
NEGATION:
In this debate, I negate the following:
Resolved: The appropriation of outer space by private entities is unjust.

Value: My value is mitigating the risk of existential threats, since maintaining
humanity is the most just thing possible.

Criteria: My criteria is Rule Utilitarianism which means doing the greatest
good for the greatest number of people, without violating the standards set forth by
the UDHR (universal declaration of human rights)” - john stuart mill

Extinction comes first under any framework
Pummer 15 [Theron, Junior Research Fellow in Philosophy at St. Anne's College, University of Oxford. “Moral Agreement
on Saving the World” Practical Ethics, University of Oxford. May 18, 2015] AT

There appears to be lot of disagreement in moral philosophy. Whether these many apparent disagreements are deep and
irresolvable, I believe there is at least one thing it is reasonable to agree on right now, whatever general moral view we adopt: that it is
very important to reduce the risk that all intelligent beings on this planet are eliminated by an enormous catastrophe, such as
a nuclear war. How we might in fact try to reduce such existential risks is discussed elsewhere. My claim here is only that we – whether we’re
consequentialists, deontologists, or virtue ethicists – should all agree that we should try to save the world. According to

consequentialism, we should maximize the good, where this is taken to be the goodness, from an impartial perspective, of outcomes. Clearly one thing that makes
an outcome good is that the people in it are doing well. There is little disagreement here. If the happiness or well-being of possible future

people is just as important as that of people who already exist, and if they would have good lives, it is not hard to see how reducing existential risk is easily the
most important thing in the whole world. This is for the familiar reason that there are so many people who could exist in the
future – there are trillions upon trillions… upon trillions. There are so many possible future people that reducing existential
risk is arguably the most important thing in the world, even if the well-being of these possible people were given only 0.001%
as much weight as that of existing people. Even on a wholly person-affecting view – according to which there’s nothing (apart from effects on existing people)

to be said in favor of creating happy people – the case for reducing existential risk is very strong. As noted in this seminal paper, this case is strengthened by the
fact that there’s a good chance that many existing people will, with the aid of life-extension technology, live very long and
very high quality lives. You might think what I have just argued applies to consequentialists only. There is a tendency to
assume that, if an argument appeals to consequentialist considerations (the goodness of outcomes), it is irrelevant to
non-consequentialists. But that is a huge mistake. Non-consequentialism is the view that there’s more that determines
rightness than the goodness of consequences or outcomes; it is not the view that the latter don’t matter. Even John Rawls

wrote, “All ethical doctrines worth our attention take consequences into account in judging rightness. One which did not would
simply be irrational, crazy.” Minimally plausible versions of deontology and virtue ethics must be concerned in part
with promoting the good, from an impartial point of view. They’d thus imply very strong reasons to reduce existential risk, at
least when this doesn’t significantly involve doing harm to others or damaging one’s character. What’s even more surprising, perhaps, is that even if our own good (or that of
those near and dear to us) has much greater weight than goodness from the impartial “point of view of the universe,” indeed even if the latter is entirely morally irrelevant, we

may nonetheless have very strong reasons to reduce existential risk. Even egoism, the view that each agent should maximize her own good,
might imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk. It will depend, among other things, on what one’s own good consists in. If well-being consisted in
pleasure only, it is somewhat harder to argue that egoism would imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk – perhaps we could argue that one would maximize her expected
hedonic well-being by funding life extension technology or by having herself cryogenically frozen at the time of her bodily death as well as giving money to reduce existential risk
(so that there is a world for her to live in!). I am not sure, however, how strong the reasons to do this would be. But views which imply that, if I don’t care about other people, I
have no or very little reason to help them are not even minimally plausible views (in addition to hedonistic egoism, I here have in mind views that imply that one has no reason to

perform an act unless one actually desires to do that act). To be minimally plausible, egoism will need to be paired with a more sophisticated
account of well-being. To see this, it is enough to consider, as Plato did, the possibility of a ring of invisibility – suppose that, while wearing it, Ayn
could derive some pleasure by helping the poor, but instead could derive just a bit more by severely harming them.
Hedonistic egoism would absurdly imply she should do the latter. To avoid this implication, egoists would need to build
something like the meaningfulness of a life into well-being, in some robust way, where this would to a significant extent be a function of other-regarding



