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SPACE COLONIZATION GOOD

Space Colonization Good- Laundry List

Space colonization prevents inevitable extinction from disease, space objects and nuclear war
Huang 5 (Michael, “Spaceflight or Extinction”, cites Carl Sagan who was a professor of astronomy and space sciences at Cornell University, cites J. Richard Gott III who is a professor of astrophysical sciences at Princeton University, cites Martin Rees who is a professor of cosmology and astrophysics and Master of Trinity College at the University of Cambridge. http://www.spaext.com/)

[If there are civilizations elsewhere in the universe,] Their eventual choice, as ours, is spaceflight or extinction. Carl Sagan  ...the only factor that appears to have improved a family of organisms’ chance of survival was widespread geographic colonization at the time of the event. The Columbia Encyclopedia  The goal of the human spaceflight program should be to increase our survival prospects by colonizing space. J. Richard Gott  The aim of astronautics is “to extend life to there”, to establish habitats beyond Earth. This should be achieved not only for its intrinsic value, but to ensure the safety of the human species through a critical stage of its development.  A civilization restricted to the surface of a single planet has inevitable threats to its long-term existence. Natural threats such as epidemics and impacts from space objects, and man-made threats such as nuclear and biological war, will be joined by new threats from emerging sciences and technologies.  If we have self-sufficient human settlements throughout the solar system, and access to life support technology on Earth, humankind would have a secure future. A global catastrophe, although terrible, would not end the human species and the potential of a universe filled with intelligent life.  We have a choice between two possible futures: spaceflight or extinction. To do nothing is a choice for the second future. The aim of this web site is to contribute towards the first.  The theme of this book is that humanity is more at risk than at any earlier phase in its history. The wider cosmos has a potential future that could even be infinite. But will these vast expanses of time be filled with life, or as empty as the Earth’s first sterile seas? The choice may depend on us, this century. 
Space colonization leads to solutions for terrorism, hunger, disease, warming, pollution, water scarcity, and poverty
W. H. Siegfried" 2003 The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World” http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf
We have begun to colonize space, even to the extent of early space tourism. Our early Vostok, Mercury,

Gemini, Apollo, Skylab, Spacehab, Mir and now ISS are humankind’s first ventures toward colonization. Efforts are underway to provide short space tours, and endeavors such as the X-Prize are encouraging entrepreneurs to provide new systems. Many believe that extended space travel (colonization) will do for the 21st century what aviation did for the 20th. Our current concerns including terrorism, hunger, disease, and problems of air quality, safe abundant water, poverty, andweather vagaries tend to overshadow long-term activities such as Space Colonization in the minds of many. Our leading “think tanks” such as the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and the Brookings Institute do not rate space travel high on lists of future beneficial undertakings even though many of the concerns listed above are prominently featured. It is the contention of this paper that Space Colonization will lead toward solutions to many of the emerging problems of our Earth, both technological and sociological. The breadth of the enterprise far exceeds the scope of our normal single-purpose missions and, therefore, its benefits will be greater.

Space Colonization Good- Extinction

Space colonization is essential to the future of the human race 

Foust, 2006 (Jeff, aerospace analyst, editor and publisher of The Space Review, Ph.D in planetary science, The Space Review, “New Strategies for Exploration and Settlement,” 

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1860/1, June 6)

Spudis took issue with those who he believes have conflated exploration with science. “I think we’ve come in the last century to misunderstand the original meaning of exploration,” he said. Exploration enables science, he said, by making discoveries scientists then attempt to explain, but exploration is more than just science. “Fundamentally exploration is more important than science because it is broader and richer than science,” he said. “It includes both asset protection and wealth generation.”

That approach to exploration, he argued, should be applied to future human space exploration. The “ultimate rationale” for human spaceflight is the survival of the species, he said, noting the record of asteroid and comet impacts and the likelihood that eventually another large body will collide with the Earth, with devastating consequences for life on the planet. “If you want humanity to survive, you’re going to have to create multiple reservoirs of human culture,” he said, “and the way to do that is to expand human civilization off the planet.”

Not surprisingly, Spudis believes the place to begin to do that is the Moon. “We’re going to the Moon to learn the skills to live and work productively on another world,” he said. Those skills, he added, can be grouped into three categories: development of a transportation system, the ability to safely live on another world, and developing resources that can be exported for profit—or, as Spudis put it, “arrive, survive, and thrive.”
Colonization is the only way for humans to survive

Baum 10 (Seth D., Ph.D in Geography from Pennsylvania State University and M.S. in Electrical Engineering from Northeastern University and scholar at Columbia University's Center for Research on Environmental Decisions, “Cost–Benefit Analysis Of Space Exploration: Some Ethical Considerations”, Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 2, May, pg 75-80, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000198)
Another non-market benefit of space exploration is reduction in the risk of the extinction of humanity and other Earth-originating life. Without space colonization, the survival of humanity and other Earth-originating life will become extremely difficult – perhaps impossible – over the very long term. This is because the Sun, like all stars, changes in its composition and radiative output over time. The Sun is gradually converting hydrogen into helium, thereby getting warmer. In some 500 million to one billion years, this warming is projected to render Earth uninhabitable to life as we know it [25] and [26]. Humanity, if it still exists on Earth then, could conceivably have developed technology to survive on Earth despite these radical conditions. Such technology may descend from present proposals to “geoengineer” the planet in response to anthropogenic climate change [27] and [28].2 However, later – around seven billion years later – the Sun will lose mass that spreads into Earth's orbit, causing Earth to slow, be pulled into the Sun, and evaporate. The only way life could survive on Earth would be if, by sheer coincidence (the odds are on the order of one in 105 to one in 106 [29]), the planet happened to be pulled out of the Solar System by a star system that was passing by. This process might enable life to survive on Earth much longer, although the chances of this are quite remote.  While space colonization would provide a hedge against these very long-term astronomical threats, it would also provide a hedge against the more immediate threats that face humanity and other species. Such threats include nuclear warfare, pandemics, anthropogenic climate change, and disruptive technology [30]. Because these threats would generally only affect life on Earth and not life elsewhere, self-sufficient space colonies would survive these catastrophes, enabling life to persist in the universe. For this reason, space colonization has been advocated as a means of ensuring long-term human survival [32] and [33]. Space exploration projects can help increase the probability of long-term human survival in other ways as well: technology developed for space exploration is central to proposals to avoid threats from large comet and asteroid impacts [34] and [35]. However, given the goal of increasing the probability of long-term human survival by a certain amount, there may be more cost-effective options than space colonization (with costs defined in terms of money, effort, or related measures). More cost-effective options may include isolated refuges on Earth to help humans survive a catastrophe [36] and materials to assist survivors, such as a how-to manual for civilization [37] or a seed bank [38]. Further analysis is necessary to determine the most cost-effective means of increasing the probability of long-term human survival. 

Extinction is inevitable without space colonization

Associated Press 6 (“Hawking Says Humans Must Go Into Space”, 6-14, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/13293390/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/hawking-says-humans-must-go-space)

The survival of the human race depends on its ability to find new homes elsewhere in the universe because there's an increasing risk that a disaster will destroy the Earth, world-renowned scientist Stephen Hawking said Tuesday. The British astrophysicist told a news conference in Hong Kong that humans could have a permanent base on the moon in 20 years and a colony on Mars in the next 40 years. "We won't find anywhere as nice as Earth unless we go to another star system," added Hawking, who arrived to a rock star's welcome Monday. Tickets for his lecture planned for Thursday were sold out. He added that if humans can avoid killing themselves in the next 100 years, they should have space settlements that can continue without support from Earth. "It is important for the human race to spread out into space for the survival of the species," Hawking said. "Life on Earth is at the ever-increasing risk of being wiped out by a disaster, such as sudden global warming, nuclear war, a genetically engineered virus or other dangers we have not yet thought of."

Space Colonization Good- Asteroids

Space colonization solves extinction from asteroids impacts and miscalculation- deflection, early warning and defensive action
W. H. Siegfried" 2003 The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World” http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf
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 TABLE 2. Critical CELSS Development Areas. Plant growth in controlled environment ■ Select crop plants for nutritional value and productivity ■ Optimize and control plant growth response ■ Develop support systems to allow growth in closed chambers Waste processing and nutrient recovery ■ Develop energy-efficient waste processor to convert plant and human waste into plant nutrients and water ■ Develop biomass processor to convert some portion of inedible plant materials into dietary supplements Atmosphere revitalization ■ Develop technology for makeup nitrogen generation ■ Remove CO2 reduction by-products ■ Improve trace contaminant control and monitor Plant growth in reduced or microgravity ■ Study crop plant productivity with microgravity as worst case ■ Determine ability of support systems to function in microgravity ■ Perform multiple-generation studies in space radiation flow-g environment Plant growth in controlled environment ■ Develop laboratory system to investigate microbial interactions and toxicology ■ Determine control strategies to provide stable life support system Water management ■ Eliminate urine pretest chemicals ■ Regenerate or eliminate post-treatment filter and sorbent beds ■ Improve quality monitoring 003342.1 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.
Extinction from asteroids inevitable without space colonization- consensus
Oberg 99 (James, Space Writer and former Space Flight Engineer. Space Power Theory, http://www.jamesoberg.com/books/spt/new-CHAPTERSw_figs.pdf)

We have the great gift of yet another period when our nation is not threatened; and our world is free from opposing coalitions with great global capabilities. We can use this period to take our nation and our fellow men into the greatest adventure that our species has ever embarked upon. The United States can lead, protect, and help the rest of mankind to move into space. It is particularly fitting that a country comprised of people from all over the globe assumes that role. This is a manifest destiny worthy of dreamers and poets, warriors and conquerors. In his last book, Pale Blue Dot, Carl Sagan presents an emotional argument that our species must venture into the vast realm of space to establish a spacefaring civilization. While acknowledging the very high costs that are involved in manned spaceflight, Sagan states that our very survival as a species depends on colonizing outer space. Astronomers have already identified dozens of asteroids that might someday smash into Earth. Undoubtedly, many more remain undetected. In Sagan’s opinion, the only way to avert inevitable catastrophe is for mankind to establish a permanent human presence in space. He compares humans to the planets that roam the night sky, as he says that humans will too wander through space. We will wander space because we possess a compulsion to explore, and space provides a truly infinite prospect of new directions to explore. Sagan’s vision is part science and part emotion. He hoped that the exploration of space would unify humankind. We propose that mankind follow the United States and our allies into this new sea, set with jeweled stars. If we lead, we can be both strong and caring. If we step back, it may be to the detriment of more than our country.
Space Colonization Good- AIDs
Colonization solves AIDs- immune system advancements

W. H. Siegfried" 2003 The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World” http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf
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 causes extinction

Souden, 2000 (David, Research Fellow of Emmanuel College, Autumn, Channel 5 Broadcasting Ltd. Project, http://darrendixon.supanet.com/killerdiseases.htm)
AIDS is the number one killer virus and has the potential to cripple the human race. Its effects are at their starkest in many of the poorest parts of Africa, where poverty means that drugs to control infection are not available and a lack of effective sex education hastens its spread. The UN conference on AIDS in Africa, held in July 2000, highlighted the bleak future for many African countries, with extremely low life expectancies, the varying degrees of success in dealing with the problem, and the potential loss of a whole generation. Few were hopeful, and some predicted chaos and war in the wake of AIDS. Nature's ability to adapt is amazing - but the consequences of that adaptation are that mutations of old diseases, we thought were long gone, may come back to haunt us. But of all these new and old diseases, AIDS poses the greatest threat. It has the capacity to mutate and evolve into new forms, and the treatments that are being developed have to take account of that. Yet the recent history of life-threatening and lethal diseases suggests that even if we conquer this disease, and all the others described here, there may be yet another dangerous micro-organism waiting in the wings. The golden age of conquering disease may be drawing to an end. Modern life, particularly increased mobility, is facilitating the spread of viruses. In fact, some experts believe it will be a virus that leads to the eventual extinction of the human race.

Space Colonization Good- Econ

Space colonization solves the economy- employment and space tourism
W. H. Siegfried" 2003 The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems “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.

Global war

Mead -09 (Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” February 4 2009.  http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09) 

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Space Colonization Good- Environment

Space colonization leads to increased commitment to ecological preservation

*gender modified

Marshall Savage, Founder of the Living Universe Foundation, 1994, The Millenial Project, p. 267-268

Prophets of doom are currently in fashion. Some of these Cassandras strike me as being decidedly anti-human. A few of them seem to think the world—even the universe—might be a better place without us. This is so wrong. Humans are the source of all light: poetry, music, art, love, laughter, hope, dreams; none of these would exist without us. Without us, the universe itself might not even exist. Reality may depend on our consciousness to perceive it and give it tangible form. Without us, all might be without form, and void; and darkness would remain upon the face of the deep. I believe that humans are good, and that more humans are better. True, a population explosion, within the confines of a single ecosphere, is certainly suicidal. But we need not remain restricted to our present land mass. We can expand. First, into the unsettled frontiers of the world’s oceans. Then, into space. Once we are out of the bottle, we need never turn back. As we expand our presence in space, the importance of Earth as the tap-root and well-spring of all Life will become ever more compelling. Preserving and maximizing natural diversity and ecological complexity is sure to become one of [hu]mankind’s top priorities. Within the next Millennium, we will come into an era when the Earth is actually benefited by the growing magnitude of man s powers. When we have entered such a phase, the continued growth of our species will become an unmitigated anti-disaster. Our maturing powers will allow us to repair the ravages of the past. We can restore our Mother planet to health and then protect her— forever.

