environments? Old rule of thumb—don’t get an aerospace engineer to design a truck engine. You are liable to get a high performance engine that is extremely light and high-tech that uses exotic materials and fuels and is extremely expensive. Do you really want that in a truck engine? In this case, Martian engineers will be skilled at working at moderate low temperatures, non-oxygen low atmospheric pressures, in a mineral (especially iron) rich environment with frequent or pervasive permafrost. How relevant is this likely to be to the Moon or the asteroids? Engineers on the moon will face much more extreme temperatures, vacuum, with water lacking and minerals scarce. I suggest he drastically overestimates the potential of the Martian environment to nurture innovation. While Mars will demand innovation, there will likely be severe limits on what it can support. Innovation is likely to be tightly focused on immediate problems There will be no social, economic, and environmental cushion for mistakes. One mistake can kill you all. On Earth, you could more or less walk away from Chernobyl and come back when the reactor stops glowing. Where exactly would you go on Mars? You can’t just climb on your horse and move over the next hill. This is not Kentucky in 1790 or the Ohio country in 1800-Davy Crockett and Daniel Boone did not have to bring their air with them. By necessity, innovation is likely to be tightly monitored and controlled, for the simple reason that that they can’t waste resources or afford mistakes. Bottom line: the Martian frontier is irrelevant to the problems the US faces, and while it would be very nice to have, we don’t need it to thrive, let alone survive.
SOLVENCY
We can’t go to Mars, our methodology on colonizing it is backwards

Clancey 04 (William J. Clancey, Ph.D., Chief Scientist, Human-Centered Computing for NASA-Ames Research Center., Automating CapCom: Pragmatic operations and Technology Research Fro Human Exploration of Mars, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:A2k_9RcT5RsJ:scholar.google.com/+mars+colonization+not+possible&hl=en&as_sdt=0,44, 6-24-11, DS) 
This chapter presents a methodology for operations research and technology development that proceeds incrementally from past experience and what we know how to do, to gradually address the challenges posed by long-term exploration of Mars. Rather than starting with what lies beyond the horizon, such as imagining the design of an “recreational vehicle” (RV) for week-long Mars excursions, we start by working from the edge of what we can already do and identify ways to extend it. For example, consider that during Apollo, astronauts were not permitted to walk into rilles. We must learn how martian explorers will safely study canyons within sight of their lander, before we worry about supporting their investigations on multi-day missions 20 km away. Similarly, we must avoid the “horseless carriage” approach of extrapolating today’s technology. It is all too easy for computer scientists, for instance, to focus on fancy interfaces for “geographic information systems” (GIS) to be used on Mars, when, as the study in this chapter shows, eliminating astronaut handling of GPS devices and coordinate databases is possible. How, then, do we avoid aimless automation and fantastical, impractical designs? Obviously technology has changed a great deal since the days of Apollo, when a key job of CapCom was to ask the astronauts to regularly readout the picture frame number on their cameras or tell mission control the battery temperature of the rover. In the parlance of technology design, there is much “low-hanging fruit” for making Mars exploration easier than walking on the moon. But given the range of technologies and crew configuration issues we might consider, falling under the rubric of “artificial intelligence” and robotics, where should we begin? Based on five years of study of field science10 and analog missions11,12,13,14,15, I suggest that automating some of the functions of CapCom on Apollo is a pragmatic first step. Further, the methodology that led to identifying this opportunity and implementing the capability illustrates a more general approach that can be applied to the multitude of other concerns a Mars mission entails, such as food and shelter. Thus, the example of automating CapCom illustrates how we can proceed incrementally from experience to identify problems within our grasp and, most importantly, invent new uses of technology than don’t merely make old ways of doing things faster or more graphically pleasing. In summary, the approach used here to preparing for Mars missions employs a total systems perspective, namely relating the environment, facilities, tools, organizations, protocols, scenarios, and so on to design a new work system16,17. Rather than focusing on technology or human factors per se, we attempt to grasp the overall system of people working together and their environment. Rather than focusing on narrower views of “problems” such as “decision making under stress,” we consider a day in the life of a crew, so we can understand better the context in which plans are made and reformulated. Rather than promoting our favorite technology (e.g., using computer tablets for data collection), we begin by understanding how present technology interacts with how people prefer to work and where a better fit is possible18. Most of all, we do not begin with non- existent technology—“intelligent” computers being the most notorious—but with people in natural settings, on the moon, in an Arctic crater, or the Utah desert, using their imaginations to help operations researchers and technology developers understand how scientists normally do their work, what could be made easier for them on Earth, and what will be more difficult on Mars 

Colonizing Mars sustainably will take hundreds of years and is on balance not economically feasible or beneficial

Rapp 2007 (Donald, PhD – Chemical Physics, Human Missions to Mars: Enabling Technologies for Exploring the Red Planet, SpringerLink Online Book)
In regard to the broader, visionary viewpoint expressed in DRM-1, the drive toward a sustained human presence beyond Earth appears to be premature by a few hundred years.  Certainly, the presence of a handful of humans on Mars will not relieve the Earth of any of its pressures due to overpopulation, pollution, or resource depletion.  Comparative planetology is a worthwhile goal but it is not clear that a human presence is needed to accomplish this.  Surely, there are plenty of opportunities for international cooperation without sending humans into Mars?  The conclusion that the investment required to send humans to Mars is “modest” is derived by comparing with larger societal expenditures.  But when compared with traditional expenditures for space, it is huge.  On the other hand, there may be merit in the claims that the new technologies or the new uses of existing technologies will not only benefit humans exploring Mars but will also enhance the lives of people on Earth, and the boldness and grandeur of Mars exploration “will motivate our youth, will drive technical education goals, and will excite the people and nations of the world.”  Here it all boils down to the benefit/cost ration, which seems likely to be low.

Colonization can’t be done by the US alone

Siegfried, 2003 (W. H., Fellow at the The Boeing Company Space & Communications Group, “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)
There are also many sociological benefits of Space Colonization. We must remember that such an endeavor cannot be implemented by one any agency or single government. A world policy would be needed. In the United States, the combined efforts of NASA, DOE, DOI, DOT, DOC, and others would be focused in addition to our broad industrial base and the commercial world. It should be noted that the eventual space tourism market (tapping in to the world annual $3,400 billion market or the United States $120 billion per year “adventure travel” market) (Reichert, 1999) will not be based on the work of isolated government agencies but, rather, evolve from a synergistic combination of government, travel industry, hotel chains, civil engineering, and, yes, a modified version of industry as we know it today. The change in emphasis from our present single-objective missions to a broadband Space Colonization infrastructure will create employment here on Earth and in space for millions of people and will profoundly change our daily life on Earth. This venue, initiated by short suborbital followed by short orbital and then orbital hotel stays (Collins, 2000) has already begun with brief visits to the ISS. Once systems evolve that can reduce the cost of a “space ticket” to some $10,000 to $50,000 US, the market will grow. Fig 2 is typical of studies on space tourism passengers that could be expected vs. costs of the trip.