concerns (see chapter 12 of this classic intro to ethics). But once these elements are included, we can (roughly, as above) argue that this sort of

egoism will imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk. Add to all of this Samuel Scheffler’s recent intriguing arguments (quick podcast version available
here) that most of what makes our lives go well would be undermined if there were no future generations of intelligent persons. On his view, my life would contain vastly less

well-being if (say) a year after my death the world came to an end. So obviously if Scheffler were right I’d have very strong reason to reduce existential risk. We should
also take into account moral uncertainty. What is it reasonable for one to do, when one is uncertain not (only) about the
empirical facts, but also about the moral facts? I’ve just argued that there’s agreement among minimally plausible ethical views
that we have strong reason to reduce existential risk – not only consequentialists, but also deontologists, virtue ethicists, and
sophisticated egoists should agree. But even those (hedonistic egoists) who disagree should have a significant level of
confidence that they are mistaken, and that one of the above views is correct. Even if they were 90% sure that their view is
the correct one (and 10% sure that one of these other ones is correct), they would have pretty strong reason, from the standpoint of moral
uncertainty, to reduce existential risk. Perhaps most disturbingly still, even if we are only 1% sure that the well-being of possible future
people matters, it is at least arguable that, from the standpoint of moral uncertainty, reducing existential risk is the most important thing in
the world. Again, this is largely for the reason that there are so many people who could exist in the future – there are trillions upon trillions… upon trillions. (For more on this
and other related issues, see this excellent dissertation). Of course, it is uncertain whether these untold trillions would, in general, have good lives. It’s possible they’ll be

miserable. It is enough for my claim that there is moral agreement in the relevant sense if, at least given certain empirical claims about what
future lives would most likely be like, all minimally plausible moral views would converge on the conclusion that we should try to save the world. While there are some non-crazy

views that place significantly greater moral weight on avoiding suffering than on promoting happiness, for reasons others have offered

(and for independent reasons I won’t get into here unless requested to), they nonetheless seem to be fairly implausible views. And even if things did not
go well for our ancestors, I am optimistic that they will overall go fantastically well for our descendants, if we allow them to. I
suspect that most of us alive today – at least those of us not suffering from extreme illness or poverty – have lives that are
well worth living, and that things will continue to improve. Derek Parfit, whose work has emphasized future generations as well as agreement in ethics,

described our situation clearly and accurately: “We live during the hinge of history. Given the scientific and technological discoveries of the last two
centuries, the world has never changed as fast. We shall soon have even greater powers to transform, not only our surroundings, but ourselves and our

successors. If we act wisely in the next few centuries, humanity will survive its most dangerous and decisive period. Our descendants

could, if necessary, go elsewhere, spreading through this galaxy…. Our descendants might, I believe, make the further future very good. But that
good future may also depend in part on us. If our selfish recklessness ends human history, we would be acting very wrongly.”
(From chapter 36 of On What Matters)

Observation 1: competition

Counterplan is mutually exclusive since it requires that private entities be able to
appropriate "outer space"

Contention 1: Counterplan: Appropriation of outer space by private entities is
unjust except for when it is in a public-private partnership.

A: Plan Text:

Smith 21 - Fisher Smith (Fisher Smith is a second year law student at the University of Mississippi where he is currently part of the Space
Law concentration. Additionally, he is part of the Ole Miss Trial Advocacy Board and a junior staff editor on the Air and Space Law Journal at
the university.) - March 31, 2021 - “Public-Private Partnerships: The Way To Space” - NSS -
https://space.nss.org/public-private-partnerships-the-way-to-space/

https://space.nss.org/public-private-partnerships-the-way-to-space/


In recent years, private companies have begun to push the boundaries of outer space, making it more affordable to launch

rockets and developing new technologies that have revolutionized the industry. SpaceX, Blue Origin, Nanoracks,
Rocket Lab, and Made in Space (now Redwire), among others, have changed the space industry dramatically. As recently as

the early 2000’s, the only way to launch payloads into space was to go through governmental entities such as NASA, European
Space Agency, Roscosmos and the China National Space Administration (CNSA). Today, the U.S. has been