Extinction

Bruce E. Tonn, Urban Planning Prof @ Tennessee, November 2007, Futures v. 39, no. 9, “Futures Sustainability”, ln

The first principle is the most important because earth-life is needed to support earth-life. Ecosystems are composed of countless species that are mutually dependent upon each other for nutrients directly as food or as by-products of earth-life (e.g., as carbon dioxide and oxygen). If the biodiversity of an ecosystem is substantially compromised, then the entire system could collapse due to destructive negative nutrient cycle feedback effects. If enough ecosystems collapse worldwide, then the cascading impact on global nutrient cycles could lead to catastrophic species extinction. Thus, to ensure the survival of earth-life into the distant future the earth's biodiversity must be protected.
Space Colonization Good- Scarcity

Space colonization solves resource scarcity- solar system resources are inexhaustible 
Marshall Savage, Founder of the Living Universe Foundation, 1994, The Millenial Project, p. 292-293

Can our little solar system really support five billion billion people? The surprising answer is yes, and easily at that. There are stores enough in the solar system to support even very large populations for billions of years. In taking stock of the solar system, let’s restrict our inventory to a tally of the available water supplies. We need a lot of different things, but water is the most fundamental of commodities. Life is, after all, mostly water—50 to 90%. By comparison, carbon, nitrogen, and all other elements amount to only fractions of the mass of living tissue. Water has many vital roles: it is a metabolite, a carrier, a diluter, a humidifier, a cleaner, and, at least early in the next Millennium, a radiation shield. So let’s make the broad assumption that, if the solar system has enough water to support a large population, it will have enough of everything else too. How much water does it take to make five billion billion people? The average person contains around 40 liters (10.5 gals.) of water.516 Five billion billion people would require 200 million cubic kilometers of water—just for their own bodies. To provide such a population with the water needed for culturing algae, growing plants, cooling habitats, shielding from radiation, and other purposes, may require hundreds of times as much. For stock taking purposes, lets assume that the average water allotment will be the same throughout Solaria as that required in Asgard—60 tons per capita.517 This would raise the total water demand to 300 billion cubic kilometers. The oceans, glaciers, rivers, and springs of the Earth hold 1,326 million cubic kilometers of water.518 If all the waters on Earth were collected into one gigantic reservoir, the pool would be 1300 kilometers across and 1000 kilometers deep. This amount of water forms a useful measure of one ‘ocean mass’. Total water demand by the end of the Third Millennium could equal 226 ocean masses. Where can it all possibly come from? As it happens, our solar system is richly endowed with this remarkable mineral—the stuff of life.519 The oceans of Mother Earth justifiably impress us, but they contain only a fraction of the water available in the solar system. The moons of Jupiter alone contain many times as much water as there is on Earth. For example, Callisto, the size of the Planet Mercury, is about half ice, and contains forty times as much water as there is on Earth. Europa and Ganymede hold similar reservoirs. (See Plate No. 12.) Water can also be formed chemically from elemental hydrogen and oxygen, which are both abundant. Finally, the Oort cloud holds another huge supply of water and other useful materials.520 Not counting the Oort comets, the moons and other small bodies of the solar system contain just about exactly 300 billion cubic kilometers of water. It is an interesting coincidence that this is just the quantity the human population will require by the year 4000 A.D. What is true of water is equally true of all the other elements and compounds needed to support the Solarian civilization. Jupiter alone weighs two and a half times as much as all the other planets combined. Even a very large civilization could not exhaust this store house in billions of years.

Colonization will help solve energy problems on Earth by giving us more resources
NASA 10 (National Aeronautic and Space Administration, “Space Colonization”, NASA Headquarters Library, March, http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/hqlibrary/pathfinders/colony.htm)

One of the major environmental concerns of our time is the increasing consumption of Earth's resources to sustain our way of life. As more and more nations make the climb up from agricultural to industrial nations, their standard of life will improve, which will mean that more and more people will be competing for the same resources. While NASA spinoffs and other inventions can allow us to be more thrifty with Earth's treasures, once all is said and done, its raw materials are limited. Space colonies could be the answer to the limitations of using the resources of just one world out of the many that orbit the Sun. The colonists would mine the Moon and the minor planets and build beamed power satellites that would supplement or even replace power plants on the Earth. The colonists could also take advantage of the plentiful raw materials, unlimited solar power, vaccuum, and microgravity in other ways, to create products that we cannot while inside the cocoon of Earth's atmosphere and gravity. In addition to potentially replacing our current Earth-polluting industries, these colonies may also help our environment in other ways. Since the colonists would inhabit self-supporting environments, they would refine our knowledge of the Earth's ecology.

Space Colonization Good- War

Space colonization solves all wars- development cooperation and land abundance
Isaac Asimov, visionary genius, 1985, http://info.rutgers.edu/Library/Reference/Etext/Impact.of.Science.On.Society.hd/3/4

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 50000 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 difflcult for me to resist NASA, knowing full well that it symbolizes what I believe in too.

Space colonization solves war- eliminates ethnic tensions
The Columbus Dispatch, 5/23/2001
There may come a time when humans will consider space colonization. Initiatives such as the space station and a manned Mars landing could be steppingstones toward pitching a tent on another world. In one unexpected consequence, an international push into space could be the great uniter. The heavens, so immense and enigmatic, could make ethnic and religious groups look beyond their problems with each other. Everyone has a stake in this trip.
Space colonization solves war- overview effect
Frank White, SETI researcher, 1990, The SETI Factor

Many scholars and scientists see benefits in opening up the “space frontier.” It provides an opportunity to divert nationalistic energies away from war and toward peaceful cooperation ventures; it also offers an expanded range in which to work out new forms of societal and political interaction. In the Overview Effect, I pointed out that space exploration also provides an opportunity for human awareness to evolve and transform itself because it provides us with a new perspective on the earth, the universe, and ourselves. The defining feature of the space development subculture is a refusal to consider the future of humanity as confined to the surface of one planet. While members of the space development community may be concerned about the future of Earth, it is not because they plan to stay here. They see themselves as the leaders in creating a “spacefaring civilization,” and making humanity into a “multi-planet species.”

Space Colonization Good- Warming

Colonization solves warming- mutual technology development

W. H. Siegfried" 2003 The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World” http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf
The world population has finally recognized that we are polluting our nest. We are using energy at a prodigious rate (Fig. 1) (Siegfried, 1991). There is a demonstrated connection between the cost of energy, its availability and a nation’s standard of living. Long-term clean energy sources must be provided to assist not only with our future needs, but also with those of all nations’ current requirements. Energy sources are an important part of environmental thrusts. Nuclear research is progressing, but it does not promise near-term solutions and developing nations are reaching a plateau of available power. The emerging nations’ need for power must be balanced against potential environmental damage from such dangers as fossil fuel emissions (if there were enough fuel available), which could be greater than nuclear energy risks. Currently, the United States annually consumes approximately 3 trillion Kwh’s of electrical energy and, if this rate grows at only 2% per year, by 2050 United States power requirements will be around 9 trillion Kwh’s per year. Total world needs, assuming a very low use by developing nations (not a conservative estimate) easily exceeds an estimated 20 trillion Kwh’s by 2050. Even with an attendant tripling of non-nuclear systems, such as hydroelectric to avoid fossil fuel depletion, nuclear power system generation would have to increase by a factor of 6 to meet requirements. This increase in nuclear energy production flies in the face of a rising discontent with adverse environmental effects of nuclear waste disposal, where some plants are being converted to utilize fossil fuels. A clean renewable source of energy must be found and implemented. Space Colonization can lead to solutions to this problem. Three potential energy sources are described in Table 1. Helium 3, solar power satellites (SPS), and a lunar (solar) power system (LPS) all have significant feedback potential for other commercial applications. A space-based energy system would be global in scale and funding and would thus be a challenging goal for macro-engineering management to achieve. This management experience would be globally shared and would be utilized for other global projects. Robotics and artificial intelligence would also benefit from the use of smart and capable robots to autonomously conduct such functions as space assembly and lunar mining and processing. Computer systems would be extended in capacity and reliability, energy-transfer technology would be enhanced, and materials research would quest for more efficient space systems and learn to utilize in-situ materials. SPS and LPS will require advancement in photovoltaic cell technology. This quest can also influence transportation technology because at least one of the solutions could lead to more efficient space propulsion. This would reduce travel times and minimize exposure to potentially debilitating space environments.

Extinction.

Tickell -08 (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, 8/11http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
Space Colonization Good- Survive Nuclear War

Space colonization enables nuclear survival

Fred Koschara, computer programmer, 2001, http://www.l5development.com/fkespace/financial-return.html, 

Potentially one of the greatest benefits that may be achieved by the space colonies is nuclear survival, and the ability to live past any other types of mass genocide that become available. We have constructed ourselves a house of dynamite, and now live in fear that someone might light a match. If a global nuclear war were to break out, or if a deadly genetic experiment got released into the atmosphere, the entire human race could be destroyed in a very short period of time. In addition, many corporate attitudes seem concerned with only maximizing today's bottom line, with no concern for the future. This outlook leads to dumping amazingly toxic wastes into the atmosphere and oceans, a move which can only bring harm in the long run. Humanity has to diversify its hold in the universe if it is to survive. Only through space colonization is that option available, and we had all best hope we're not to late.

Space Colonization Good- Now Key
Now key to space colonization- the window of opportunity is closing and extinction is inevitable
Tierny 2007 (John, worked for the New York Times since 1990 Distinguished Column Writing Award., 7-17, “A Survival Imperative for Space Colonization” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/17/science/17tier.html)

“The sobering facts,” Dr. Gott says, “are that in a 13.7 billion-year-old universe, we’ve only been around 200,000 years, and we’re only on one tiny planet. The Copernican answer to Enrico Fermi’s famous question — Where are the extraterrestrials? — is that a significant fraction must be sitting on their home planets.”  It might seem hard to imagine that humans would invent rockets and then never use them to settle other worlds, but Dr. Gott notes that past civilizations, notably China, abandoned exploration. He also notes that humans have been going into space for only 46 years — a worrisomely low number when using Copernican logic to forecast the human spaceflight program’s longevity.  Since there’s a 50 percent chance that we’re already in the second half of the space program’s total lifespan, Dr. Gott figures there is a 50 percent chance it will not last more than another 46 years. Maybe the reason civilizations don’t get around to colonizing other planets is that there’s a narrow window when they have the tools, population and will to do so, and the window usually closes on them. “In 1970 everyone figured we’d have humans on Mars by now, but we haven’t taken the opportunity,” Dr. Gott says. “We should it do soon, because colonizing other worlds is our best chance to hedge our bets and improve the survival prospects of our species. Sooner or later something will get us if we stay on one planet. By the time we’re in trouble and wish we had that colony on Mars, it may be too late.”  You could argue that he’s being too pessimistic about space exploration. The space program may be only 46 years old, but humans have been exploring new territory for tens of thousands of years, so by Copernican logic perhaps they’ll keep it doing it far into the future. But given recent trends — after going to the Moon, we now barely send humans into orbit — he’s right to be worried. 
If it’s true that civilizations normally go extinct because they get stuck on their home planets, then the odds are against us, but there’s nothing inevitable about the Copernican Principle. Earthlings could make themselves the statistical anomaly. When extinction is the norm, you may as well try to be special.

Only have until 2050- exploitation of resources
Daily Record, 7/8/2002
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.

AT: Space Colonization Impossible

Space colonization is feasible- adaptation solves
Frank White, author, 1987, The Overview Effect, p. 172-173

Beyond these considerations, of course, is our having no idea what will occur when two people who have lived in zero C for even a brief period conceive a child. We know that lack of gravity has a tremendous effect on an adult human body in a short period of time. What would happen to a vulnerable embryo when no countermeasures are taken? It seems logical that if muscle mass diminishes, calcium disappears from the bones, and the cardiovascular system becomes less robust in an adult body, the same will happen to an embryo. The result may be children who look more like dolphins or whales than humans. What will happen when these children, conceived and born in zero C, grow up in zero C and conceive children who in turn are born and mature in the same environment? Reason suggests the emergence of a radically different kind of being, one highly adapted to living in the conditions of space and poorly adapted to planetary surfaces. Such a person would be un​able to return to Earth, or any planet, easily, because survival in a gravity-based environment would be difficult. Even if full biological speciation does not take place for thousands of years, a form of cultural speciation will probably take place far sooner. Human beings have shown themselves to be sensitive to such differences as skin color and language, and people living per​manently in space are going to begin looking and acting differently long before biological speciation occurs. Natural speciation is usually a slow process. In the case of higher-order life forms, it is measured in hundreds or thousands of gen​erations, not in years. The emergence of Homo spaciens as a sep​arate cultural being is likely to occur within the next century. The date for the emergence of Homo spaciens as a separate biological entity is unknown, but it ought to be the subject of intense study by space scientists. Such a species might find life on any planetary surface difficult and be able to exist only in the weightless envi​ronment of a spacecraft or space settlement. People who choose to live in a low-C environment may also speciate, but in a different direction from those in zero C. If Homo spaciens and Homo sapiens can work together, the emergence of spaciens will resolve the problem of how human beings, who cannot endure a period of weightlessness too long without becoming trapped by it, can explore regions beyond the orbit of Mars. Just as the nonorganic species of Technos promises to be a partner in the long-term human adventure, so may this new organic species be a great help in the realization of human purpose. Dramatic as this line of thought may appear to be, Jones and Finney might argue that it is much too tame. They state, This advance will not be limited to the birth of one new species. Space is not a single environment, but a residual category for every​thing outside the Earth’s atmosphere. There are innumerable en​vironments out there, and perhaps more niches to be developed for the exploitation of those environments. By spreading into space we will embark on an adaptive radiation of hominidae that will spread intelligent life as far as technology or limits placed by any competing life forms will allow. This radiation of evolving, intelligent life through space will be the galactic successor to the other great episodes of adaptive radiation in the evolution of life — that which followed the wandering of a few fish onto land, or the opportunistic multiplication of mammalian genera and species to fill the vacuum left by the disappearance of the dinosaurs.4 Finally, it should be mentioned that humanity may consciously choose to modify itself in order to explore space, actively bringing on the speciation process. Considering our advances in biotech​nology as well as space technology, the ultimate form of speciation may become a reality: an organism able to live in free space without a pressure suit or any artificial environment, just as a fish lives in water. It may be that the more radical alterations of the human organism are impossible. However, it is quite possible that genetic engi​neering would, at minimum, be used to optimize adaptation to environments like a space habitat or Mars. If that proves to be successful, the state of the art will probably be pushed as far as it reasonably can go. Whenever and however speciation takes place, it will contribute to humanity’s efforts to make space, and all its possible environ​ments, a permanent home. In addition, it will help humans learn to interact with a different but highly intelligent species, which promises to be the next challenge in climbing the evolutionary ladder to a galactic civilization. 