Must solve existential human problems first: we will take our problems with us into space

Merlin, Feb 2 2011

(Marc, “One Way Mission to Mars” http://thoughtsarise.blogspot.com/2011/02/one-way-mission-to-mars-lifeboat-for.html)
Mars, a disease and discord free zone? Other threats that motivate Schulze-Makuch and Davies include "global pandemics, nuclear or biological warfare, runaway global warming [and] sudden ecological collapse." Mars colonists would be placed at a safe remove from the first two types of these catastrophes, but would nonetheless be subject to the dangers posed by disease as well as to the kinds of political, not to mention interpersonal, discord that could lead to the annihilation of their "civilization" in a matter of minutes. On Mars a jilted lover with a hammer and access to critical life-support systems becomes that planet's Kim Jong Il. As far as large-scale environmental degradation wrought by the likes of devastating climate change goes, it should be noted that even the most dreadful envisioned outcomes here would leave Earth-bound humans with an ecosystem infinitely more hospitable than any that they will ever find on Mars.

The Devil You Know—Space colonization manufactures risks, leading to a never-ending game of crisis management—new technologies will only create newer and more terrible disasters instead of helpful discoveries

Dickens 2010 (Peter, teaches at the Universities of Brighton and Cambridge, UK.) The Monthly Review, 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November) The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End? http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end JS).  
Galactic Colonialism, Risk, and War But even if it were desirable, the success of a galactic colonialism is by no means guaranteed. This is because the very venture of space colonization brings new risks. The fifteenth-century Renaissance and the Enlightenment placed great faith in science as a means of bringing “progress.” Now such progress is regularly challenged. Furthermore, much scientific intervention today stems from the crises stemming from earlier intervention, or what some social scientists have called “manufactured risk.”19 This kind of risk, for which no one agency or individual is usually culpable, is readily recognizable in space-humanization progress. Note, for example, that there are now around fourteen thousand tracked objects circling around the earth, known as “space debris” or “space junk.” Improved tracking systems will increase the number of smaller, observable tracked objects to around thirty thousand, many of these causing potential damage. Even whole satellites may collide. Such collisions are estimated at millions or even billions to one. But on February 10, 2009, such a collision actually happened. A defunct Russian satellite crashed into an American commercial satellite, generating thousands of pieces of orbiting debris.20 Space junk poses a serious threat to the whole enterprise of space colonization, and plans are now afoot to launch even more satellites, designed to drag older satellites out of orbit in order to avoid collisions.21 Space colonization brings a number of other manufactured risks. The farther space vehicles penetrate the solar system, the more likely it is that they will be powered by nuclear, rather than solar, energy. It is not widely appreciated, for example, that the 1997 Cassini Mission to Saturn’s moons (via Jupiter and Venus) was powered by plutonium. One estimate is that if something had gone wrong while Cassini was still circling the earth, some thirty to forty million deaths could have occurred.22 No plans were in place for such an eventuality. Yet, as early as 1964, a plutonium-powered generator fell to earth, having failed to achieve orbit. Dr. John Gofman, professor of medical physics at the University of California, Berkeley, then argued that there was probably a direct link between that crash and an increase of lung cancer on Earth. Both President Obama and the Russian authorities are now arguing for generating electricity with plutonium in space, and building nuclear-propelled rockets for missions to Mars.23 Some of the wilder plans for space colonization also entail major risk. These include proposals for “planetary engineering,” whereby the climates of other planets would be changed in such a way as to support life. Dyes, artificial dust clouds, genetically engineered bacteria, and the redirecting of sunlight by satellite mirrors are all being advanced as means of “terraforming,” or making parts of the cosmos more like earth. This and the Cassini example further demonstrate the nature of “manufactured risk.” Science and technology, far from creating Renaissance or Enlightenment-style optimism and certainty, are creating new problems that are unforeseen and extremely difficult to cope with. 
Space Colonization bad
Space colonization leads to galactic wars

Dickens 2010  (Peter, teaches at the Universities of Brighton and Cambridge, UK.) The Monthly Review, 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November) The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End? http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end JS).  
But even manufactured risks may be minimal in scope, compared with another risk stemming from cosmic colonization. This is outright war. Armed conflict has long been a common feature of past colonialisms; between colonizing nations as well as between the colonizers and aboriginal peoples. Satellites are already a means by which territories and investments on Earth are monitored and protected by governments operating on behalf of their economic interests. But the prospect of galactic colonialisms raises the distinct possibility of hostilities in space. Galactic wars may therefore be the product of galactic colonialism. Such a scenario was prefigured by the Star Trek science fiction television series in which the main role of “The Federation” is the protection of capitalist mining colonies.24 It is a discomforting fact that both China and the United States are now actively developing their own versions of “full spectrum dominance.” China demonstrated its capabilities in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own defunct satellites. In February 2008, the U.S. Navy demonstrated a similar capability, destroying a faulty U.S. satellite with a sea-based missile. An arms race in outer space has already started. 

Alternative: we should develop space to help the situation on earth rather than in order to colonize—we can emphasize global humanist connectedness without the colonial drive to own and divide up the universe

Dickens 10  (Peter, teaches at the Universities of Brighton and Cambridge, UK.) The Monthly Review, 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November) The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End? http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end JS).  
Humanizing Without Colonizing the Cosmos But humanizing outer space can be for good as well as for ill. It can either, as is now happening, be in a form primarily benefiting those who are already in positions of economic, social, and military power. Or humanization can be something much more positive and socially beneficial. What might this more progressive form of cosmic humanization look like? Most obviously, the technology allowing a human presence in the cosmos would be focused mainly on earthly society. There are many serious crises down here on Earth that have urgent priority when considering the humanization of outer space. First, there is the obvious fact of social inequalities and resources. Is $2 billion and upwards to help the private sector find new forms of space vehicles really a priority for public funding, especially at a time when relative social inequalities and environmental conditions are rapidly worsening? The military-industrial complex might well benefit, but it hardly represents society as a whole. This is not to say, however, that public spending on space should be stopped. Rather, it should be addressed toward ameliorating the many crises that face global society. Satellites, for example, have helped open up phone and Internet communications for marginalized people, especially those not yet connected by cable. Satellites, including satellites manufactured by capitalist companies, can also be useful for monitoring climate change and other forms of environmental crisis such as deforestation and imminent hurricanes. They have proved useful in coordinating humanitarian efforts after natural disasters. Satellites have even been commissioned by the United Nations to track the progress of refugees in Africa and elsewhere So outer space technology can be used for tackling a number of immediate social and political issues. But these strategies do not add up to a philosophy toward outer space and the form humanization should take. Here again, the focus should be on the development of humanity as a whole, rather than sectional interests. First, outer space, its exploration and colonization, should be in the service of some general public good. Toward this end, the original intentions of the 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty should be restored. Outer space should not be owned or controlled by any economic, social, and political vested interest. The cosmos should not, in other words, be treated as an extension of the global environment, one to be owned and exploited. We have seen enough of this attitude and its outcomes to know what the result would be. Spreading private ownership to outer space would only reproduce social and environmental crises on a cosmic scale. The Ancient Greek philosopher Diogenes (412-323 BCE) was once asked where he came from. “I am a citizen of the Cosmos,” he replied. All of us are, and should consider ourselves citizens of the cosmos. It belongs to all of us. But this does not necessarily mean our physical presence in the cosmos and travelling vast distances into the solar system, often creating formidable hazards. It means much more: creating an understanding of the cosmos and our place within it. The cosmos is important for human identity. Knowledge of the cosmos can provide humanity with at least provisional answers to some fundamental questions. How did we get here? What is humanity’s place in the cosmos? How is the structure of the universe developing? Is there life elsewhere? In what ways are humans, and other entities, part of the cosmos? What cosmic processes can we actually observe on an everyday basis? There are some important lessons to be learned from debates in the past. Diogenes’ attitude to the cosmos, for example, was taken up in Russia just before the Revolution. 