leading the way in purchasing launch services from private companies, and the private companies themselves work with
other companies and investors to launch non-government payloads. However, while these companies have

accomplished much, there is still a need for an organized, governmental role in space development.
Government involvement is necessary to ensure that the public maintains access to space and to advance the
frontier of development beyond Earth. For instance, consider NASA and the American government. NASA’s ongoing scientific
efforts are characterized by four key strategic goals: 1) expanding knowledge of our human species, 2) creating “sustainable long-term
exploration and utilization” of outer space for the whole species, 3) addressing national challenges and aiding in economic development, and 4)

continuing to optimize and develop their capabilities and operations within outer space. NASA’s ongoing commitments are to

develop outer space and technology for the United States and for humanity as a whole. Their missions of exploration, scientific

discovery and technological development have continued to advance humanity. The fundamental structure of democratic
governments such as those in the U.S. allow regular people to influence and participate in space
development policy. People can vote for and petition their elected representatives to promote certain
policies for the use of outer space, or join non-profits such as the National Space Society (NSS) to
represent their views. This allows anyone to have a say in our development of outer space. While private companies are
pushing the boundaries of outer space, NASA and the US government have the ability to create policies
that encourage more rapid and beneficial development in space. The National Space Society (NSS) advocates that the

government promote policies for infrastructure development and reusability for outer space expansion. The successful model of
public-private partnerships that has been used to transport both cargo and crew to the International
Space station via the commercial purchase of launch services should be extended throughout cis-lunar

space. Further, through NASA, NSS recommends that the government continue to promote international
cooperation. The international community has cooperated in the past, particularly with the International Space Station. By continuing this

partnership, multiple States can contribute to outer space exploration and development, and private
organizations can continue to provide vital services at lower cost, allowing government funds to
accomplish more in space. While past developments in outer space have been led by governments and
governmental space agencies, that is no longer true. Private organizations have reignited space
exploration and provided a way for humanity to continue to expand and revolutionize technology
needed to expand beyond Earth, without many of the hurdles, including cost and regulations, that
sometimes hamper government advances. But, the path to the stars is not paved by one or the other. Instead, cooperation,
between States, governmental agencies, and private companies, will ensure that we continue to push our
boundaries into space.

Scenario 1: Mars Colonization

A: The journey to and establishment of Mars, relies on the presence of private
entities in partnership with the gov

Chaben 2020 - Jack Chaben (Jack is a recent graduate of George Washington University where he earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in
political science with a minor in computer science. He took particular interest in the growing role of technology in the development and

https://trumpadministration.archives.performance.gov/NASA/


administration of policy both domestically and internationally) - “Extending Humanity’s Reach: A Public-Private
Framework for Space Exploration” - University of South Florida Board of Trustees -
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/26936546.pdf
As SpaceX successfully demonstrated its evolving and increasingly powerful capabilities with the launch of its Falcon
Heavy rocket in 2017, excitement for space travel surged. This renewed enthusiasm for space, however, differed

fundamentally from the triumph of Apollo 11; it came at the hands of a private company, not a national agency that served as a
proxy for the entire country in an international battle. Despite this operational shift of NASA’s role, new SAAs are allowing the agency to benefit

from the relatively rapid pace of innovation in the private sector, while still creating a new sense of possibility in space. In a major act in
this public-private phase of space travel, a foundational step in the journey to Mars, NASA
partnered with SpaceX to successfully launch astronauts to the ISS in the company’s Crew Dragon
capsule on May 30, 2020. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s SpaceX Demo-2 mission marked not only the first
commercially constructed and operated manned space flight, but the first time since the Space Shuttle’s retirement that astronauts launched from