AT: Space Colonization Impossible- Microgravity

Nuclear power creates artificial gravity- avoids adverse effects
Space.com, May 21, 2000, http://www.space.com/scienceastronomy/solarsystem/nuclearmars_000521.html

With nuclear reactors, though, there is plenty of energy to run a refrigeration system to keep the hydrogen cold. This greatly reduces the total mass of the vehicle. Nuclear reactors even provide enough power to create artificial gravity, a feature that should protect the astronaut crew from the physiological ravages of living in low-gravity conditions for extended periods.

AT: Space Colonization Impossible- Mars

Mars is user friendly and shows evidence of water

David, 2005 (Leonard, Senior Space Writer, “Space Colonization: The Quiet Revolution,” http://www.space.com/813-space-colonization-quiet-revolution.html, 2/23)

Mars is a planet that has many unusual and spectacular features that will draw people to it," McCullough told the STAIF gathering. "Being a planet rather than a moon, it has undergone many of the geological processes which have caused the formation of minerals on Earth," he said. That being the case, Mars is a user-friendly world, rife with many industrially useful minerals for construction and manufacturing purposes. It has a suite of "ates", "ites" and "ides" of common metals with common non metals, McCullough pointed out. The red planet is also wrapped in abundant carbon dioxide which will be fairly easy to condense, he said. Water availability on Mars is another huge plus. There is abundant evidence of past water activity on Mars. It should be present in permafrost at higher latitudes on the planet. It may also be present in hydrated minerals, McCullough stated. "The availability of water on Mars in significant quantities would once again simplify our projected industrial activities. This makes extensive bases leading to colonies more likely," McCullough concluded.

AT: Space Colonization Impossible- Takes Too Long

Space Colonization is possible due to new propulsion technologies

Moskowitz, 2010 (Clara, Staff Writer- Space.com, “NASA’s Far-Out New Plans,” http://www.space.com/7852-nasa-plans.html, 2/1)

One of the possible consequences of new commercial space vehicles and new propulsion mechanisms is the chance that human civilians could travel to space in large numbers for the first time. That means that space vacations and moon hotels may not be a mere pipe dream anymore.

"I am excited to think that the development of commercial capabilities to send humans into low earth orbit will likely result in so many more earthlings being able to experience the transformative power of spaceflight," Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin said in a statement.

In his comments, Bolden echoed this sentiment.

"Imagine enabling hundreds, even thousands of people to visit or live in low-Earth orbit, while NASA firmly focuses its gaze on the cosmic horizon beyond Earth," he said.

AT: Space Colonization Bad- Launches Hurt Environment

Launches don’t hurt the environment- effects are negligible
Alain Pompidou et al, Co-ordinator of the COMEST Working Group on the Ethics of Outer Space Member of the Economic and Social Council Professor at the Faculty of Medicine Cochin-Port-Royal, University of Paris V, April 20, 2000, The Ethics of Space Policy, http://www.unesco.org/opi2/ethics/Rapfin_E.pdf

Space technology has caused damage to the circum-terrestrial environment by becoming a source of pollution. Each launch has repercussions on the terrestrial environment. Space launchers may have effects on the ozone layer and risk causing partial changes in air quality. However, this atmospheric pollution is negligible at the level at which space activity occurs today. Moreover, the generalization of cryogenic propulsion – which also emits water – will help to reduce the level.

AT: Space Colonization Bad- Aliens

There is no other life in the universe

Marshall Savage, Founder of the Living Universe Foundation, 1994, The Millenial Project, p. 350-351 & 353-355

There are 200 billion stars in the Milky Way Galaxy. How could it be possible that ours is the only one harboring intelligent life? Actually, it goes far beyond that. Not only is our solar system the only source of intelligent life, it is probably the only source of any kind of life. Not only is our planet the only source of life in this galaxy, it is probably the only source of life in any galaxy. Hard as it may be to believe or accept, it is likely that our little world is the only speck of Living matter in the entire universe. Those who tend to reflect on these issues, especially those who believe that life must be a common phenomenon, derive long elaborate formulae to prove their case. They point out there are hundreds of billions of stars in the Milky Way; of these, some 200 million are similar to the sun; around these other suns orbit 10 million earth-like worlds; life must have evolved on millions of these worlds; intelligent tool-users must then have developed hundreds of thousands of times; so there must be thousands of civilizations capable of star travel. Carl Sagan, the leading proponent of this viewpoint, calculates that the Milky Way has been home to no fewer than a billion technical civilizations! When this argument is extrapolated to the universe at large, the existence of ETs, at least somewhere, seems a virtual certainty. The odds of the Earth being the only living world in the universe are on the order of one in 1018. With such an overwhelming number of chances, a billion billion Earth-like worlds, Life must have sprung up innumerable times— mustn’t it? This argument is reasonable enough on its face, but as soon as speculators leave the realm of astronomy they enter terra incognita, where dwells an inscrutable mystery. No one knows what the odds are that life will evolve given an earth-like planet around a sun-like star. Sagan rates the chances at one in three. A close examination of the issue indicates that he may be off in his estimate by billions and billions. The evolution of life is overwhelmingly improbable. The odds against life are so extreme that it is virtually impossible for it to occur twice in the same universe. That life ever evolved anywhere at all is a miracle of Biblical proportions. If it wasn’t for our manifest presence, the creation of life could be dismissed as a wild fantasy. Generating animate matter through random chemistry is so unlikely as to be indistinguishable from impossible. Yet, here we are. Obviously, miracles do happen. But the question is: do they happen twice? 

To generate a strand of “Genesis DNA” would take 10x360 chemical reactions. That is a completely ridiculous number. Writing out such a number is an exercise in futility; it requires hundreds of zeroes. Describing it with words is just about as hopeless; a million billion trillion quadrillion quintillion sextillion septillion octillion nonillion decillion doesn’t even touch it. The only way to describe it is as ten nonillion nonillion googol googol googol. You can’t even talk about such numbers without sounding like your brain has been fused into molten goo. If you persist in thinking about them it certainly will be. Surely, there must be numbers of equal magnitude available to rescue us from such overwhelming odds. After all, DNA is just a large molecule. So we must be dealing with atomic numbers, and those are always mind boggling—right? When Life arose, the Earth’s ocean’s were, as Carl Sagan suggests, one giant bowl of primordial soup. The number of chemical reactions going on in that stew must have been incredible. Over billions of years, any possible combination of DNA could have been cooked up—couldn’t it? Well, let’s take a look; the bottom line is always in the numbers. The oceans of the early Earth contained, at most, i044 carbon atoms.665 This sets the upper limit on the possible number of nucleic acid molecules at ~ (Assuming every atom of carbon in the ocean was locked up in a nucleic acid molecule—an unlikely state of affairs.) The oceans could therefor contain no more than about 1042 nucleotide chains, with an average length of ten base pairs. If all these nucleotides interacted with each other 100 times per second for ten billion years, they would undergo 3 X 106 1 reactions. This would still leave them woefully short of the sample needed to generate a strand of Genesis DNA. To get a self-replicating strand of DNA out of the global ocean, even if it was thick with a broth of nucleotides, would take ten billion googol googol googol years. Makes yours eyes spin counter-clockwise doesn’t it? But there are billions of stars in the galaxy and billions of galaxies in the universe. Over time, the right combination would come up somewhere—wouldn’t it? Assume every star in every galaxy in the entire universe has an Earth-like planet in orbit around it; and assume every one of those planets is endowed with a global ocean thick with organic gumbo. This would give us 40,000 billion billion oceanic cauldrons in which to brew up the elixir of life. Now we’re getting somewhere—aren’t we? In such a universe, where the conditions for the creation of life are absolutely ideal, it will still take a hundred quadrillion nonillion nonillion googol googol years for the magic strand to appear. Sheesh! Assuming some radically different form of life, independent of DNA, doesn’t really help. By definition, life forms will always be complex arrangements of matter and/or energy. This complexity has to arise out of chaos. Therefore, some initial degree of order must first just happen. Whatever the form of life, its creation is dependent on the same sort of chance event that created our first strand of Genesis DNA. It doesn’t matter what sort of coincidence is involved: the matching of base pairs, alignment of liquid crystals, or nesting of ammonia vortices; whatever the form of order, it will be subject to the same laws of probability. Consequently, any form of highly complex, self-replicating material is just as unlikely to occur as our form. Simply put, living is an unlikely state of affairs. When all of the fundamental constants underlying the bare existence of the universe are also taken into account, it becomes all too obvious that life is a sheer impossibility.666 How can a glop of mud like me possibly be walking around wondering why it exists?

AT: Space Colonization Bad- Diseases

No extinction-

-They either burn out or don’t spread

Posner 05 (Richard A, judge on the U.S. Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit, and senior lecturer at the University of Chicago Law School, Winter. “Catastrophe: the dozen most significant catastrophic risks and what we can do about them.” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_kmske/is_3_11/ai_n29167514/pg_2?tag=content;col1)
Yet the fact that Homo sapiens has managed to survive every disease to assail it in the 200,000 years or so of its existence is a source of genuine comfort, at least if the focus is on extinction events. There have been enormously destructive plagues, such as the Black Death, smallpox, and now AIDS, but none has come close to destroying the entire human race. There is a biological reason. Natural selection favors germs of limited lethality; they are fitter in an evolutionary sense because their genes are more likely to be spread if the germs do not kill their hosts too quickly. The AIDS virus is an example of a lethal virus, wholly natural, that by lying dormant yet infectious in its host for years maximizes its spread. Yet there is no danger that AIDS will destroy the entire human race. The likelihood of a natural pandemic that would cause the extiinction of the human race is probably even less today than in the past (except in prehistoric times, when people lived in small, scattered bands, which would have limited the spread of disease), despite wider human contacts that make it more difficult to localize an infectious disease. The reason is improvements in medical science. But the comfort is a small one. Pandemics can still impose enormous losses and resist prevention and cure: the lesson of the AIDS pandemic. And there is always a lust time.
-Humans evolve past vulnerabilities.

Achenbach 3 (Joel, Washington Post Staff Writer, "Our Friend, the Plague," Nov, http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/ngm/0311/resources_who.html)

Whenever a new disease appears somewhere on our planet, experts invariably pop up on TV with grave summations of the problem, usually along the lines of, "We're in a war against the microbes"—pause for dramatic effect —"and the microbes are winning."  War, however, is a ridiculously overused metaphor and probably should be bombed back to the Stone Age.   Paul Ewald, a biologist at the University of Louisville, advocates a different approach to lethal microbes. Forget trying to obliterate them, he says, and focus instead on how they co-evolve with humans. Make them mutate in the right direction. Get the powers of evolution on our side.  Disease organisms can, in fact, become less virulent over time. When it was first recognized in Europe around 1495, syphilis killed its human hosts within months. The quick progression of the disease—from infection to death—limited the ability of syphilis to spread. So a new form evolved, one that gave carriers years to infect others.  For the same reason, the common cold has become less dangerous. Milder strains of the virus—spread by people out and about, touching things, and shaking hands—have an evolutionary advantage over more debilitating strains. You can't spread a cold very easily if you're incapable of rolling out of bed.  This process has already weakened all but one virulent strain of malaria: Plasmodium falciparum succeeds in part because bedridden victims of the disease are more vulnerable to mosquitoes that carry and transmit the parasite. To mitigate malaria, the secret is to improve housing conditions. If people put screens on doors and windows, and use bed nets, it creates an evolutionary incentive for Plasmodium falciparum to become milder and self-limiting. Immobilized people protected by nets and screens can't easily spread the parasite, so evolution would favor forms that let infected people walk around and get bitten by mosquitoes.  There are also a few high-tech tricks for nudging microbes in the right evolutionary direction. One company, called MedImmune, has created a flu vaccine using a modified influenza virus that thrives at 77°F instead of 98.6°F, the normal human body temperature. The vaccine can be sprayed in a person's nose, where the virus survives in the cool nasal passages but not in the hot lungs or elsewhere in the body. The immune system produces antibodies that make the person better prepared for most normal, nasty influenza bugs.  Maybe someday we'll barely notice when we get colonized by disease organisms. We'll have co-opted them. They'll be like in-laws, a little annoying but tolerable. If a friend sees us sniffling, we'll just say, Oh, it's nothing—just a touch of plague.
-Traveling restriction limit spread
Camitz and Liljeros 5 (Martin, Swedish Institute for Infectious Disease Control, Fredrik, Medical Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Karolinska Institute, "The effect of travel restrictions on the spread of a highly contagious disease in Sweden," Oct 5, http://arxiv.org/ftp/q-bio/papers/0505/0505044.pdf)KM
Our  results  show  clearly  that  traveling  restrictions  will  have  a  significant  beneficial  effect,  both  reducing  the  geographical  spread  and  the  total  and  local  incidence.  This  holds  true  for  all  three  levels  of  inter-community  infectiousness  simulated, g. g  is  influenced by many  factors, most notably by  total  travel  intensity,  but also by the medium of travel, the behavior of the traveler, the model of dispersal  by  travel  and  by  the  infectiousness  of  the disease. Hufnagel  calibrated  g using data  from the actual outbreak. As mentioned, no attempt was made on our part to find the  “true”  value  of  g  in  the  new  settings,  as  no  such  outbreak  data  is  available  for  Sweden.  This  would  be  considered  a  flaw  for  a  quantitative  study  on  a  SARS  outbreak in Sweden. By simulating for different values of the parameter, however, we  can be confident in the qualitative conclusion, namely, that the same general behavior  can be expected in the unrestricted scenario and in response to the control measures,  regardless of g.    In light of the fact that inter-municipal travel heavily influences incidence even at  a  local  level,  one may  justifiably  be  concerned  about  the  boundary  conditions. We  treat  Sweden  as  an  isolated  country,  but  quite  obviously,  the  incidence  will  be  underestimated  for  areas  with  frequent  traffic  across  the  borders.  This  includes  in  particular  the  Öresund  region  around Malmö,  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  international  airports and the small towns bordering on Norway and Finland.  Even  though  there  is  presently  no  treatment  or  vaccine  for SARS,  results  show  that limited quarantine as suggested here drastically decreases the risk of transmission  and  this may well  turn  out  to be  the most  expedient  form of  intervention.  In many  countries, Sweden  included,  limiting  freedom of  travel  is unconstitutional and must  take  the  form  of  general  recommendations.  Additionally,  certain  professions  of  crucial  importance  to  society  during  a  crisis  situation must  be  exempt  from  travel  restrictions.  The  study  shows  that  even  if  a  substantial  fraction  of  the  population  breaks the restrictions, this strategy is still viable. For other types of disease for which  preventive  treatment (pandemic flu) or vaccine (small-pox) are available, our results  show  that  long-distance  travelers  are  an  important  group  for  targeted  control  measures.
AT: Space Colonization Bad- Imperialism

Colonization won’t be imperialistic- historical knowledge
*gender modified

Alexander Howerton, Business Editor for Countdown, 1995, Free Space: Real Alternatives For Reaching Outer Space, p. 38.