ANTROPOCENTRISM KRITIK
Anthropocentrism leads to genocide and ecocide

Eric Katz, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Director of the Science, Technology, and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology. ‘97 ["Nature's Healing Power, the Holocaust, and the environmental crisis." Judaism, Wintr. 1997. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0411/is_n1_v46/ai_19353459/pg_1?tag=artBody;col1]
As I have argued elsewhere, the primary goal of the Enlightenment project of the scientific understanding of the natural world is to control, manipulate, and modify natural processes for the increased satisfaction of human interests.(12) Humans want to live in a world that is comfortable - or at least, a world that is not hostile to human happiness and survival. This purpose is easy to understand when we view technological and industrial projects that use nature as a resource for economic development - but the irony is that the same purpose, human control, motivates much of environmentalist policy and practice. Consider briefly those popular examples of an enlightened environmental policy: pollution control and abatement, the clean-up of hazardous waste sites, habitat and species preservation, saving the rainforest, and the reduction of greenhouse gases. All of these policies are based on the beneficial consequences that will result for human beings and human society. Although natural entities, such as endangered species and individual animals and plants, will also be helped by environmentalist practices, we, the human community, are the chief beneficiary of our policies. Indeed, we generally only preserve those natural habitats and species that provide us with some direct good - whether it be economic, aesthetic, or spiritual. What ties together environmental policies such as these is their thoroughgoing anthropocentrism - human interests, satisfaction, goods, and happiness are the central goals of public policy and human action. This anthropocentrism is, of course, not surprising. Humanity is in the business of creating and maximizing human good. Anthropocentrism as a world view quite easily leads to the practices of domination, even when such domination is not articulated. In the formation of environmental policy, nature is seen as a nonhuman "other" to be controlled, manipulated, modified, or destroyed in the pursuit of human good. As a nonhuman other, nature can be understood as merely a resource for the development of human interests; as a nonhuman other, nature has no valid interests or good of its own. Even the practice of ecological restoration, in which degraded ecosystems are restored to a semblance of their original states, is permeated with this anthropocentric ideology. Natural ecosystems that have been harmed by human activity are restored to a state that is more pleasing to the current human population. A marsh that had been landfilled is reflooded to restore wetland acreage; strip-mined hills are replanted to create flowering meadows; acres of farmland are subjected to a controlled burn and a replanting with wildflowers and shrubs to recreate the oak savanna of pre-European America. We humans thus achieve two simultaneous goals: we relieve our guilt for the earlier destruction of natural systems, and we demonstrate our power - the power of science and technology - over the natural world.(13) But the domination of nonhuman nature is not the only result of an anthropocentric worldview - the ideology of anthropocentric domination also extends to the oppression of other human beings, conceived as a philosophical "other," as nonhuman or as subhuman. As C. S. Lewis wrote fifty years ago in The Abolition of Man, "what we call man's power over nature turns out to be a power exercised by some men over other men with nature as its instrument." The reason that this exercise of power is justifiable is that the subordinate people are not considered human beings: "they are not men at all; they are artefacts."(14) Anthropocentrism does not convert into a thoroughgoing humanism, wherein all humans are treated as equally worthwhile. Historically, the idea of human slavery has been justified from the time of the ancient Greeks onward by designating the slave class as less than human. In this century, the evaluation of other people as subhuman finds its clearest expression in the Nazi propaganda concerning the Jews, but we also find its echoes in the ethnic civil war in the former Yugoslavia. From the starting point of anthropocentrism, domination and oppression are easily justified. The oppressed class - be it a specific race or religious group, or even animals or natural entities - is simply denied admittance to the elite center of value-laden beings.(15) From within anthropocentrism, only humans have value and only human interests and goods need to be pursued. But who or what counts as a human is a question that cannot be answered from within anthropocentrism - and the answer to this question will determine the extent of the practice of domination. Thus the ideas of anthropocentrism and domination tie together a study of the Holocaust, the current environmental crisis, and the Jewish conception of the proper relationship to Nature. Schwartz reminds us that the danger in Judaism's desacralization of Nature is that it may lead to the destruction of Nature.(16) Genocide and ecocide are similar in that we conceive of our victims as less than human, as outside the primary circle of value.
GROW OR DIE leads to ecological destruction

Bookchin 1997 (Murray, Professor of Social Ecology at Ramapo College, The Murray Bookchin Reader, 
http://www.anarchyisorder.org/CD%234/TXT-versions/Bookchin%20Murray%20-%20Reader.txt

The point social ecology emphasizes is not that moral and spiritual change is meaningless or unnecessary, but that modern capitalism is structurally amoral and hence impervious to any moral appeals. The modern marketplace has imperatives of its own, irrespective of who sits in the driver's seat or grabs on to its handlebars. The direction it follows depends not upon ethical factors but rather on the mindless "laws" of supply and demand, grow or die, eat or be eaten. Maxims like "business is business" explicitly tell us that ethical, religious, psychological, and emotional factors have absolutely no place in the impersonal world of production, profit, and growth. It is grossly misleading to think that we can divest this brutally materialistic, indeed, mechanistic, world of its objective character, that we can vaporize its hard facts rather than trans forming it. A society based on "grow or die" as its all-pervasive imperative must necessarily have a devastating ecological impact. Given the growth imperative generated by market competition, it would mean little or nothing if the present-day population were reduced to a fraction of what it is today. Insofar as entrepreneurs must always expand if they are to survive, the media that have fostered mindless consumption would be mobilized to increase the purchase of goods, irrespective of the need for them. Hence it would become "indispensable" in the public mind to own two or three of every appliance, motor vehicle, electronic gadget, or the like, where one would more than suffice. In addition, the military would continue to demand new, more lethal instruments of death, of which new models would be required annually.
Space colonization exports human values into space without considering the philosophical implications of applying anthropocentric logic onto space and other planets

Daly and Frodeman 2008 

(Ein Moore & Robert, Chair of Philosophy Department at UNT, Ethics & The Environment Volume 13, Number 1, Spring E-ISSN: 1535-5306 Print ISSN: 1085-6633Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration JS)

The issues involved are complex. National Parks in the United States were established after centuries of thinking through the relationships between human and nonhuman, nature and culture, beauty, truth, and the sublime, and humans' obligations toward the Earth. Scientists and political decision-makers will have to confront these issues, whether explicitly or implicitly, as they consider the future of the space program. But this thinking will now take place in a context where humans are aliens. Earth-bound environmental philosophy occurs in a context where we are a natural part of the environment. On other planets we face a new first question: what are the ethical and philosophical dimensions of visiting or settling other planets? In short, should we go there at all? 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. 