American soil.33 The agency plans to continue to send humans back to the ISS using commercial vehicles from SpaceX and,
eventually, Boeing. Conducted under the mandate of the C3PO, these privately flown missions, purchased by NASA, can end the
dependence on Russia to launch American astronauts and spur competition in the commercial space
sector as companies strive to win NASA’s lucrative business.34 In addition to demonstrating the feasibility of
public-private partnerships in space, the ability of private companies to conduct these routinized
missions to the ISS becomes a crucial step in the development of the capabilities necessary for missions to Mars.
Engaging in repeatable missions to the ISS allows private companies to simulate the launch, travel, and
landing processes that will be crucial as manned missions into deep space transition from
proof-of-concept missions to cost-effective routine transportation. Sustained travel to LEO alone, though, will not

stimulate the innovation necessary for missions to Mars. Rather, to prepare for this ultimate goal, private companies should
conduct progressively complex missions through contracts with NASA to fill the gaps the agency opens as it
dedicates its resources to novel missions into deeper space. Through this supplementary relationship, private space companies gain the
opportunity to build upon their technologies and refine their processes to ensure the transition from wholly public agency based missions to

routine public-private trips is as seamless as possible. The Global Exploration Roadmap (GER), a coordinated

international framework to advance human exploration of the solar system, expresses the
importance of an “evolution of critical capabilities which are necessary for executing increasingly
complex missions to multiple destinations,” culminating with Mars. While the GER of 2013, along with its 2018
refinements, underestimates the role of public-private partnerships in the development of manned missions to Mars, it establishes a functional

path to reach the red planet through international collaboration between space agencies. The integration of public-private
partnerships into this proposed itinerary, however, will unlock increased flexibility in the efforts of public space agencies. In
its three-phase plan, the GER identifies potential commercial opportunities only in missions to the Moon and its vicinity.36 The GER recognizes
the existing role of commercial actors in LEO, especially in the continued use of the ISS, but cites only the technologies of participating space

agencies as the potential means to conduct human missions into deep space.37 Each phase of the GER identifies a key step in
the development of the capabilities to conduct missions to Mars, each building upon another in complexity to gain crucial
knowledge and experience. While international collaboration will remain an essential precursor to sustainable human missions to the red planet,

public-private partnerships will offer innovative solutions to support this sustained human presence. In its
first phase, the GER aims to preserve the ISS as an environment for research and technology testing. This
phase of the plan remains consistent with many of its internationally defined goals, notably the development of exploration technologies that
promote the advancement of earth and space science, and extend understanding of the effects of space on human health.38 As the only currently

operational phase of the GER, the ISS enables its visitors to gain unique insights into the current capabilities of humans in space. The Station
has become a platform upon which various actors in space can conduct research and simulate long-term
travel through space.39 Consequently, sustained operation of the ISS has revealed the benefit of maintaining common objectives
between international collaborators; its construction and continual evolution as a preparatory environment for deep space travel materialized

through integrated international efforts. Since 2011, however, NASA has relied on contracts with private space
companies to sustain its scientific presence on the ISS. Through new SAAs, NASA has revealed the importance of the

https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/26936546.pdf


private sector in space, as its partnerships have spurred a continuous cycle of innovation that can meet the GER’s plans for continued use

of the ISS. This new network of public-private partnerships will facilitate NASA’s efforts to send humans to
the ISS while enabling the agency to pursue the progressively complex goals of the GER. Ultimately, the

commercial space sector, with NASA as its main customer, is becoming the foundation of this international plan to
reach Mars, as it assumes increasing responsibility for U.S. missions to the ISS. Public-private partnerships remain similarly important in

the subsequent phases of the GER. The international plan advocates for an expansion of the synergy between human and robotic

missions to “increase the unique contribution of each to achieving exploration goals.” 40 Robotic missions will therefore continue the
pursuit of knowledge about the solar system before humans reach uncharted destinations. Gaining access to space through robotic missions can

generate fundamental knowledge of the future locations of human space flight. This knowledge-generation facilitates the safety
of human explorers while providing key preparatory insight to help guide formulation of future human missions to new

destinations. Findings from these robotic missions can significantly affect the confidence with which public-private
networks conduct future missions to the lunar surface, and eventually to Mars. When paired with the experience of sustaining a

human presence on the ISS, robotic missions around and upon the Moon may become the next foundational step towards
manned missions to Mars. With a variety of robotic missions planned for the lunar surface in the coming decade, the role of
maturing private space companies grows in importance. The cost-effective and innovative developments of the