True, many evils were perpetrated in the over-zealous spirit of discovery, and whole civilizations were wiped out in the process, but there are two main differences between that era of discovery and this one: first, there are no lives or civilizations to destroy in our solar system (the question of life on Mars has not been totally resolved; I therefore advocate we learn as much as possible about the Martian geography and ecosystem before we engage in any grand plans of terraforming). Secondly, we have the benefit of advanced historical knowledge and appreciation to guide us. We know more about our world and our past than our great exploring forefathers[bearers], thanks in part, already, to the increased communications provided by the economic exploitation of space, in the form of communications satellites.

AT: Space Colonization Bad- Space Debris

Space debris is inevitable- irreversible already
Russell Hoffman, host of High Tech Today, 1/23/1998, http://www.animatedsoftware.com/spacedeb/spacedeb.htm

And--I've only touched the surface of this problem. For example, scientists recently calculated that the problem is so bad that in the future, near-earth orbit space debris will collide with itself so much and so often that there will be a permanent cloud of debris rather than the millions of discreet items that exist now. In other words, without doing a thing to add more debris to the equation, we've put so much up there the equivalent of a nuclear explosion will occur--actually is occurring--wherein pieces of debris collide with other pieces of debris, creating more pieces of debris, which in turn collide with each other, creating still more debris.

No impact- Shielding protects objects against small debris

Jennifer Seymour, J.D., Georgetown University Law Center, Spring 1998, Georgetown International Environmental Law Review

Attempts to protect newly-launched space objects from fragmentation or damage due to collisions with debris focus largely on shielding techniques. These employ the installation of buffers on the outside of space objects and, in the case of some U.S. space shuttles, on the inside of the cargo bay doors "to protect the coolant pipes of the shuttle's heat radiator system . . . ." "Shielding, while an added expense, can protect a spacecraft against some of the smaller items. The international space station that begins assembly in orbit [in August 1998 is protected against items up to almost an inch by sandwiched layers of foil and fabric similar to bulletproof vests." While this protection does not prevent larger objects from damaging space objects, most of the collisions in near-earth orbit involve debris particles that are smaller than four inches.

SPACE COLONIZATION BAD
Space Colonization Doesn’t Solve- General

Colonization is useless- can’t get of Earth fast enough

Nikos Prantzos, nuclear astrophysicist in the Institut d'Astrophysique de Paris, France  Our Cosmic Future, 2000 p. 84

Not only science fiction readers, but also quite a few scientists are dreaming of ways to bring life to other planets in the Solar System, and in particular to Mars. Their motivation is certainly not a solution to overpopulation problems on Earth. Even though Mars has an area equal to all the land area on Earth, it would be impossible to transport any significant fraction of the population. In order to send a hundred million people (which constitutes a negligible fraction of the present population) , in let us say one century, three thousand departures would have to be organised each day. Therefore, the fascination for terraforming Mars is more closely related to the new frontier it represents. Conquest of such a frontier would help our civilisation to release its creative potential and find new vitality. Some have compared the situation with the American frontier, several centuries ago.
Life is unsustainable in space- 
a. Microgravity

Giancarlo Genta, Technical University of Turin and Michael Rycroft, International Space University, Space, The Final Frontier? 2003 p. 115-6

Even if microgravity is a very interesting condition for many scientific experiments, it could be detrimental for all living organisms. Our human anatomy has evolved on the surface of the Earth in an environment with a well-determined value of gravitational acceleration. Any decrease (or, even more, any increase) of gravitational acceleration will affect the operation of many Vital organs. Before Laika, the first liVing being to withstand micrograVity conditions, survived for a fairly long time on the Sputnik 2 satellite, some biologists held that life was utterly impossible without a gravitational field. Now we know that humans (and animals) can survive for a very long time in conditions of weightlessness, but their health is affected. Sdme effects, like space sickness, a combination of nausea, sweating, vomiting and loss of appetite, occur in the first few days of a space mis- sion. Other symptoms develop more gradually, but have more lasting consequences. There is a general redistribution of all bodily fluids, car- diovascular changes, loss of bone material, and a height increase. The human body is grossly overdesigned for conditions of weightlessness and, in an effort to compensate, reduces the superfluous parts — the bones, the muscles, the heart, and so on. These changes are of little consequence in orbit, but problematical for withstanding the stresses of re-entry and on returning to Earth. Very long periods in space, as experienced by Russian cosmonauts aboard the Mu space station, show that such damage may be limited with regular physical exercise. After more than one year in orbit, re-adaptation to normal gravity conditions on Earth was fairly easy, if a proper exercise regime had been followed in space.
b. Limited human adaptation, radiation and travel time jack colonization

Charlie Stross, author specializing in technically accurate sci-fi, 6-16-2007, “The High Frontier, Redux,” http://www.antipope.org/charlie/blog-static/2007/06/the_high_frontier_redux.html

We're human beings. We evolved to flourish in a very specific environment that covers perhaps 10% of our home planet's surface area. (Earth is 70% ocean, and while we can survive, with assistance, in extremely inhospitable terrain, be it arctic or desert or mountain, we aren't well-adapted to thriving there.) Space itself is a very poor environment for humans to live in. A simple pressure failure can kill a spaceship crew in minutes. And that's not the only threat. Cosmic radiation poses a serious risk to long duration interplanetary missions, and unlike solar radiation and radiation from coronal mass ejections the energies of the particles responsible make shielding astronauts extremely difficult. And finally, there's the travel time. Two and a half years to Jupiter system; six months to Mars.  Now, these problems are subject to a variety of approaches — including medical ones: does it matter if cosmic radiation causes long-term cumulative radiation exposure leading to cancers if we have advanced side-effect-free cancer treatments? Better still, if hydrogen sulphide-induced hibernation turns out to be a practical technique in human beings, we may be able to sleep through the trip. But even so, when you get down to it, there's not really any economically viable activity on the horizon for people to engage in that would require them to settle on a planet or asteroid and live there for the rest of their lives. In general, when we need to extract resources from a hostile environment we tend to build infrastructure to exploit them (such as oil platforms) but we don't exactly scurry to move our families there. Rather, crews go out to work a long shift, then return home to take their leave. After all, there's no there there — just a howling wilderness of north Atlantic gales and frigid water that will kill you within five minutes of exposure. And that, I submit, is the closest metaphor we'll find for interplanetary colonization. Most of the heavy lifting more than a million kilometres from Earth will be done by robots, overseen by human supervisors who will be itching to get home and spend their hardship pay. And closer to home, the commercialization of space will be incremental and slow, driven by our increasing dependence on near-earth space for communications, positioning, weather forecasting, and (still in its embryonic stages) tourism. But the domed city on Mars is going to have to wait for a magic wand or two to do something about the climate, or reinvent a kind of human being who can thrive in an airless, inhospitable environment.  Colonize the Gobi desert, colonise the North Atlantic in winter — then get back to me about the rest of the solar system!

c. distances are too big and planets are inhospitable

Donald F. Robertson, freelance space journalist, 3-6-2006, “Space Exploration,” Space News, http://www.space.com/spacenews/archive06/RobertsonOpEd_030606.html

Two largely unquestioned assumptions long ago took root within the space community. As we prepare to voyage back to Earth's Moon and on to Mars, it is time to question them both.  The first assumption is that exploring the Moon, Mars, or any part of the solar system, can be accomplished in a generation or two and with limited loss of life. The second is that we can use robots to successfully understand another world. Both assumptions are almost certainly wrong, yet many important elements of our civil space program are based on one or both of them being correct.  To paraphrase Douglas Adams, even within the space community most people don't have a clue how "mind-boggingly big space really is." Most of the major worlds in the solar system have surface areas at least as large as terrestrial continents -- a few are much larger -- and every one of them is unremittingly hostile to human life. Learning to travel confidently through former President John F. Kennedy's "this new ocean" will be difficult, expensive, time-consuming and dangerous.  Mr. Kennedy's rhetoric was more accurate than he probably knew. The only remotely comparable task humanity has faced was learning to travel across our world's oceans. We take trans-oceanic travel for granted, but getting from Neolithic boats to modern freighters cost humanity well over 10,000 years of hard work and uncounted lives. Even today, hundreds of people die in shipping accidents every year. We and our woefully inadequate chemical rockets are like Stone Age tribesfolk preparing to cast off in canoes, reaching for barely visible islands over a freezing, storm-tossed, North Atlantic.

d. Reproduction is impossible- radiation

James Walker, Gearfuse journalist, 2-14-2011 “Infertility Concerns May Leave Space Colonization Hopes Barren” http://www.gearfuse.com/infertility-concerns-may-leave-space-colonization-hopes-barren/
It’s almost become a type of cliché in science fiction: colonizing Mars and other celestial bodies so that the human race can propagate and populate the galaxy. Unfortunately, according to NASA scientists, reproduction while in space will hamper future colonization and population efforts.  According to NASA Ames Chief Life Scientist Tore Straume (seen left with a villainous goatee), the radiation generated by cosmic rays and solar flares will make it difficult to conceive during interplanetary travel. Moreover, any child conceived during spaceflight could become sterilized due to the radiation. This conclusion is based on multiple studies conducted on “non-human primates” (read: “monkeys”) that were given doses of radiation and saw that the eggs of female fetuses began to die off during the second half of pregnancy, resulting in a sterile female when the fetus is finally birthed.  Straume says, “One would have to be very protective of those cells during gestation, during pregnancy, to make sure that the female didn’t become sterile so they could continue the colony.”  Similar problems could be seen in men, with the radiation damaging the male’s sperm. It’s also believed that in addition to the sterilization issues, other mental and physical defects could result from the radiation’s effects on a fetus.
e. planets are uninhabitable and resources are almost impossible to mine

Williams 10 (Lynda, M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review: A Journal of Social Justice, 22.1, Spring, pg 5-6)

What do the prospects of colonies or bases on the moon and Mars offer? Both the moon and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very sophisticated technological life- support systems beyond any that are feasible now or will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as humans. Terra-forming either body is not feasible with current technologies and within any reasonable time frames (and may, in any case, be questioned from an ethical and fiscal point of view). Thus, any colony or base would be restricted to living in space capsules or trailer park–like structures that could not support a sufficient number of humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long-term manner. Although evidence of water has been discovered on both bodies, it exists in a form that is trapped in minerals, which would require huge amounts of energy to access. Water can be converted into fuel either as hydrogen or oxygen, which would eliminate the need to transport vast amounts of fuel from Earth. According to Britain’s leading spaceflight expert, Professor Colin Pillinger, however, ‘‘You would need to heat up a lot of lunar soil to 200C to get yourself a glass of water.’’ The promises of helium as an energy source on the moon is also mostly hype. Helium-3 could be used in the production of nuclear fusion energy, a process we have yet to prove viable or efficient on Earth. Mining helium would require digging dozens of meters into the lunar surface and processing hundreds of thousands of tons of soil to produce one ton of helium-3. (25 tons of helium-3 would be required to power the United States for one year.) Fusion also requires the very rare element tritium, which does not exist naturally on the moon, Mars, or Earth in the abundances needed to facilitate nuclear fusion energy production. Currently, there are no means for generating the energy on the moon needed to extract the helium-3 to produce the promised endless source of energy. Similar energy problems exist for the proposed use of solar power on the moon, which has the additional problem of being sunlit two weeks a month and dark for the other two weeks.
f. Moon dust

Gugliatta, 07 (Guy, Reporter of Science- Washington Post, Discover Magazine, “Can We Survive On the Moon?” Discover Magazine- March 2007 Issue, http://discovermagazine.com/2007/mar/can-we-survive-on-the-moon)

For those who would explore the moon—whether to train for exploring Mars, to mine resources, or to install high-precision observatories—regolith is a potentially crippling liability, an all-pervasive, pernicious threat to machinery and human tissue. After just three days of moonwalks, regolith threatened to grind the joints of the Apollo astronauts’ space suits to a halt, the same way rust crippled Dorothy’s Tin Man. Special sample cases built to hold the Apollo moon rocks lost their vacuum seals because of rims corrupted by dust. For a permanent lunar base, such mechanical failures could spell disaster.  Regolith can play havoc with hydraulics, freeze on-off switches, and turn ball bearings into Grape Nuts. When moondust is disturbed, small particles float about, land, and glue themselves to everything. Regolith does not brush off easily, and breathing it can cause pulmonary fibrosis, the lunar equivalent of black lung. There is nothing like it on Earth. “Here you have geological processes that tend to sort and separate,” says geologist Douglas Rickman of NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center. “On the moon you have meteorite impacts that mix everything together.”