Alternative: cosmocentrism

We should err in favor of non-colonization to prevent the exportation of anthropocentric value systems

Daly and Frodeman 2008 (Ein Moore & Robert, Chair of Philosophy Department at UNT, Ethics & The Environment Volume 13, Number 1, Spring E-ISSN: 1535-5306 Print ISSN: 1085-6633Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration JS)
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. [End Page 140] Of course, given current and prospective space technology, our range is quite limited. The current Pluto New Horizons probe, launched by NASA in January 2006, travels at 50,000 mph, the limit of chemical propulsion. At such speeds Pluto is nine years distant, Alpha Centauri 55,000. On the other hand, there are perhaps 1000 near Earth asteroids greater than 100 meters—not counting those in the Asteroid Belt beyond Mars—with a frequency of impact of perhaps one in a hundred years that would cause a regional scale disaster. 

The risk calculations of the affirmatives impact scenarios are based in an anthropocentric logic

Daly and Frodeman 2008  (Ein Moore & Robert, Chair of Philosophy Department at UNT, Ethics & The Environment Volume 13, Number 1, Spring E-ISSN: 1535-5306 Print ISSN: 1085-6633Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration JS)
In response, COSPAR adopted qualitative standards of spacecraft cleanliness based on the different life-detection priorities for planetary bodies. Different types of missions require increasing levels of cleanliness: a fly-by mission has less contamination risk than a lander or sample-return mission, and a mission to Mars or Europa would be held to higher standards than one to a planet deemed unlikely to harbor life [End Page 141] (for example, Venus). This shift in perspective highlights the nature of speculative science: outside the controlled environment of the lab, science progresses through what is essentially refined guesswork. The science of space travel makes assumptions about acceptable levels of risk, but risk (from localized effects to planetary destruction due to human error, technical malfunction, or unanticipated factors) is ubiquitous. How much risk is too much? Rather than being solely addressed through disciplinary science, risk evaluation involves a consideration of our values, including our notion of progress and the relationship between humans, the environment, and technology. Policy makers have long sought scientific certainty to guide legislation, but it has become increasingly obvious that policy also depends on a complex and ambiguous network of human values, political capital, and public opinion—issues that cannot be disaggregated from each other. 

The devaluing of natural life is the root cause of all impacts

Capra 1995

(Fritjof, Director of the Center of Ecoliteracy at Berkeley, Deep Ecology in the 21st Century) 

It is becoming increasingly apparent that the major problems of our time cannot be understood in isolation. The threat of nuclear war, the devastation of our natural environment, the persistence of poverty along with progress even in the richest countries – these are not isolated problems. They are different facets of one single crisis, which is essentially a crisis of perception. The crisis derives from the fact that most of us and especially our large social institutions subscribe to the concepts and values of an outdated worldview, which is inadequate for dealing with the problems of our overpopulated, globally interconnected World. At the same time, researchers at the leading edge of science, various social movements, and numerous alternative networks are developing a new vision of reality that will form the basis of our future technologies, economic systems, and institutions. My theme is the current fundamental change of worldview in science and society, a change of paradigms that amounts to a profound cultural transformation. The paradigm that is now receding has dominated our culture for several hundred years, during which has it has shaped our modern Western society and has significantly influenced the rest of the world. This paradigm consists of a number of ideas and values, among them the view of the universe as a mechanical system composed of elementary building blocks, the view of the human body as a machine, the view of life as a machine, the view of life in society as a competitive struggle for existence, the belief in unlimited material progress to be achieved through economic and technological growth, and last but not least, the belief that a society in which the female is everywhere subsumed under the make is one that follows a basic law of nature. In recent decades, all of these assumptions have been found to be severely limited and in need of radical revision. 
Anthropocentrism devalues all other life, enacting a paradigm that will cause total extinction.

Fritjor Capra, Philosopher, 1995 (Deep Ecology in the 21st Century) 

The newly emerging paradigm can be described in the various ways. It may be called a holistic worldview, emphasizing the whole rather than the parts. It may also be called an ecological worldview, using the term “ecological” in the sense of deep ecology. The distinction between “shallow” and “deep” ecology was made in the early seventies by the philosopher Arne Naess and has been widely accepted as a very useful terminology to refer to the major division within the contemporary environmental thought. Shallow ecology is anthropocentric. It views humans as above or outside of nature, as the source of all value, and ascribes only instrumental, or use value to nature. Deep ecology does not separate humans from it. It does not see the world as a collection of isolated objects but as a network of phenomena that are fundamentally interconnected and interdependent. Deep ecology recognizes the intrinsic values of all living beings and views humans as just one particular strand in the web of life. The new ecological paradigm implies a corresponding ecologically oriented ethics. The ethical framework associated with the old paradigm is no longer adequate to deal with some of the major ethical problems of today, most of which involve threats to no human forms of life. With nuclear weapons that threaten to wipe out all life on the planet, toxic substance that contaminate the environment on a large-scale, new and unknown micro-organisms awaiting release into the environment without knowledge of the consequences, animals tortured in the name of consumer safety- with all these activities occurring, it seems most important to introduce ecologically oriented ethical standards into modern science and technology. The reason why most of old-paradigm ethics cannot deal with these problems is that, like shallow ecology, it is anthropocentric. Thus the most important task for a new school of ethics will be to develop a non-anthropocentric theory of value, a theory that would confer inherent value on non-human forms of life.
BIOCENTRISM KRITIK
Biocentrism – Mars has rights and is a moral agent in itself

York 2002 (Paul, PhD on the ethics of terraforming, at the University of Queensland, Australia., 
“The Ethics of Terraforming

http://www.philosophynow.org/issue38/The_Ethics_of_Terraforming)

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. 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.
EFFACTING THE MATERIAL—The very distinction of living and nonliving that they entrench renders all political interventions uselesss—our kritik turns the case
Bennett, Prof Pol Theory @ Johns Hopkins University, 2009

(Jane, “Agency, Nature and Emergent Properties: An Interview with Jane Bennett”, Interviewed by Khan, Contemporary Political Theory, 8, Muse)

You are currently working on a book entitled Vital Materiality: The Political Life of Things (forthcoming), and I find myself drawn to your version of post-structuralism, which does not reduce life or matter to the play of language. Instead, you outline a layered notion of reality and in particular you delineate a conception of matter as a lively force present in all things. You seem to want to challenge our received notions of the distinction between nature and culture. For example, in your article 'The force of things' (2004) you confront Theodor Adorno's (1990) point that we cannot make any positive claims about the 'non-identity' between the concept and the thing. By way of contrast, you offer an affirmative account of this non-identity understood as the play of lively animate forces. Can I press you to explain your notion of 'things' or 'vital materiality' and how it differs from contending versions?