United States’ commercial space sector have revealed the benefit of shifting responsibility from NASA and assigning

routine missions to private companies. This planned proliferation of unmanned reconnaissance missions, that provide a constant stream

of information about future destinations for humans, can serve as a model for the robotic exploration phase of the GER. The repeatability
of these robotic missions is highly compatible with the efficient efforts of private companies, and

enables public space agencies to conduct these foundational operations at a lower cost. While these partnerships enhance the
flexibility of space agencies to act within limited budgets, they also enable private companies to gain the hands-on
experience that will be essential to conducting missions to Mars. As a result, robotic missions not only advance the readiness of space agencies, as

the GER projects, but also prepare private partners for their transition to conducting increasingly complex routinized missions. The
knowledge gained through robotic missions facilitates the next phase of the GER and the next step on the
journey to Mars: Human exploration beyond LEO. Similar to the integrated international effort to develop the capabilities to sustain a
human presence on the Moon, NASA’s Moon to Mars plan considers a robust human transport system to the lunar surface a precursor to missions
to Mars. NASA’s Artemis program aims to return humans to the Moon by 2024 through the development of a lunar station in orbit, Gateway,

followed by sustainable human missions to the lunar surface.41 This goal of establishing a permanent presence on the Moon, a

potential model for future missions to Mars, depends upon the continued partnership between NASA and
private companies. Without the efficient services of the commercial space sector, NASA’s commitment to sustain the human presence on

the ISS restrains the agency from exploring beyond LEO. By shifting its LEO responsibilities to private companies through new SAAs,

NASA gains the freedom necessary to pursue its goals on the Moon and further into deep space. Consequently, as NASA

leads the international effort to sustain humanity on the Moon and develop the capabilities to reach Mars, the efficiency and
flexibility of private space companies will become a central part of the journey to the red planet. The
GER defers the definition of missions to deeper space to the future, citing the importance of new
discoveries and sustainable technologies to reach Mars. Private space companies will come to define these
deep space missions as they efficiently routinize the tasks previously reserved for public agencies and
prepare to assume the eventual role of sustaining a human presence on Mars. Artemis marks significant progress
along the GER, as it supports the plan for robotic exploration of the Moon, followed by manned-missions to the lunar surface. The program
harnesses widespread international collaboration to create a safe, sustainable, and efficient system for lunar exploration. At the crux of Artemis,
NASA’s Space Launch System (SLS) and Orion capsule will provide the power to carry astronauts and essential cargo beyond LEO and, with
future upgrades, to Mars.43 SLS, according to NASA, is the only rocket capable of carrying astronauts and large cargo to the Moon on a single
mission.44 Built by the United Launch Alliance, a collaborative partnership between Boeing and Lockheed Martin, SLS is a product of traditional
costs-plus agreements.45 Its increasing budget and slipping first launch date reveal the potential disadvantages of these limiting contracts,
especially without the competitive pressures inherent in new SAAs. SLS, however, is not the only heavy-lift rocket currently in development;

SpaceX and Blue Origin, for example, are each constructing systems to compete with SLS. SpaceX’s Starship is a fully reusable
transportation system set to carry crew and cargo to earth orbit, the Moon, and Mars.46 Blue Origin is



developing New Glenn, a semi-reusable rocket that will conduct routine missions to LEO and beyond.47
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s efforts to build the capability to explore further into space are followed closely by private
companies that match, if not supersede, the power and efficiency of SLS. This step outside public-private partnerships through SAAs back into

the traditional model of cooperation may enable NASA to exert greater control over its initial flights to the Moon and Mars, but reveals the
efficiency with which private companies can operate. While NASA may refrain from entering new SAAs with companies
like SpaceX or Blue Origin for its flagship missions beyond LEO, the presence and continued efforts of private space companies will become
essential to sustaining the presence established by SLS. The efforts of the commercial space industry are not contradictory to, but complementary

to NASA. Despite its inefficiency and relative lack of reusability, SLS has stimulated an internationally collaborative
building process that will serve as the foundation of a human presence in space, sustained by
public-private partnerships. In addition to facilitating the realization of the GER, NASA’s efforts also continue to advance United States
National Space Policy, as amended by Space Policy Directive 1 of December 2017. Under this presidential directive, NASA will “Lead an
innovative and sustainable program of exploration with commercial and international partners to enable human expansion across the solar