Ext. Takes Too Long

Takes too long- Space exploration would take thousands of years
Donald F. Robertson, freelance space journalist, 3-6-2006, “Space Exploration,” Space News, http://www.space.com/spacenews/archive06/RobertsonOpEd_030606.html

Dangerous it will be. Detailed exploration, let alone settlement, of nearby worlds will be the single most difficult task humanity has ever tackled. Most likely, it will take many hundreds, or even thousands, of years. Our first attempts to establish a base on Earth's Moon or Mars may well fail. As on the oceans, many people will die: we cannot insist on levels of safety that make the exercise technically impractical or unaffordable.

- Travel is too slow
Nikos Prantzos, nuclear astrophysicist in the Institut d'Astrophysique de Paris, France  Our Cosmic Future, 2000 p. 152-3

Another important question is raised by the discussion in the last section, for reasons which will become clear in the rest of this chapter. If the human species ever masters the art of interstellar travel, either slow or rapid, how long will it take to expand across the whole Galaxy and settle in even the most distant regions? It is clearly difficult to give a reasonable answer to this question. A lower limit is imposed by the size of the Galaxy, which measures almost a hundred thousand light-years in diameter (see Fig. z.z) . Even using relativistic vehicles, cruising at nearly the speed of light, hundreds of thousands of years would be needed just to cross the Milky Way. In slow-moving world ships, with speeds of a few thousandths the speed of light, the time required to cross the Galaxy becomes hundreds of times greater again, of the order of ten million years. The time required to colonise would clearly be greater still. 
Ext. Take Too Much Energy

   Space colonization is impossible – energy requirements are too high

Charlie Stross, author specializing in technically accurate sci-fi, 6-16-2007, “The High Frontier, Redux,” http://www.antipope.org/charlie/blog-static/2007/06/the_high_frontier_redux.html

To put this figure in perspective, the total conversion of one kilogram of mass into energy yields 9 x 1016 Joules. (Which one of my sources informs me, is about equivalent to 21.6 megatons in thermonuclear explosive yield). So we require the equivalent energy output to 400 megatons of nuclear armageddon in order to move a capsule of about the gross weight of a fully loaded Volvo V70 automobile to Proxima Centauri in less than a human lifetime. That's the same as the yield of the entire US Minuteman III ICBM force.  For a less explosive reference point, our entire planetary economy runs on roughly 4 terawatts of electricity (4 x 1012 watts). So it would take our total planetary electricity production for a period of half a million seconds — roughly 5 days — to supply the necessary va-va-voom.  But to bring this back to earth with a bump, let me just remind you that this probe is so implausibly efficient that it's veering back into "magic wand" territory. I've tap-danced past a 100% efficient power transmission system capable of operating across interstellar distances with pinpoint precision and no conversion losses, and that allows the spacecraft on the receiving end to convert power directly into momentum. This is not exactly like any power transmission system that anyone's built to this date, and I'm not sure I can see where it's coming from.
Ext. Inhospitable Atmosphere

   Colonization is impossible – launch costs and inhospitable atmosphere

Charlie Stross, author specializing in technically accurate sci-fi, 6-16-2007, “The High Frontier, Redux,” http://www.antipope.org/charlie/blog-static/2007/06/the_high_frontier_redux.html

But when we start examining the prospects for interplanetary colonization things turn gloomy again.  Bluntly, we're not going to get there by rocket ship.  Optimistic projects suggest that it should be possible, with the low cost rockets currently under development, to maintain a Lunar presence for a transportation cost of roughly $15,000 per kilogram. Some extreme projections suggest that if the cost can be cut to roughly triple the cost of fuel and oxidizer (meaning, the spacecraft concerned will be both largely reusable and very cheap) then we might even get as low as $165/kilogram to the lunar surface. At that price, sending a 100Kg astronaut to Moon Base One looks as if it ought to cost not much more than a first-class return air fare from the UK to New Zealand ... except that such a price estimate is hogwash. We primates have certain failure modes, and one of them that must not be underestimated is our tendency to irreversibly malfunction when exposed to climactic extremes of temperature, pressure, and partial pressure of oxygen. While the amount of oxygen, water, and food a human consumes per day doesn't sound all that serious — it probably totals roughly ten kilograms, if you economize and recycle the washing-up water — the amount of parasitic weight you need to keep the monkey from blowing out is measured in tons. A Russian Orlan-M space suit (which, some would say, is better than anything NASA has come up with over the years — take heed of the pre-breathe time requirements!) weighs 112 kilograms, which pretty much puts a floor on our infrastructure requirements. An actual habitat would need to mass a whole lot more. Even at $165/kilogram, that's going to add up to a very hefty excess baggage charge on that notional first class air fare to New Zealand — and I think the $165/kg figure is in any case highly unrealistic; even the authors of the article I cited thought $2000/kg was a bit more reasonable.  Whichever way you cut it, sending a single tourist to the moon is going to cost not less than $50,000 — and a more realistic figure, for a mature reusable, cheap, rocket-based lunar transport cycle is more like $1M. And that's before you factor in the price of bringing them back ...  The moon is about 1.3 light seconds away. If we want to go panning the (metaphorical) rivers for gold, we'd do better to send teleoperator-controlled robots; it's close enough that we can control them directly, and far enough away that the cost of transporting food and creature comforts for human explorers is astronomical. There probably are niches for human workers on a moon base, but only until our robot technologies are somewhat more mature than they are today; Mission Control would be a lot happier with a pair of hands and a high-def camera that doesn't talk back and doesn't need to go to the toilet or take naps.  When we look at the rest of the solar system, the picture is even bleaker. Mars is ... well, the phrase "tourist resort" springs to mind, and is promptly filed in the same corner as "Gobi desert". As Bruce Sterling has puts it: "I'll believe in people settling Mars at about the same time I see people settling the Gobi Desert. The Gobi Desert is about a thousand times as hospitable as Mars and five hundred times cheaper and easier to reach. Nobody ever writes "Gobi Desert Opera" because, well, it's just kind of plonkingly obvious that there's no good reason to go there and live. It's ugly, it's inhospitable and there's no way to make it pay. Mars is just the same, really. We just romanticize it because it's so hard to reach." In other words, going there to explore is fine and dandy — our robots are all over it already. But as a desirable residential neighbourhood it has some shortcomings, starting with the slight lack of breathable air and the sub-Antarctic nighttime temperatures and the Mach 0.5 dust storms, and working down from there.

Ext. Can’t Reproduce

   Lack of gravity prevents human reproduction

Giuseppe Lippi, professor and surgeon at Verona, 2-26-2008, “Abolishing the Law of Gravity,” Canadian Medical Association Journal, http://www.cmaj.ca/cgi/content/full/178/5/598

As the International Space Station moves us closer to the possibility of colonizing space, it is becoming increasingly important to understand the effects of altered gravity on mammalian reproductive physiology. There is evidence that hypo- and hyper-gravity induce changes in male and female reproductive processes.2 Findings from studies using a variety of experimental conditions to simulate hypogravity raise questions about whether reproduction is possible when gravity is reduced. Studies using the Holton hindlimb suspension model, which provides a practical way to simulate the major physiologic effects of hypogravity, are providing evidence that hypogravity might exert pronounced effects on male reproductive processes and reduce the rate of implantation during early pregnancy in rats. Moreover, the cardiovascular deconditioning, bone demineralization and decrease in red blood cell concentration associated with hypogravity might affect the ability of female rats to sustain their pregnancies. Similar findings from experiments during space flights raise questions about whether early pregnancy can be sustained in humans when gravity is reduced.2 Additional research is needed to fill in the

Colonies wouldn’t be able to continue due to prevention of procreation from ionizing radiation

Boyle 11 (Fort Collins Now/The Tribune and The Keene Sentinel reporter with a Bachelor of Arts degree with a double major in journalism and history. “Hazards of Space Would make sex up there difficult” http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2011-02/sex-space-would-be-problematic-nasa-researchers-say)

Here’s some futurey Valentine’s Day news: Future space colonists would likely be unable to procreate because of the ionizing radiation that permeates the solar system, according to a paper by NASA researchers. Radiation would probably sterilize female eggs as well as reduce male sperm counts, making it difficult if not impossible to conceive in space. If people were able to conceive, the developing embryo’s DNA could be damaged, causing serious birth defects. And even if space travelers give birth to a healthy baby, the newborn girls will likely be sterile, preventing the continuation of the colony. The researchers noted that current space shield technology is not advanced enough to protect space travelers from harmful radiation, especially from solar flares and galactic cosmic rays. Once Mars colonists were on the Red Planet, they could conceivably use Mars rock to build shelters, but after nine months of traveling, it may be too late.

Ext. Microgravity

Can’t survive without gravity- loss of bone mass
The Guardian (London) October 31, 2002
Humans were never designed for zero-G. We evolved to thrive, where muscles and skeleton, working against the Earth's gravity, makes them grow strong. Even with rigorous exercise, cosmonauts on the Mir space station lost 1-2% of their bone mass each month. The risk of breaking a bone during a three-year mission to Mars has been calculated at around 30%, with horrific consequences. "A limb fracture involving one of a six-person space crew could seriously compromise a mission's objectives," explains Jay Shapiro, at the National Space Biomedical Research Institute. For a human body, being weightless is like being confined to bed in a total body cast. Apart from bones, the muscles also waste away from lack of use, and some, like those in the calves, can lose around 20% of their mass in zero-G. Tendons and ligaments can weaken to the point that they tear like tissue paper. The lungs and other major organs suffer. Blood feels the lack of gravity, too. When we're standing on Earth, blood sinks to the feet and leaves the brain lighter, creating a gradient of blood pressure through the body. But in space, the pressure gradient disappears and the body thinks it's in trouble and makes less blood, which spells trouble for the heart.
-ion radiation

UAB 11 ( University of Alabama Study.  “Deep Space Travels Could Create Heart Woes for Astronauts”
http://www.uab.edu/news/latest/item/1039-deep-space-travel-could-create-heart-woes-for-astronauts)
Astronauts anticipate more trips to the moon and manned missions to Mars. But exposure to cosmic radiation outside the Earth’s magnetic field could be detrimental to their arteries, according to a study by University of Alabama at Birmingham researchers published April 6, 2011, online in the journal Radiation Research. 
Using an animal model, researchers assessed the affect of iron ion radiation commonly found in outer space to see if exposures promoted the development of atherosclerosis, as terrestrial sources of radiation are known to do. They observed that cosmic radiation accelerated the development of atherosclerosis, independent of the cholesterol levels or circulating white blood cells of the mice. It also worsened existing atherosclerotic lesions. 

“It’s well known that prolonged exposure to radiation sources here on Earth, including those used in cancer treatment, excessive occupational exposure and atomic bombs, are associated with an increased risk for atherosclerosis,” said Dennis Kucik, M.D., Ph.D., associate professor in the UAB Department of Pathology. “But cosmic radiation is very different from X-rays and other radiation found on Earth. The radiation risks of deep-space travel are difficult to predict, largely because so few people have been exposed.”Accelerated ions in cosmic radiation interact differently with objects and people, Kucik said. X-rays can be blocked by lead shields; however, cosmic radiation ions can become more dangerous when they interact with metals, generating secondary particles that also may have biological effects. Although it is possible to use other materials to shield against ion radiation, incorporating these into spacesuits presents significant challenges. 