Jane Bennett: I'm trying to take 'things' more seriously than political theorists had been taking them. By 'things' I mean the materialities usually figured as inanimate objects, passive utilities, occasional interruptions or background context – figured, that is, in ways that give all the active, creative power to humans. I focus on five exemplary 'things' in the book: stem cells, fish oils, electricity, metal and trash. Our habit of parsing the world into passive matter (it) and vibrant life (us) is what Jacques Rancière (in another context) called a 'partition of the sensible'. In other words, it limits what we are able to sense; it places below the threshold of note the active powers of material formations, such as the way landfills are, as we speak, generating lively streams of chemicals and volatile winds of methane, or the way omega-3 fatty acids can transform brain chemistry and mood, or the way the differential rates of cooling organize the unpredictable patterns of granite.
My experiment is this: What would the world look and feel like were the life/matter binary to fall into disuse, were it to be translated into differences in degree rather than kind? And how, in particular, would our political analyses of events change were they to acknowledge an elemental, material agency distributed across bodies, human and nonhuman? Who or what would count as a 'stakeholder'? How would a 'public' be constituted? Would politics become less centred around the punitive project of finding individual human agents responsible for the public problems of, say, an electricity blackout or an epidemic of obesity, and more concerned with identifying how the complex human–nonhuman assemblage that's churning out the negative effect holds itself together – how it endures or feeds itself? Until we do that, political attempts to remedy the problem are likely to be ineffective.

Impact—only our MATERIALIST framework prevents war and environmental destruction, and our kritik turns the case
Bennett, Prof Pol Theory @ Johns Hopkins University, 2009

(Jane, “Agency, Nature and Emergent Properties: An Interview with Jane Bennett”, Interviewed by Khan, Contemporary Political Theory, 8, Muse)

I think that those moments when things call us up short and reveal our profound implication in nonhumanity are relevant, perhaps even indispensable, to ethical action. For such action requires a bodily comportment conducive to the enactment of 'good will' or generosity toward others. What Spinoza called the 'joyful' affects are needed to feed or energize a body called upon – by reason, habit, sympathy or some unnamed motive – to love, forgive or treat with compassion others, or to do as little violence as possible in one's actions.
So of course I affirm the 'rationalizing' project of disentangling political power from oppressive traditions, and of the norms of due process and the rule of law. But the will to contest oppressive effects must itself be induced, and the norms of due process and democratic rule are not self-enacting. In each case, they require aesthetic-affective energy to spark or fuel them. If, for example, the American public is to be aroused to repudiate torture as a tool of foreign policy and re-endorse the Geneva conventions, the fearful and vengeful mood now prevalent must be altered. If Americans are to change established modes of energy production and consumption (to avoid catastrophic climate change and to decrease the social violence it is already entailing), we will need to stop thinking of earth as a basket of passive resources for the satisfaction of desires.
TEXT: USE YOUR BALLOT TO CRITICIZE THE LIFE/MATTER BINARY

Start with a kritik of the life/matter binary is the only hope for ethics and survival—this system of thought is the root cause of oppression—our refusal is a call to think and act differently
Bennett, Prof Pol Theory @ Johns Hopkins University, 2009

(Jane, “Agency, Nature and Emergent Properties: An Interview with Jane Bennett”, Interviewed by Khan, Contemporary Political Theory, 8, Muse)

What I continue to affirm is the way commercials, by technologically animating the materialities that we normally experience as inert, dead or beneath notice, pose a challenge to the life/matter binary, which is also at the base of the system of exploitation. I found in this high-tech refusal to depict matter as merely passive a potential ally in my own project to re-think what materiality is and does in the world. The infectious energy of the GAP ad issued from the moving human bodies on the screen, from the sounds and rhythms of the humanly composed music, but also from the khakis themselves.

This animism was what the ad men sought: viewers would associate vitality (or youth or life) with GAP khakis and, because vitality is attractive, desire the pants. This would not work were the dancing pants to be joined, in the full picture, by the exploited, fatigued and stressed bodies of the assembly-workers. But in calling its viewers to a pagan sensibility – to the childhood idea that matter is alive, that ordinary, nonhuman things have powers over us – the advert nevertheless produced affective effects in excess of its intentions or of the moral compass of its authors.

Let me end by saying that what I try to do when I write is to call myself and others to a different direction, to point to those uneven spaces where nonhumans are actants, where agency is always an assemblage, where matter is not inert, where man is not lord, where everything is made of the same quirky stuff. We regularly traverse these spaces but tend to pass through them without paying attention. To inhabit them more fully is to find ourselves speaking new words, having new feelings, taking on new postures and practices, making adjustments to the pace and scope and ranking of our encounters with the 'outside'. I can't predict what kind of politics would result from this. My hunch is that the grass would be greener in a world of vital materialities.
Mutually exclusive—materialism is mutually exclusive with their bio-centrism

Morton, Prof Lit and Environment @ UC-Davis, 2008

(Timothy, “Ecologocentrism: Unworking Animals”, SubStance Issue 117 Volume 37, Number 3, Project Muse)

A materialist ecology is faced with the choice between Nature and ecology. We can have Nature, or ecology, but not both. We can have animals, or a world, but not both. As this essay has argued in various different modes, "Spirit"—self-reflection—must be installed at the material level rather than on some "elevated" level. Thus "animal passivity" will have entered into the political realm through a discovery that self-reflection is lowly rather than lofty.

Singularity, not fascist holism, is the only hope for an ethical and effective approach to ecology
Morton, Prof Lit and Environment @ UC-Davis, 2008

(Timothy, “Ecologocentrism: Unworking Animals”, SubStance Issue 117 Volume 37, Number 3, Project Muse)

If leftist ecology is to have an ethics, then it cannot be the fascist one in which we are components of a greater whole. It must instead reside in the singularity of, and conscious commitment to, the other. Such a responsibility cannot be reciprocal, otherwise we return to the holistic web of life. This asymmetry is elegantly demonstrated in the Solaris thought experiment. The planet is not a biosphere on which the astronauts depend. Indeed, no life forms do. This dependency comes after the ethical commitment, when Kris decides to let the space station fall into Solaris's gravitational field. Biospheric holism, then, is at odds with the infinite responsibility towards the political animal opened up by a decision to coexist—that is, to coexist ultimately with coexistence itself, which happens whether we like it or not. Solaris is a radical text of animality, since it deprives us of the phantasmatic support of a background world, a wonderful Gaian web of life in which, like couch potatoes spectating the Iraq War, we are "embedded."
Only our framework enables ethics