Mars Colonization Fails

Mars colonization not feasible since it is too far from Earth

Williams 10 (Lynda, M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review: A Journal of Social Justice, 22.1, Spring, pg 6)

A moon base is envisioned as serving as a launch pad for Martian expeditions, so the infeasibility of a lunar base may prohibit trips to Mars, unless they are launched directly from Earth or via an orbiting space station. Mars is, in its closest approach, 36 million miles from Earth and would require a nine-month journey with astronauts exposed to deadly solar cosmic rays. Providing sufficient shielding would require a spacecraft that weighs so much that it becomes prohibitive to carry enough fuel for a roundtrip. Either the astronauts get exposed to lethal doses on a roundtrip, or they make a safe one-way journey and never return. Regardless, it is unlikely that anyone would survive a trip to Mars. Whether or not people are willing to make that sacrifice for the sake of scientific exploration, human missions to Mars do not guarantee the survival of the species, but rather, only the death of any member who attempts the journey.
Temperature and low gravity make it impossible to survive on Mars

Bell 05 (Jeffrey, former NASA engineer and space scientist, “The Dream Palace Of The Space Cadets”, Space Daily, 11-24, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-05zzb.html)
Unfortunately, the new generation of organizations like the Space Frontier Foundation and the Mars Society and even the staid National Space Society mostly lack something that the old L-5 Society and Space Studies Institute had: technical sophistication. Just look at Bob Zubrin's vision of Mars colonization. Nowhere in Zubrin's books is there the kind of detailed engineering design for Mars colonies that the O'Neillians produced for their L-5 colonies. The problems of sustaining human life on Mars are dismissed after superficial discussions devoid of any hard numbers. And there are obvious problems with colonizing Mars. The first one is that it gets incredibly cold there - probably down to -130C on winter nights. Every robot Mars probe has used small slugs of Pu-238 to keep its batteries from freezing at night. And there is air on Mars - not enough to breathe, but enough to conduct heat. The Martian regolith will not be the perfect insulator that the Moon's is. Thermal control on Mars will not be simply a matter of adding layers of aluminum foil to reflect the sun. Bases and rovers will need to be insulated and heated. And how do you keep a human in a spacesuit warm in this climate? And Mars has permafrost - at least in some places and those places are the ones to colonize. How do we keep the heat leaking out from our habitat or farm greenhouse into the ground from heating up the ice and melting or subliming it away? This is a severe problem in permafrost areas of the Earth - how bad will it be on Mars? Zubrin even proposes underground habitats. These will be indirect contact with the cold subsoil or bedrock which will suck heat out at a rapid rate. If Gerard O'Neill was still alive and advocating Mars colonies, he would be doing some basic thermal transfer calculations to see how bad the Martian cold problem really is. He would be figuring out how big a fission reactor to send along to keep the colony warm and how often its core will need to be replenished by fresh U-235 from Earth. He would even have a rough number for the amount of Pu-238 everyone will have to carry in their spacesuit backpacks. Bob Zubrin is perfectly competent to do these calculations since he has a Ph.D. in nuclear engineering. But you never see this kind of hard engineering analysis from the Mars Society. Instead, we get propaganda stunts like the Devon Island "Mars Base" which is only manned during the peak of the Arctic summer when the climate is tropical compared with that of Mars. Another thing you never see from the Mars Society is a realistic discussion of what would happen to the human body in the low Martian gravity. Zubrin has discussed at length the need for artificial spin gravity on the 6 month trip to Mars. But he assumes that the problem ends once the astronauts land on Mars. The problem of bone loss in a 0.38g field on Mars for ~18 months is completely ignored. When I read Zubrin's book The Case For Mars, I was so intrigued by this surprising omission that I consulted a friend who is a space medic at JSC. He tells me that this issue was once discussed at a conference of medical doctors who had actually worked with the long-term residents of Mir and ISS. NONE of these experts thought that humans could adapt permanently to Mars gravity!

Space Colonization Bad- Black Holes

Space colonization is bad- black holes destroy colonies

David Lamb, The Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence, 2001 p. 167-8

David Brin (1 990) offers a range of explanations of the Great Silence. He notes out that the 250-million-year orbit around the galaxy poses major survival problems for various solar systems. When they pass the spiral arms where new stars are formed in superexplosions they are likely to be destroyed. But a very advanced civilization (for example, a Kardaschev—Dyson Type II or III, see apter 7) may simply leave this dangerous place taking their solar system far away. Consequently the very advanced civilizations would be further away and less likely to make contact; only the less advanced would remain and they might not have evolved the ability to communicate over long distances. Brin also notes that there may be many unforeseen disasters in the galaxy, such as huge black holes, which could destroy potentially colonizing civilizations. There may be holocausts caused by the effects of colonization such that the colonizers leave nothing behind them. But on a more friendly note, Brin suggests that it is likely that the most habitable planets — not too hot and not too cold — with ample water and oxygen, wifi be far less dry than ours. Hence land creatures would - barely develop. In this respect we are unique. But intelligent life, such as dolphins
and whales, will develop in the water, without our technology derived from the use of hand and fire, and hence an intelligence with no likelihood of reaching the stars.
Space Colonization Bad-Laundry List

   Space exploration is bad – causes war, viruses, and jacks the environment

Bruce K. Gagnon, Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power In Space, 1999, “Space Exploration and Exploitation,” http://www.space4peace.org/articles/scandm.htm

We are now poised to take the bad seed of greed, environmental exploitation and war into space. Having shown such enormous disregard for our own planet Earth, the so-called "visionaries" and "explorers" are now ready to rape and pillage the heavens. Countless launches of nuclear materials, using rockets that regularly blow up on the launch pad, will seriously jeopardize life on Earth. Returning potentially bacteria-laden space materials back to Earth, without any real plans for containment and monitoring, could create new epidemics for us. The possibility of an expanding nuclear-powered arms race in space will certainly have serious ecological and political ramifications as well. The effort to deny years of consensus around international space law will create new global conflicts and confrontations.

Space Colonization Bad-Asteroid Terrorism

Space exploration causes asteroid terrorism – extinction
Clifford E. Singer, professor of nuclear engineering and director of the Program in Arms Control, Disarmament, and International Security at the University of Illinois at Urbana—Champaign, Spring 2001, Swords and Ploughshares, http://www.acdis.uiuc.edu/homepage_docs/pubs_docs/S&P_docs/S&P_XIII/Singer.htm

However the technology to build isolated extraterrestrial settlements naturally brings along with it another potentially powerful technology–the ability to move sizeable asteroids. Back in 1979 it was shown that this is not as difficult as one might at first think. The requisite technique is to land a spacecraft on one asteroid, dig up material and throw it the path of another asteroid that will approach nearby, and perturb the orbit of that asteroid until it passes nearby another large object. Once an asteroid or comet makes a controlled approach near any planet but Mercury or Pluto, then it can easily be directed near or at the earth at enormous velocity. Fortunately for our hypothetical descendants here destroying all human life on earth by asteroid impact would likely require moving objects with a diameter in excess of ten kilometers. While there are many of these, the required orbit perturbation would require a lot of lead-time and work and could be very difficult to motivate and conceal. Nevertheless with contributions from this technology a dispute between the earth and a handful of its fragile far-flung offspring in space that is carried to the extreme could conceivably lead to human extinction. Only when settlements in space are sufficiently numerous or far flung would such a possibility effectively be ruled out, primarily by physical considerations.

Space Colonization Bad-Diseases

   Space exploration will cause superdiseases – Earth bacteria rapidly mutate

Ian O’Neill, 3-11-2008, “Germs Living In Space,” Universe Today, http://www.universetoday.com/2008/03/11/germs-living-in-space-almost-three-times-as-likely-to-cause-disease/

In one experiment on board Space Shuttle Endeavor (STS-123) launched early this morning (at 2:28 am EST), the reaction of terrestrial bacteria to zero-G will be tested. When compared with test bacteria bred here on Earth, previous studies suggest that germs bred in space are far more potent and are more likely to cause illness to people in space. The Endeavor mission will continue this experiment in the aim to find some way to prevent these microscopic astronauts causing too many problems to the continuing missions on board the International Space Station and future space tourism companies. Until a solution is found, don't go ordering fish off the in-flight menu on your next spaceship ride…  Wherever humans go, a whole zoo of bacteria will follow. Most of the bacteria hitching a ride on our skin and inside our bodies live in symbiosis with us, but occasionally problem bugs like salmonella or Escherichia coli (E-coli) can get out of control, causing problems such as common food poisoning to more serious, life-threatening ailments such as tetanus, diphtheria, syphilis, cholera… (the list is pretty long.)  So, as humans venture into space, it is inevitable that bacteria will come too - the whole symbiotic and parasitic jungle - exploring space with us.  Bacteria will mutate, often very quickly, adapting to the environment surrounding the little microbes. Mutation is the difference between a bacteria being harmless to becoming deadly. Mutations help bacteria to survive and as an example, they can become antibiotic resistant. This is a huge problem in places where antibiotics are used very regularly (such as hospitals); genetic information is passed down the generations of bacteria (often doubling in population in a matter of minutes). If just one microbe has the genetic ability to survive a type of antibiotic, its number will multiply, creating a strain of "superbug" that can avoid being killed by antibiotics - one of the most basic examples of "natural selection". Methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA) is one particular nasty strain of the otherwise benign Staphylococcus genus which has mutated to resist commonly used antibiotics.

Extinction

South China Morning Post, 1-4-1996 (Dr. Ben Abraham= “called "one of the 100 greatest minds in history" by super-IQ society Mensa” and owner of “Toronto-based biotechnology company, Structured Biologicals Inc” according to same article)

 Despite the importance of the discovery of the "facilitating" cell, it is not what Dr Ben-Abraham wants to talk about. There is a much more pressing medical crisis at hand - one he believes the world must be alerted to: the possibility of a virus deadlier than HIV.   If this makes Dr Ben-Abraham sound like a prophet of doom, then he makes no apology for it. AIDS, the Ebola outbreak which killed more than 100 people in Africa last year, the flu epidemic that has now affected 200,000 in the former Soviet Union - they are all, according to Dr Ben-Abraham, the "tip of the iceberg".   Two decades of intensive study and research in the field of virology have convinced him of one thing: in place of natural and man-made disasters or nuclear warfare, humanity could face extinction because of a single virus, deadlier than HIV.   "An airborne virus is a lively, complex and dangerous organism," he said. "It can come from a rare animal or from anywhere and can mutate constantly. If there is no cure, it affects one person and then there is a chain reaction and it is unstoppable. It is a tragedy waiting to happen."   That may sound like a far-fetched plot for a Hollywood film, but Dr Ben -Abraham said history has already proven his theory. Fifteen years ago, few could have predicted the impact of AIDS on the world. Ebola has had sporadic outbreaks over the past 20 years and the only way the deadly virus - which turns internal organs into liquid - could be contained was because it was killed before it had a chance to spread. Imagine, he says, if it was closer to home: an outbreak of that scale in London, New York or Hong Kong. It could happen anytime in the next 20 years - theoretically, it could happen tomorrow.   The shock of the AIDS epidemic has prompted virus experts to admit "that something new is indeed happening and that the threat of a deadly viral outbreak is imminent", said Joshua Lederberg of the Rockefeller University in New York, at a recent conference. He added that the problem was "very serious and is getting worse".   Dr Ben-Abraham said: "Nature isn't benign. The survival of the human species is not a preordained evolutionary programme. Abundant sources of genetic variation exist for viruses to learn how to mutate and evade the immune system."   He cites the 1968 Hong Kong flu outbreak as an example of how viruses have outsmarted human intelligence. And as new "mega-cities" are being developed in the Third World and rainforests are destroyed, disease-carrying animals and insects are forced into areas of human habitation. "This raises the very real possibility that lethal, mysterious viruses would, for the first time, infect humanity at a large scale and imperil the survival of the human race," he said.
Ext. Causes Disease
   Space exploration causes space diseases, wiping out life on earth

Leslie Mullen, 8-25-2003, “Alien Infection,” Astrobiology Magazine, http://www.astrobio.net/news/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=570

Chris Chyba, who holds the Carl Sagan Chair for the Study of Life in the Universe at the SETI Institute, says there are two types of potential alien pathogens: toxic and infectious. Toxic pathogens act as a poison on other organisms. Infectious pathogens are viruses or bacteria that are passed between organisms, causing sickness.  Some viruses and microbes rely on specific biological systems in order to replicate and infect their host, so not all pathogens affect all organisms the same way. Chicken farmers, for instance, can remain untouched by a disease that decimates their flocks. It could be that a martian microbe would enter the human body, but is rendered harmless because it is incompatible with human physiology.  "After living in the dirt of Mars, a pathogen could see our bodies as a comparable host; they could treat us 'like dirt,'" says John Rummel, NASA's Planetary Protection Officer. "But, to quote Donald Rumsfeld, we're dealing with the unknown unknowns. It could be that even if the microbes lived inside us, they wouldn't do anything, it would just be this lump living inside you."   The conditions on Mars are much different than those in the human body, so an inert pathogen seems the most likely scenario -- especially since any life on Mars would have evolved without humans being present. Co-evolution is why some pathogens only affect certain organisms.  Infectious pathogens evolve based on the reactions of their hosts. As the host develops defenses against a predatory pathogen, the pathogen has to devise new means of sustaining itself within the host (or risk its own extinction).  Some toxins also developed through co-evolution. As predatory organisms seek food, their prey develop ever more sophisticated means to escape being eaten. Many organisms developed specially targeted toxins as part of this evolutionary arms battle.  Rummel says that humans have evolved a complex defense system to prevent us from getting sick from a whole host of disease and pathogens. But non-specific microbes - where human physiology did not influence their evolution - may evade our defense mechanisms.  The best way to understand the spread of potential alien pathogens is to examine the spread of such non-specific pathogens on Earth.  One example of a non-specific toxic pathogen is cyanobacteria that produce hepatotoxins (toxins affecting the liver) and neurotoxins. According to Chyba, cyanobacteria living in lakes on the alpine pastures of Switzerland have been implicated in a hundred cattle poisonings over the past 25 years. Chyba says the cyanobacteria most likely did not develop their toxins in order to escape predation from cows (or to kill the cows in order to eat them!).  "Rather, the susceptibility of cattle to these toxins seems simply to be an unfortunate coincidence of a toxin working across a large evolutionary distance," Chyba writes.  An example of an infectious pathogen working across large evolutionary distances is the bacterium Serratia marcescens. It is found in a variety of animal species, and also can be found free-living in water and soil. Its transmission from human sewage has resulted in the decimation of Caribbean elkhorn coral.  "The distance between humans and corals emphasizes the possibility that certain organisms may prove pathogenic across a wide evolutionary divide," Chyba writes.  Of course, the evolutionary divide between humans and coral would not be as wide a gulf as between any martian organisms and human beings. Yet one theory for the origin of life on Earth is that it was transferred here from Mars by meteorites. This variant of the "Panspermia" theory suggests that life on Earth and any life on Mars might be closely related.  If Mars and Earth share the basis for life, this life would presumably have evolved well beyond the original form. Such a large evolutionary divide could provide protection from infection. But it could also mean that if infection does occur, it might be related closely enough to some Earth life to blaze through that population unchecked.  Human infection is not the only concern of planetary protection. Life on Earth forms an interconnected, highly dependent web, so a pathogen affecting any life on Earth could have serious repercussions for the health and environment of our planet.
Space Colonization Bad- Space Debris

Increasing Space Debris could make future shuttle missions extremely dangerous or impossible

Hsu 10 (senior writer on staff with TechMediaNetwork. wrote stories on InnovationNewsDaily, and wrote many articles for LiveScience and SPACE.com. master’s in journalism is from NYU’s Science, Health and Environmental Reporting Program. previously freelanced for Popular Science, Astrobiology Magazine, Reader’s Digest Asia, Scientific American, Scientific American Mind, IEEE Spectrum and other publications. “Space Junk as Big a  Threat as Space Weapons Agency Warns” http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2010/12/23/space-junk-rivals-weapons-major-threat/)
What began as a minor trash problem in space has now developed into a full-blown threat. A recent space security report put the problem of debris on equal footing with weapons as a threat to the future use of space. Hundreds of thousands of pieces of space junk -- including broken satellites, discarded rocket stages and lost spacewalker tools -- now crowd the corridors of Earth orbit. These objects could do serious damage to working spacecraft if they were to hit them, and might even pose a risk to people and property on the ground if they fall back to Earth and are large enough to survive re-entering the atmosphere.  More than 21,000 objects larger than 4 inches (10 centimeters) in diameter are being tracked by the Department of Defense's U.S. Space Surveillance Network. Estimates suggest there are more than 300,000 objects larger than 0.4 inches (1 cm), not including several million smaller pieces. 