Bennett, Prof Pol Theory @ Johns Hopkins University, 2009

(Jane, “Agency, Nature and Emergent Properties: An Interview with Jane Bennett”, Interviewed by Khan, Contemporary Political Theory, 8, Muse)

It is, I think, the 'responsibility' of humans to pay attention to the effects of the assemblages in which we find ourselves participating, and then to work experimentally to alter the machine so as to minimize or compensate for the suffering it manufactures. Sometimes it may be necessary to try to extricate your body from that assemblage, to refuse to contribute more energy to it, and sometimes to work to tilt the existing assemblage in a different direction. In a world where agency is always distributed, a hesitant attitude towards assigning moral blame becomes a virtue. Outrage should not disappear completely, but a politics devoted too exclusively to moral condemnation and not enough to a cultivated discernment of the web of agentic capacities can do little good. A moralized politics of good and evil, of singular agents who must be made to pay for their sins – be they Osama bin Laden or George W. Bush – becomes immoral to the degree that it legitimates vengeance and elevates violence to the tool of first resort. A distributive understanding of agency, then, re-invokes the need to detach ethics from moralism.

Our framework subverts the reduction of nature to a “standing reserve”

Bennett, Prof Pol Theory @ Johns Hopkins University, 2009

(Jane, “Agency, Nature and Emergent Properties: An Interview with Jane Bennett”, Interviewed by Khan, Contemporary Political Theory, 8, Muse)

Gulshan Khan: Throughout your work you have suggested that an appreciation of the liveliness of nonhuman matter can help us to live ethically, and you maintain that we ignore this at our own peril. Could you explain how an understanding of the vitality of matter enables us to live ethically? Perhaps you could answer this with reference to the environmental crisis, the problems of climate change, exponential human population growth and so on? For example, you share Martin Heidegger's (1977) concern that modern science typically treats nature as 'standing reserve' as a passive object to be manipulated and controlled for basic human utility. His ideas have been mobilized by some in the direction of a deep green political praxis. Does your work point in a similar direction? Or do you see a more positive role for modern science and technology, understood as one force amongst many in the world? Should we extend ethical generosity to all living matter including those which are harmful to human beings such as viruses, diseases and tropical storms?

Jane Bennett: I think that the relationship between an enhanced sense of the vitality of things and ethical life is indirect, although indirection can sometimes be the most effective tactic. It is a matter of possible alliances and mutual reinforcement of tendencies – an ancillary and meandering connection subject to many intervening forces. In the context of, in particular, an American political economy, there seems to be a resonance between the idea of matter as dull stuff/passive resource and a set of gigantically wasteful production and consumption practices that foul our own nest. These practices endanger and immiserate workers, children, animals and plants here and abroad. To the extent that the figure of inert matter sustains this consumptive style, another figure might disrupt it. It isn't a coincidence that Kant, when he talks about natural objects at the end of the Critique of Judgment, affirms together that '(the essential character of matter is lifelessness, inertia)' and that man, as 'the only being on earth that has ... an ability to set himself purposes in his own choice', holds 'the title of lord of nature'.

With regard to Heidegger's notion of standing-reserve, I agree that it can be put to Green use, though I don't pursue that task. I don't because Heidegger longs to recapture a sense of the universe as an encompassing whole in which nature and culture engage in a kind of primordial cooperation (even if that system of relations fades off into indefiniteness and incalculability). I too am critical of the picture of nature as calculable mechanism. But I am attracted to a more 'pagan' conception of materiality – as turbulent, energetic and capable of emergent forms of self-organization. It is worthy of our respect because we are composed of it, because we enter into various relations of dependence with it, and because its force fields can turn on us if we don't attend closely to them.

Political interventions are MORE EFFECTIVE through the lens of the alternative—radical materialism is a pre-requisite to effective political action

Bennett, Prof Pol Theory @ Johns Hopkins University, 2009

(Jane, “Agency, Nature and Emergent Properties: An Interview with Jane Bennett”, Interviewed by Khan, Contemporary Political Theory, 8, Muse)

Gulshan Khan: For many modern thinkers, the distinction between the human and the nonhuman remains highly significant. For example, Heidegger (1998) insists on the uniqueness of Man as a 'being that questions its own Being', Hannah Arendt (1958) demarcates humans from other creatures in terms of the ability to act together politically, and Habermas (1984) singles out the fact of communication – understood as action orientated towards reaching understanding – as the specific faculty that raises humans out of nature. By way of contrast, you have sought to deliberately challenge the distinction between human and nonhuman matter and instead emphasize points of commonality between them. Furthermore, many thinkers attribute a capacity for agency – and particularly the faculty for responsible (moral or ethical) action – solely to human beings. Again, by way of contrast, you draw attention to the fact that (despite their best intentions) the actions of human individuals often have effects beyond their intended consequences, and you suggest that forms of nonhuman matter possess agency to a certain degree. Indeed, one innovative (and highly provocative) element of your approach is that you do not restrict the notion of agency to humans alone. Do you think there is any distinction to be drawn between the human and the nonhuman in terms of a capacity for agency? By attributing agency to nonhuman matter is there not a danger that the criterion for responsible human action is dissolved?

Jane Bennett: I think that human agency is best conceived as itself the outcome or effect of a certain configuration of human and nonhuman forces. When humans act they do not exercise exclusively human powers, but express and engage a variety of other actants, including food, micro-organisms, minerals, artefacts, sounds, bio- and other technologies, and so on. There is a difference between a human individual and a stone, but neither considered alone has real agency. The locus of agency is always a human–nonhuman collective. One example I work with in the Vital Materialism book is the agency behind the electricity blackout in 2003 in North America (and later in the year, in Europe). The government and industry response in the US was to identify some human – some Enron executive or energy trader – who was responsible and then to punish him. Meanwhile, the relations between the infrastructure of the grid, the legislation deregulating energy trading, the structure of consumptive desire and the natural tendencies of electricity remained unchanged. The danger of blackouts remains the same. The fetish of the exclusively human agent and the tendency to define social problems as moral failures – and their implicit assumption that we are in charge – prevented us from discerning the real locus of agency and attempting to alter its configuration. I don't say, then, that single, nonhuman actants are agents. I do say that agency itself is located in the complex interinvolvement of humans and multiple nonhuman actants, which together form an effective assemblage. So, an actant is any single force with the capacity to make a difference, and an agent is a more complex formation made up of a variety of actants. Humans too are emergent and complex phenomena, which means that the intervener does not fully pre-exist the intervention.

My point is really a pragmatic one: ethics and politics have more traction on material assemblages and the way they reproduce patterns of effects than they can have on that elusive spiritual entity called the 'moral subject'.

Plans for the colonization of Mars enact a biocentric logic that devalues the universe itself and brings everything under the control of life

Daly and Frodeman 2008  (Ein Moore & Robert, Chair of Philosophy Department at UNT, Ethics & The Environment Volume 13, Number 1, Spring E-ISSN: 1535-5306 Print ISSN: 1085-6633Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration JS)
The questions usually take the following forms: Is life better than non-life? Is there value in nature absent the presence of life? Should we preserve the natural state of the red planet, or might we have an ethical obligation to populate the universe? The answer to the last question is often a qualified yes. David Grin-spoon likens the issue to that of planting a garden in a vacant lot—if no life exists on Mars, then we have a duty to bring life to it: "Mars belongs to us [life] because this universe belongs to life" (Grinspoon 2004). Of course, a vacant lot is a human creation, and thus is a questionable analogy to a planet which happens to be naturally abiotic. Christopher McKay voices a similar position: "Life has precedence over non-life," he states; "life has value. A planet Mars with a natural global-scale biota has value vis-à-vis a planet with only sparse life or none at all" (McKay 1990). Robert Zubrin, one of the most energetic and unequivocal spokesman of the case for bringing life to Mars, claims that the act of terraforming the Red Planet will prove that "the worlds of the heavens themselves are subject to the human intelligent will" (Zubrin 2002). Zubrin has called the argument that we should forgo the terraforming project if native life is found on Mars "immoral and insane," because humans are more important than bacteria. "In securing the Red Planet on behalf of life, humans will perform an act of improving creation so dramatic that it will affirm the value of the human race, and every member of it. There could be no activity more ethical" (Zubrin 2002, 179–80). The terraforming project does not receive universal approval. An advocate of the 'hands-off' approach, or what has come to be called cosmic preservationism, is Rolston, who assigns value to the "creative projects" of nature, regardless of the existence of life or consciousness. [End Page 146] "Humans ought to preserve projects of formed integrity, wherever found…." [We should] "banish soon and forever the bias that only habitable places are good ones, and all uninhabitable places empty wastes, piles of dull stones, dreary, desolate swirls of gases" (Rolston 1986, 170–71). Alan Marshall, another preservationist, advocates strict enforcement measures to ensure that the planet continues to exist in its natural state. For Marshall, all of nature should receive respect; rocks, for instance, exist in "a blissful state of satori only afforded to non-living entities" (Marshall 1993). 

Our kritik of biocentrism is not tantamount to anti-humanism—humans can value abiotic nature without self-destruction 

Daly and Frodeman 2008  (Ein Moore & Robert, Chair of Philosophy Department at UNT, Ethics & The Environment Volume 13, Number 1, Spring E-ISSN: 1535-5306 Print ISSN: 1085-6633Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration JS)

Martyn Fogg, on the other hand, notes that efforts to protect a barren environment are often misanthropic critiques of human nature emphasizing our capacity for evil, or sentimental illusions based on out of date ecology. He offers as an example the ecocentrist notion of ecological harmony—"that there exists an ideal balance in nature that is perfect, unchanging, and which nurtures and sustains" (Fogg 2000a, 209). Such a state is a cozy sentimentality, he claims. "Nature is…better regarded as a continuous state of flux dominated by chaos and disharmony" (ibid.). Fogg counters Alan Marshall's argument that rocks exist in a state of 'blissful satori' by stating, "rocks don't think, don't act and don't care. They cannot have values of their own" (ibid., 210). The question, however, of whether e.g., rocks have intrinsic value is different from whether they have values of their own. Abiotic nature can also have value through the relatedness of nature and natural objects to human beings. This value resides in the daily presence of humans in nature, humans as part of nature—something not (yet) true of the extraterrestrial world. We may be confident that rocks do not think, or have values of their own. But humans can nonetheless value rocks for their own sake—they can be experienced as beautiful, sublime, or sacred. Metaphysical, aesthetic, and theological questions such as these must be included as we address issues of terraforming. Conclusion: Toward a Humanities Policy of Space Exploration Revolutions in philosophic understanding and cultural worldviews inevitably accompany revolutions in science. 

Methodology comes first—starting with our philosophic assumptions about outer space is the foundation for all effective policy actions

Daly and Frodeman 2008 

(Ein Moore & Robert, Chair of Philosophy Department at UNT, Ethics & The Environment Volume 13, Number 1, Spring E-ISSN: 1535-5306 Print ISSN: 1085-6633Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration JS)

As we expand our exploration of the heavens, we will also reflect on the broader human implications of advances in space. Moreover, our appreciation of human] impact on Earth systems will expand as we come to see the Earth within the context of the solar system. Most fundamentally, we need to anticipate and wrestle with the epistemological, metaphysical, and theological dimensions of space exploration, including the possibility of extraterrestrial life and the development of the space environment, as it pertains to our common understanding of the universe and of ourselves. Such reflection should be performed by philosophers, metaphysicians, and theologians in regular conversation with the scientists who investigate space and the policy makers that direct the space program. The exploration of the universe is no experimental science, contained and controlled in a laboratory, but takes place in a vast and dynamic network of interconnected, interdependent realities. If (environmental) philosophy is to be a significant source of insight, philosophers will need to have a much broader range of effective strategies for interdisciplinary collaborations, framing their reflections with the goal of achieving policy-relevant results. If it is necessary for science and policy-makers to heed the advice of philosophers, it is equally necessary for philosophers to speak in concrete terms about real-world problems. A philosophic questioning about the relatedness of humans and the universe, in collaboration with a pragmatic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental problems, is the most responsible means of developing both the science and policy for the exploration of the final frontier. 
Biocentrism does not devalue life—we understand life as a valuable accident 

Rolston 1986 (Holmes, Professor of Philosophy at Colorado State, “The Preservation of Natural Value in the Solar System”, http://lamar.colostate.edu/~hrolston/pres-nv-solar-system.pdf)