Space launches as part of colonization will increase space debris

Williams 10 (Lynda, M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review: A Journal of Social Justice, 22.1, Spring, pg 7)

Since the space age began, the orbital environment around Earth has become crowded with satellites and space debris, so much so that circumterrestrial space has become a dangerous place with an increasing risk of collision and destruction. Thousands of pieces of space junk, created from past launches and space missions, orbit the Earth at the same distance as satellites, putting them at risk of collision. Every time a space mission is launched from Earth, debris from the rocket stages is added to orbital space. In 2009, there was a disastrous collision between an Iridium satellite and a piece of space junk that destroyed the satellite. In 2007, China blew up one of its defunct satellites to demonstrate its antiballistic missile capabilities, increasing the debris field by 15 percent. The United States followed suit a few months later when, in February 2008, it used its ship-based antiballistic missile system to destroy one of its own satellites that had reportedly gone out of control. There are no international laws prohibiting anti- satellite actions. Every year, since the mid-1980s, a treaty has been introduced into the UN for a Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS), with all parties, including Russia and China, voting for it, except for the United States and Israel. How can we hope to pursue peaceful and environmentally sound space exploration without international laws in place that protect space and Earth environments, and guarantee that the space race to the moon and beyond does not foster a war over space resources? Indeed, if the space debris problem continues to grow unfettered, or if such a thing as a space war were ever to occur, then space would become too trashed for further launches to take place without a great risk of destruction.
Space Colonization Bad- Disposable Earth
Colonization takes focus away from problems on Earth
Williams 10 (Lynda, M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review: A Journal of Social Justice, 22.1, Spring, pg 7-8)

We have much to determine on planet Earth before we launch willy-nilly into another space race that would inevitably result in environmental disaster and include a new arms race in the heavens. If we direct our intellectual and technological resources toward space exploration without consideration of the environmental and political consequences, what is left behind in the wake? The hype surrounding space exploration leaves a dangerous vacuum in the collective consciousness of solving the problems on Earth. If we accept the inevitability of the destruction of Earth and its biosphere, then it is perhaps not too surprising that many people grasp at the last straw and look toward the heavens for solutions and a possible resolution. Many young scientists are perhaps fueling the prophesy of our planetary destruction by dreaming of lunar and/or Martian bases to save humanity, rather than working on the serious environmental challenges that we face on Earth.

AT: Space Colonization Good- AIDs

Turn- spaceflight decreases immunity

NASA 04 (Dolores Beasley, Director, Strategic Communications and Education at NASA Ames Research Center, and William Jeffs, NASA spokesman, “Study Suggests Spaceflight May Decrease Human Immunity”, NASA News, 9-29, http://www.nasa.gov/home/hqnews/2004/sep/HQ_04320_immunity.html)
A NASA-funded study has found the human body's ability to fight off disease may be decreased by spaceflight. The effect may even linger after an astronaut's return to Earth following long flights. In addition to the conditions experienced by astronauts in flight, the stresses experienced before launch and after landing also may contribute to a decrease in immunity.  Results of the study were recently published in "Brain, Behavior, and Immunity." The results may help researchers better understand the affects of spaceflight on the human immune response. They may also provide new insights to ensure the health, safety and performance of International Space Station crewmembers and future spacefarers on extended missions. "Astronauts live and work in a relatively crowded and stressful environment," said Duane Pierson, the study's principal investigator and NASA Senior Microbiologist at Johnson Space Center, Houston. "Stresses integral to spaceflight can adversely affect astronaut health by impairing the human immune response. Our study suggests these effects may increase as mission duration and mission activity demands increase," he added. The white blood cell count provides a clue to the presence of illness. The five main types of white cells work together to protect the body by fighting infection and attacking foreign material. The most prevalent white blood cells are called neutrophils.  From 1999 to 2002, scientists from NASA, Enterprise Advisory Services, Inc., of Houston, and the Boston University School of Medicine compared neutrophil functions in 25 astronauts. They made comparisons after five-day Space Shuttle missions and after nine to 11 day missions. Researchers found the number of neutrophils increased by 85 percent at landing compared to preflight levels. Healthy ground control subjects, who did not fly, exhibited no more than a two percent increase. Researchers also discovered functions performed by these cells, specifically ingestion and destruction of microorganisms, are affected by factors associated with spaceflight. The effect becomes more pronounced during longer missions.  The increase in astronaut neutrophil numbers resulted in a corresponding increase (more than 50 percent) in total white blood cell counts at landing. The increase is a consistent consequence of stress.  Pierson emphasized that "no astronauts in the study became ill; however, longer exploration missions may result in clinical manifestations of decreased immune response." Researchers concluded the general effect of spaceflight, pre- and post flight-related stress decreases the ability of crewmembers' neutrophils to destroy microbial invaders. This finding suggests crewmembers returning from longer missions may be briefly more susceptible to infections than before launch, because these cells are not as efficient in ingesting and destroying infectious agents. 
Doesn’t cause extinction-

-Empirics
Andrew Sullivan, editor of The New Republic, Love Undetectable, 1998, p.8

You could see it in the papers. Almost overnight, toward the end of 1996, the obituary pages in the gay press began to dwindle. Soon after, the official statistics followed. Within a year, AIDS deaths had plummeted 60 percent in California, 44 percent across the country as a whole. In time, it was shown that triple combination therapy in patients who had never taken drugs before kept close to 90 percent of them at undetectable levels of virus for two full years. Optimism about actually ridding the body completely of virus dissipated; what had at one point been conceivable after two years stretched to three and then longer. But even for those who had developed resistance to one or more drugs, the future seemed tangibly brighter. New, more powerful treatments were fast coming on- stream, month after month. What had once been a handful of treatment options grew to over twenty. In trials, the next generation of AZT packed a punch ten times as powerful as its original; and new, more focused forms of protease inhibitor carried with them even greater promise. It was still taboo, of course, to mention this hope—for fear it might encourage a return to unsafe sex and a new outburst of promiscuity. But, after a while, the numbers began to speak for themselves.

Humans can evolve to withstand AIDS

Smith 6 (Stephen, Reporter at Health and Science Desk for Boston Globe, “A Darwinian view of AIDS”, March, http://www.boston.com/news/science/articles/2006/03/13/a_darwinian_view_of_aids/?page=full)KM

As researchers unlocked the secrets of HIV, they found a gene mutation they suspect may protect against the virus that causes AIDS.  Human cells have locks on their surface -- scientists call them receptors -- and a virus must insert its key into these locks to gain entry. One of those is called CCR5, and HIV needs to unlock it to be able to infect cells. But scientists in recent years discovered that 5 to 10 percent of people in northern Europe don't have CCR5 receptors.  ''And that's where the story gets interesting," said Dr. Calvin Cohen, research director for Community Research Initiative of New England, which conducts trials of AIDS drugs.  In contrast, people in Africa and Asia universally possess CCR5. So researchers theorized that lower HIV rates in northern Europe might be due in part to some people lacking the cellular lock.  But why don't they have it? Right now, it's only an informed hunch, but scientists suspect that the mutation exhibited by northern Europeans may be an artifact of the bubonic plague. The theory goes like this: As the plague swarmed Europe starting in the 14th century, it wiped out people who possessed CCR5 but spared those who lacked it.  ''What we're talking about is a Darwinian process," Harmit Malik, who specializes in the study of genetic conflict at the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center in Seattle. ''What was a really rare mutation was what survived. Everyone else had fallen prey to this particular pathogen."
AT: Space Colonization Good- Asteroids

   Asteroids won’t cause extinction – none will hit earth and we’d be able to deflect it

Robert Roy Britt, Live Science, 8-7-2008, “Will an Asteroid Hit Earth?” http://www.livescience.com/mysteries/070116_asteroid_hit.html

But no, a continent-destroying asteroid is not likely to hit during your lifetime. Most of 1,100 or so that could do the job have been found. And none are on their way. Okay, there is one mid-sized rock—called Apophis—that has a small chance of striking Earth in 2036 and wreaking some regional havoc. But astronomers are watching it and, if future observations reveal it really could hit us, scientists are confident they can devise a mission to deflect it. And if all else fails, some futurists suggests, humanity could simply set up shop elsewhere.

 No impact- There are already programs in place to track and deflect asteroids

Science Daily, 1-30-2008, “Could An Asteroid Hit Planet Earth,” http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/01/080129212723.htm

Target Earth will focus on a variety of NEO projects supported by The Planetary Society, including the Apophis Mission Design Competition, the Gene Shoemaker Near Earth Object Grants, NEO mission advocacy, and a one-hour HD TV “Daily Planet” special on asteroids being produced by Discovery Canada.  In mid-to late February, the Society will announce the winners of the Apophis Mission Design Competition, which invited participants to compete for $50,000 in prizes by designing a mission to rendezvous with and "tag" a potentially dangerous near-Earth asteroid. The competition received 37 mission proposals from 19 countries on 6 continents.  Tagging may be necessary to track an asteroid accurately enough to determine whether it will impact Earth, thus helping space agencies to decide whether to mount a deflection mission to alter its orbit.  Apophis is an approximately 400-meter NEO, which will come closer to Earth in 2029 than the orbit of our geostationary satellites – close enough to be visible to the naked eye.  If Apophis passes through a several hundred-meter wide "keyhole" in 2029, it will impact Earth in 2036.  While current estimates rate the probability of impact as very low, Apophis is being used as an example to enable design of a broader type of mission to any potentially dangerous asteroid.  "Target Earth encompasses The Planetary Society’s three-pronged approach to NEO research,” said Director of Projects Bruce Betts.  "We fund researchers who discover and track asteroids, advocate greater NEO research funding by the government, and help spur the development of possible ways to avert disaster should a potentially dangerous asteroid be discovered."
AT: Space Colonization Good- Environment
No impact to environment-

-Redundancy, sustainability with almost no species
Sagoff 97 – senior research fellow at the Institute for Philosophy and Public Policy at the University of Maryland at College Park (Mark, William and Mary Law Review. INSTITUTE OF BILL OF RIGHTS LAW SYMPOSIUM DEFINING TAKINGS: PRIVATE PROPERTY AND THE FUTURE OF GOVERNMENT REGULATION: MUDDLE OR MUDDLE THROUGH? TAKINGS JURISPRUDENCE MEETS THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.” 38 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 825)