They may have striking particularity, symmetry, harmony, grace, spatio-temporal unity and continuity, historical identity, story, even though they are also diffuse, partial, broken. They do not have wills or interests, but rather headings, trajectories, traits, successions, beginnings, endings, cycles, which give them a tectonic integrity. They can be projects of quality.  Nature is not inert and passive until acted upon resourcefully by life and mind. Neither sentience nor consciousness is necessary for inventive processes to occur. There is genesis, Genesis, long before there are genes. Inventiveness in projective nature lies at the root of all value, including sentience and consciousness, and 'nature's created products regularly have value as inventive achievements. There is a negentropic constructiveness in dialectic with an entropic teardown, a mode of working for which we hardly have yet an adequate scientific much less a valuational theory. Yet this is nature's most striking feature, one which ultimately must be valued and is ofvalue. In one sense we say that nature is indifferent to planets, mountains, rivers, microbes, ~nd trilliums. But in another sense nature has bent toward making and remaking them for several billion years.  These performances are worth noticing-remarkable, memorable-and they are oot worth noticing just because of their tendencies to produce something else, certainly not merely because of their tendency to produce this noticing by our subjective human selves. They are loci of value so far as they are products of natural formative processes. The opening movements ofa sym-. phony contribute to the power of the finale, but they are not merely of instrumental value; they are of value for what they are in themselves. The splendors of the heavens and the marvels of the geomorphic Earth do not -simply lie in their roles' as a fertilizer for life. There is value wherever there is positive creativity. It is productive power, not merely experiential power, that produces value.  It is therefore unfortunate that this projective principle should be termed an anthropic principle, suggesting that the point of the universe is to produce Homo sapiens, with its corollary that other phases of the story are errant worlds. It is hubris to believe that everything else in the universe, in all its remotest corners, either has some relevance to our being here or has no value. Nature displays multiple fields of uncontained exuberance, and why should the parts irrelevant to us trouble us? Nor is there any need to cram the universe with other forms of  life and mind. Life and mind need only be among nature's interesting products. In truly cosmopolitan moods humans can find all these levels and regions equally required or fitting for the show. Our level is relative among many reference frames. The anthropic principle is a subset within, if also a pinnacle of, projective nature.  It is also inadequate to think of Earthlings as the only fortunate beings in a nature that uses accidents productively. One way of coupling. the anthropic and the accidental components is to see Earth as valuable by accident, with Mercury through Pluto valueless by accident, although the system is valuable for its trial-anderror creativity. Those places had to be there for Earth to be here, in the sense that solar systems have to toss out many planets if there is, now and again, to be one right for life. The non-Earths are like mutants in biology; they are astronomical "permutants." Without mutation, life cannot evolve, but most mutants are worthless; only one in a thousand lies on a successful (well-adapted) track. So with the stars and their planets. Most are wastelands, wayward worlds. A few stars become supernovae and cook up elements that will later become planets. A few planets hit the right combination for the main sequence, for life to evolve. This is not luck at the systemic level, since the stochastic system is programmed for permutational experimenting, with statistically probable hits somewhere. But it is local luck.

ECONOMY DA TURNS CASE
**Our economy DA turns your space exploration advantages!!

Hard SF, 2007 (“Can Space Colonization Guarantee Human Survival?”, http://www.hardsf.org/IssuSpac.htm)
To consider how well space colonization is likely to solve our problems we need to ask what the timescales of sustainable, independent space colonies are. If, after disaster strikes Earth, Earth is still able to supplement the needs of space colonies, then those space colonies aren't necessarily essential to continuing the human race. We have to ask when spaces colonies would be functioning without need of any assistance from Earth. Truly independent space colonies must not simply provide bare nutrition, air, heat, and habitat repair for 100 years. They should have a non-traumatizing environment with enough people to protect against dangerous levels of inbreeding – able to last and progress indefinitely. There will also be a minimum number of people required for any space colony in order to provide needed manpower in various occupations (one person with multiple occupations doesn’t help if you need two of those occupations in different places at the same time). How does that compare to the timescales of threats from climate change, environmental crisis, nuclear / bio weapons and accidents, possible nanotech weapons or accidents, overpopulation, etc.? We also have to consider threats to the global economy, since an economic collapse would presumably at least interrupt efforts towards establishing space colonies. Economic crises also increase risks of war, which could have apocalyptic consequences. Even assuming the ultimate solution of human survival is space colonization, we may need to find a way to extend the lifespan of human civilization and economy on Earth in order to have time to accomplish sustainable space colonization.
CAPITALISM LINKS
The colonization of space will inevitably get caught up in capital investment, resource extraction, and commodification—resource competition subsequently ensures global economic conflicts, and space development will prop up the unsustainable capitalist system 

Dickens 2010 (Peter, teaches at the Universities of Brighton and Cambridge, UK.) The Monthly Review, 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November) The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End? http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end JS).  
The Cosmos: Capitalism’s New “Outside” Instead of indulging in over-optimistic and fantastic visions, we should take a longer, harder, and more critical look at what is happening and what is likely to happen. We can then begin taking a more measured view of space humanization, and start developing more progressive alternatives. At this point, we must return to the deeper, underlying processes which are at the heart of the capitalist economy and society, and which are generating this demand for expansion into outer space. Although the humanization of the cosmos is clearly a new and exotic development, the social relationships and mechanisms underlying space-humanization are very familiar. In the early twentieth century, Rosa Luxemburg argued that an “outside” to capitalism is important for two main reasons. First, it is needed as a means of creating massive numbers of new customers who would buy the goods made in the capitalist countries.7 As outlined earlier, space technology has extended and deepened this process, allowing an increasing number of people to become integral to the further expansion of global capitalism. Luxemburg’s second reason for imperial expansion is the search for cheap supplies of labor and raw materials. Clearly, space fiction fantasies about aliens aside, expansion into the cosmos offers no benefits to capital in the form of fresh sources of labor power.8 But expansion into the cosmos does offer prospects for exploiting new materials such as those in asteroids, the moon, and perhaps other cosmic entities such as Mars. Neil Smith’s characterization of capital’s relations to nature is useful at this point. The reproduction of material life is wholly dependent on the production and reproduction of surplus value. To this end, capital stalks the Earth in search of material resources; nature becomes a universal means of production in the sense that it not only provides the subjects, objects and instruments of production, but is also in its totality an appendage to the production process…no part of the Earth’s surface, the atmosphere, the oceans, the geological substratum or the biological superstratum are immune from transformation by capital.9 Capital is now also “stalking” outer space in the search for new resources and raw materials. Nature on a cosmic scale now seems likely to be incorporated into production processes, these being located mainly on earth. Since Luxemburg wrote, an increasing number of political economists have argued that the importance of a capitalist “outside” is not so much that of creating a new pool of customers or of finding new resources.10 Rather, an outside is needed as a zone into which surplus capital can be invested. Economic and social crisis stems less from the problem of finding new consumers, and more from that of finding, making, and exploiting zones of profitability for surplus capital. Developing “outsides” in this way is also a product of recurring crises, particularly those of declining economic profitability. These crises are followed by attempted “fixes” in distinct geographic regions. The word “fix” is used here both literally and figuratively. On the one hand, capital is being physically invested in new regions. On the other hand, the attempt is to fix capitalism’s crises. Regarding the latter, however, there are, of course, no absolute guarantees that such fixes will really correct an essentially unstable social and economic system. At best, they are short-term solutions. The kind of theory mentioned above also has clear implications for the humanization of the cosmos. Projects for the colonization of outer space should be seen as the attempt to make new types of “spatial fix,” again in response to economic, social, and environmental crises on earth. Outer space will be “globalized,” i.e., appended to Earth, with new parts of the cosmos being invested in by competing nations and companies. Military power will inevitably be made an integral part of this process, governments protecting the zones for which they are responsible. Some influential commentators argue that the current problem for capitalism is that there is now no “outside.”11 Capitalism is everywhere. Similarly, resistance to capitalism is either everywhere or nowhere. But, as suggested above, the humanization of the cosmos seriously questions these assertions. New “spatial fixes” are due to be opened up in the cosmos, capitalism’s emergent outside. At first, these will include artificial fixes such as satellites, space stations, and space hotels. But during the next twenty years or so, existing outsides, such as the moon and Mars, will begin attracting investments. The stage would then be set for wars in outer space between nations and companies attempting to make their own cosmic “fixes.