Although one may agree with ecologists such as Ehrlich and Raven that the earth stands on the brink of an episode of massive extinction, it may not follow from this grim fact that human beings will suffer as a result. On the contrary, skeptics such as science writer Colin Tudge have challenged biologists to explain why we need more than a tenth of the 10 to 100 million species that grace the earth. Noting that "cultivated systems often out-produce wild systems by 100-fold or more," Tudge declared that "the argument that humans need the variety of other species is, when you think about it, a theological one." n343 Tudge observed that "the elimination of all but a tiny minority of our fellow creatures does not affect the material well-being of humans one iota." n344 This skeptic challenged ecologists to list more than 10,000 species (other than unthreatened microbes) that are essential to ecosystem productivity or functioning. n345 "The human species could survive just as well if 99.9% of our fellow creatures went extinct, provided only that we retained the appropriate 0.1% that we need." n346   [*906]   The monumental Global Biodiversity Assessment ("the Assessment") identified two positions with respect to redundancy of species. "At one extreme is the idea that each species is unique and important, such that its removal or loss will have demonstrable consequences to the functioning of the community or ecosystem." n347 The authors of the Assessment, a panel of eminent ecologists, endorsed this position, saying it is "unlikely that there is much, if any, ecological redundancy in communities over time scales of decades to centuries, the time period over which environmental policy should operate." n348 These eminent ecologists rejected the opposing view, "the notion that species overlap in function to a sufficient degree that removal or loss of a species will be compensated by others, with negligible overall consequences to the community or ecosystem." n349  Other biologists believe, however, that species are so fabulously redundant in the ecological functions they perform that the life-support systems and processes of the planet and ecological processes in general will function perfectly well with fewer of them, certainly fewer than the millions and millions we can expect to remain even if every threatened organism becomes extinct. n350 Even the kind of sparse and miserable world depicted in the movie Blade Runner could provide a "sustainable" context for the human economy as long as people forgot their aesthetic and moral commitment to the glory and beauty of the natural world. n351 The Assessment makes this point. "Although any ecosystem contains hundreds to thousands of species interacting among themselves and their physical environment, the emerging consensus is that the system is driven by a small number of . . . biotic variables on whose interactions the balance of species are, in a sense, carried along." n352   [*907]   To make up your mind on the question of the functional redundancy of species, consider an endangered species of bird, plant, or insect and ask how the ecosystem would fare in its absence. The fact that the creature is endangered suggests an answer: it is already in limbo as far as ecosystem processes are concerned. What crucial ecological services does the black-capped vireo, for example, serve? Are any of the species threatened with extinction necessary to the provision of any ecosystem service on which humans depend? If so, which ones are they?  Ecosystems and the species that compose them have changed, dramatically, continually, and totally in virtually every part of the United States. There is little ecological similarity, for example, between New England today and the land where the Pilgrims died. n353 In view of the constant reconfiguration of the biota, one may wonder why Americans have not suffered more as a result of ecological catastrophes. The cast of species in nearly every environment changes constantly-local extinction is commonplace in nature-but the crops still grow. Somehow, it seems, property values keep going up on Martha's Vineyard in spite of the tragic disappearance of the heath hen.  One might argue that the sheer number and variety of creatures available to any ecosystem buffers that system against stress. Accordingly, we should be concerned if the "library" of creatures ready, willing, and able to colonize ecosystems gets too small. (Advances in genetic engineering may well permit us to write a large number of additions to that "library.") In the United States as in many other parts of the world, however, the number of species has been increasing dramatically, not decreasing, as a result of human activity. This is because the hordes of exotic species coming into ecosystems in the United States far exceed the number of species that are becoming extinct. Indeed, introductions may outnumber extinctions by more than ten to one, so that the United States is becoming more and more species-rich all the time largely as a result of human action. n354   [*908]   Peter Vitousek and colleagues estimate that over 1000 non-native plants grow in California alone; in Hawaii there are 861; in Florida, 1210. n355 In Florida more than 1000 non-native insects, 23 species of mammals, and about 11 exotic birds have established themselves. n356 Anyone who waters a lawn or hoes a garden knows how many weeds desire to grow there, how many birds and bugs visit the yard, and how many fungi, creepy-crawlies, and other odd life forms show forth when it rains. All belong to nature, from wherever they might hail, but not many homeowners would claim that there are too few of them.  Now, not all exotic species provide ecosystem services; indeed, some may be disruptive or have no instrumental value. n357 This also may be true, of course, of native species as well, especially because all exotics are native somewhere. Certain exotic species, however, such as Kentucky blue grass, establish an area's sense of identity and place; others, such as the green crabs showing up around Martha's Vineyard, are nuisances. n358 Consider an analogy   [*909]   with human migration. Everyone knows that after a generation or two, immigrants to this country are hard to distinguish from everyone else. The vast majority of Americans did not evolve here, as it were, from hominids; most of us "came over" at one time or another. This is true of many of our fellow species as well, and they may fit in here just as well as we do.  It is possible to distinguish exotic species from native ones for a period of time, just as we can distinguish immigrants from native-born Americans, but as the centuries roll by, species, like people, fit into the landscape or the society, changing and often enriching it. Shall we have a rule that a species had to come over on the Mayflower, as so many did, to count as "truly" American? Plainly not. When, then, is the cutoff date? Insofar as we are concerned with the absolute numbers of "rivets" holding ecosystems together, extinction seems not to pose a general problem because a far greater number of kinds of mammals, insects, fish, plants, and other creatures thrive on land and in water in America today than in prelapsarian times. n359  The Ecological Society of America has urged managers to maintain biological diversity as a critical component in strengthening ecosystems against disturbance. n360 Yet as Simon Levin observed, "much of the detail about species composition will be irrelevant in terms of influences on ecosystem properties." n361   [*910]   He added: "For net primary productivity, as is likely to be the case for any system property, biodiversity matters only up to a point; above a certain level, increasing biodiversity is likely to make little difference." n362  What about the use of plants and animals in agriculture? There is no scarcity foreseeable. "Of an estimated 80,000 types of plants [we] know to be edible," a U.S. Department of the Interior document says, "only about 150 are extensively cultivated." n363 About twenty species, not one of which is endangered, provide ninety percent of the food the world takes from plants. n364 Any new food has to take "shelf space" or "market share" from one that is now produced. Corporations also find it difficult to create demand for a new product; for example, people are not inclined to eat paw-paws, even though they are delicious. It is hard enough to get people to eat their broccoli and lima beans. It is harder still to develop consumer demand for new foods. This may be the reason the Kraft Corporation does not prospect in remote places for rare and unusual plants and animals to add to the world's diet.  Of the roughly 235,000 flowering plants and 325,000 nonflowering plants (including mosses, lichens, and seaweeds) available, farmers ignore virtually all of them in favor of a very few that are profitable. n365 To be sure, any of the more than 600,000 species of plants could have an application in agriculture, but would they be preferable to the species that are now dominant? Has anyone found any consumer demand for any of these half-million or more plants to replace rice or wheat in the human diet? There are reasons that farmers cultivate rice, wheat, and corn rather than, say, Furbish's lousewort. There are many kinds of louseworts, so named because these weeds were thought to cause lice in sheep. How many does agriculture really require?   [*911]   The species on which agriculture relies are domesticated, not naturally occurring; they are developed by artificial not natural selection; they might not be able to survive in the wild. n366  This argument is not intended to deny the religious, aesthetic, cultural, and moral reasons that command us to respect and protect the natural world. These spiritual and ethical values should evoke action, of course, but we should also recognize that they are spiritual and ethical values. We should recognize that ecosystems and all that dwell therein compel our moral respect, our aesthetic appreciation, and our spiritual veneration; we should clearly seek to achieve the goals of the ESA. There is no reason to assume, however, that these goals have anything to do with human well-being or welfare as economists understand that term. These are ethical goals, in other words, not economic ones. Protecting the marsh may be the right thing to do for moral, cultural, and spiritual reasons. We should do it-but someone will have to pay the costs.  In the narrow sense of promoting human welfare, protecting nature often represents a net "cost," not a net "benefit." It is largely for moral, not economic, reasons-ethical, not prudential, reasons- that we care about all our fellow creatures. They are valuable as objects of love not as objects of use. What is good for   [*912]   the marsh may be good in itself even if it is not, in the economic sense, good for mankind. The most valuable things are quite useless.
AT: Colonization Good- Resources

Colonization yields no real benefits since planets are uninhabitable and resources are almost impossible to mine

Williams 10 (Lynda, M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review: A Journal of Social Justice, 22.1, Spring, pg 5-6)

What do the prospects of colonies or bases on the moon and Mars offer? Both the moon and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very sophisticated technological life- support systems beyond any that are feasible now or will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as humans. Terra-forming either body is not feasible with current technologies and within any reasonable time frames (and may, in any case, be questioned from an ethical and fiscal point of view). Thus, any colony or base would be restricted to living in space capsules or trailer park–like structures that could not support a sufficient number of humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long-term manner. Although evidence of water has been discovered on both bodies, it exists in a form that is trapped in minerals, which would require huge amounts of energy to access. Water can be converted into fuel either as hydrogen or oxygen, which would eliminate the need to transport vast amounts of fuel from Earth. According to Britain’s leading spaceflight expert, Professor Colin Pillinger, however, ‘‘You would need to heat up a lot of lunar soil to 200C to get yourself a glass of water.’’ The promises of helium as an energy source on the moon is also mostly hype. Helium-3 could be used in the production of nuclear fusion energy, a process we have yet to prove viable or efficient on Earth. Mining helium would require digging dozens of meters into the lunar surface and processing hundreds of thousands of tons of soil to produce one ton of helium-3. (25 tons of helium-3 would be required to power the United States for one year.) Fusion also requires the very rare element tritium, which does not exist naturally on the moon, Mars, or Earth in the abundances needed to facilitate nuclear fusion energy production. Currently, there are no means for generating the energy on the moon needed to extract the helium-3 to produce the promised endless source of energy. Similar energy problems exist for the proposed use of solar power on the moon, which has the additional problem of being sunlit two weeks a month and dark for the other two weeks.
AT: Space Colonization Good- War

Space colonization doesn’t solve war- same socio-political problems as on Earth
David Lamb, honorary reader in philosophy and bioethics at the University of Birmingham, 2001, The Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence, p. 117

2 There is also an objection that human efforts to transform Earth have resulted in a catalogue of man-made disasters and unforeseen catastrophes. How much worse would it be if we started in an environment of which we know less than we do of Earth? Something might go wrong, leaving things even worse off with regard to the planet’s ability to foster life. There might even be repercussions on Earth. 3 The fact that terraforming is a long-term project would act as a disincentive to governments with regard to investment. Moreover, scarce human talent and resources would be diverted from worthy projects on Earth, such as social and environmental problems. 4 If terraforming and hence colonization are successful, they would not divert resources away from warfare: on the contrary, wars would very likely be fought over the new territory; and military uses of the new colonies would simply extend the arena for socio-political problems.
MISC
Nuclear War Turns Space Colonization

Nuclear war destroys all chances for successful space exploration 

Frank White, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, The Overview Effect, 1998 p. 115

That human beings will want to populate the space frontier is a near certainty. It is going to happen, and the issues concern clarity of vision and objectives. At the same time, many are concerned that if we do not get into space soon, a catastrophic event, such as a nuclear war, will set back civilization and the space exploration effort irretrievably.

War and space exploration are alternative uses of the assertive, exploratory energies that are so characteristic of human beings. The two may also be mutually exclusive because if one occurs on a massive scale, the other probably will not. A nuclear war would either lead to the extinction of the human species or set civilization back so far that

will take millions of years to achieve spaceflight again. 
Space Colonization Inevitable

Space colonization is inevitable without the US – tons of other countries are boosting their space programs

Marc Kaufman, Washington Post, 7-9-2008, “US Finds It’s Getting Crowded Out There,” Global Policy Forum, http://www.globalpolicy.org/empire/challenges/competitors/2008/0709space.htm

Six separate nations and the European Space Agency are now capable of sending sophisticated satellites and spacecraft into orbit -- and more are on the way. New rockets, satellites and spacecraft are being planned to carry Chinese, Russian, European and Indian astronauts to the moon, to turn Israel into a center for launching minuscule "nanosatellites," and to allow Japan and the Europeans to explore the solar system and beyond with unmanned probes as sophisticated as NASA's.  While the United States has been making incremental progress in space, its global rivals have been taking the giant steps that once defined NASA: • Following China's lead, India has announced ambitious plans for a manned space program, and in November the European Union will probably approve a proposal to collaborate on a manned space effort with Russia. Russia will soon launch rockets from a base in South America under an agreement with the European company Arianespace, whose main launch facility is in Kourou, French Guiana. • Japan and China both have satellites circling the moon, and India and Russia are also working on lunar orbiters. NASA will launch a lunar reconnaissance mission this year, but many analysts believe the Chinese will be the first to return astronauts to the moon. • The United States is largely out of the business of launching satellites for other nations, something the Russians, Indians, Chinese and Arianespace do regularly. Their clients include Nigeria, Singapore, Brazil, Israel and others. The 17-nation European Space Agency (ESA) and China are also cooperating on commercial ventures, including a rival to the U.S. space-based Global Positioning System. • South Korea, Taiwan and Brazil have plans to quickly develop their space programs and possibly become low-cost satellite launchers. South Korea and Brazil are both developing homegrown rocket and satellite-making capacities.  This explosion in international space capabilities is recent, largely taking place since the turn of the century. While the origins of Indian, Chinese, Japanese, Israeli and European space efforts go back several decades, their capability to pull off highly technical feats -- sending humans into orbit, circling Mars and the moon with unmanned spacecraft, landing on an asteroid and visiting a comet -- are all new developments.  A Different Space Race  In contrast to the Cold War space race between the United States and the former Soviet Union, the global competition today is being driven by national pride, newly earned wealth, a growing cadre of highly educated men and women, and the confidence that achievements in space will bring substantial soft power as well as military benefits. The planet-wide eagerness to join the space-faring club is palpable.  China has sent men into space twice in the past five years and plans another manned mission in October. More than any other country besides the United States, experts say, China has decided that space exploration, and its commercial and military purposes, are as important as the seas once were to the British empire and air power was to the United States.

AT: Space Colonization Inevitable

Space colonization is not inevitable—no support or funding

Ashworth 10 (Stephen, Fellow of the British Interplanetary Society and typesetter for Oxford, “The Mission, The Business, And The Tandem”, The Space Review, 1-31,  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/312/1)
How realistic is this model? If governments are to deliver sustainable progress in space, then at the very least the goal of interplanetary civilization will have to be deeply embedded in their institutional psyches—as deeply as, say, such goals as creating the welfare state, or defeating Hitler, or demonstrating falling unemployment and rising prosperity. At present, there is no sign of this happening. The intellectual ideal of civilization in space remains the special preserve of a minority of visionaries, rather than the popular passion of society as a whole. To politicians, manned spaceflight remains a hobby for rich countries, not part of their core business: pure exploration, not economic growth. Meanwhile, the space agencies are offering to spend large amounts of other people’s money without submitting their work to the disciplines of either international competition or the commercial market. Under these circumstances, the hope that the continuous application of sizeable government space budgets will lead incrementally and inevitably to permanent extraterrestrial settlements is very much a hostage to fortune. This hope is vulnerable to the kind of changing circumstances that closed off the potential of the Apollo-Saturn system for evolutionary growth and doomed it to cancellation (a winged fly back version of the Saturn first stage was designed, and lunar bases sketched out). It is vulnerable to the kind of bureaucratic inefficiency which wasted many tens of billions of dollars, rubles, and euros on the International Space Station, while gaining us no progress whatsoever towards making spaceflight more affordable or sustainable, whether through opening up the key extraterrestrial resources of asteroidal ice and solar power, or through making spaceflight accessible to the public at an economical price, or even through demonstrating artificial gravity or medical methods of adaptation to weightlessness.