system.” 48 Space Launch System will certainly provide the future capability for the United States to extend its presence beyond LEO, but the
confluence of the accomplishments of private companies with the pioneering missions of NASA through
new SAAs is similarly essential. In addition to its recent launch of NASA astronauts to the ISS, SpaceX, since 2012, has flown
eighteen resupply missions to the ISS for NASA under the C3PO.49 The company’s cost effective services, bolstered by the reusability of its
rockets, have enabled NASA to maintain its research efforts in space by reducing its spending on missions to the ISS. Boeing is currently testing
its CST-100 Starliner spacecraft, competing directly with SpaceX to send astronauts to the ISS.50 Despite the vehicle’s failed orbital flight test in
December 2019, its eventual operation will not only provide NASA another vehicle to power its efforts to maintain the American presence in
space, but will spark competition with SpaceX that propels innovation.51 These efforts will continue to transform the United States space

program as it regains the ability to launch humans and cargo to the ISS. Crucially, as private companies assume responsibility
for missions to the ISS and other locations within LEO, NASA can dedicate a larger part of its budget to
SLS and deep space exploration to continue along the GER. This model of commercial reinvigoration of the United States
space program provides a seminal framework for exploration beyond LEO that applies to NASA’s current mandate and the GER. As the
commercial space sector continues to sustain NASA’s presence on the ISS, the agency can dedicate its efforts to preparing SLS for missions to the

Moon. By extension, once Gateway and manned missions to the lunar surface prove feasible, NASA can shift
these missions to the private sector whose vehicles will provide a routine, affordable manner to sustain a
human presence on and around the Moon. The significantly reduced cost of public-private missions to the
Moon through new SAAs will enable NASA to pivot its resources to preparing SLS for travel to Mars.
Meanwhile, private space companies can continue to build upon their experience conducting routine flights to the ISS with insight into the effects
of prolonged travel through space on both vehicles and human passengers. First with its pioneering experience returning humans to the ISS and

the Moon, then with the increased flexibility for development of SLS afforded to it by the innovation of private companies, NASA
will conduct the first manned missions to Mars. Moreover, as private companies begin to conduct routine missions to

the Moon as NASA invests in Mars, the allure of efficiency will allow the commercial sector to apply its accumulated experience in space to

sustaining humanity on the red planet.

B: It solves a litany of existential threats – don’t put all your eggs in one
basket.
Fitzgerald 3/9 [(Shanon, Assistant Websites Editor at Liberty Fund), “Why Human Space Exploration
Matters,” March 9 2021, https://www.econlib.org/why-human-space-exploration-matters/] TDI

While the yields to space exploration and the development of spaceflight technology may appear minimal in the immediate future, shifting our
perspective to the longer term renders the human situation vis a viz space exploration extremely clear: if humans want to survive in
perpetuity, we need to establish ourselves on other planets in addition to Earth. It is as simple as that. And
yet we are not doing all that much to make that happen. To be clear, I’m long on Earth, too, and hope that technological improvements will
continue to allow our species to get “more from less” right here on the third rock from the sun, enabling us to keep occupying the planet that saw
us evolve into consciousness. I like to imagine that the distant future on Earth has the potential to be an extremely pleasant one, as advances in
our scientific understanding and bio-technical praxis should hopefully allow our descendants to clean up any of the remaining messes previous
generations will have left behind (e.g., nuclear and industrial waste, high amounts of atmospheric carbon, other lingering nasties) and stable-state
free societies will hopefully allow all persons (or very nearly all persons) to live free and meaningful lives in productive community and exchange
with their fellows. As the previous qualification highlights, the trickiest problems here on Earth and extending to wherever humans end up in the



spacefaring age will still be social and political, and their successful resolution will depend more on the future state of our governing arts than our
hard sciences. But regarding the negative events that could very well happen to Earth I think we all need to be

equally clear: life might not make it here. There is no guarantee that it will, and in the very long run, with the expansion
and subsequent death of our sun, we know with near certainty that it will not. Consider just a few
possible extinction-level events that could strike even earlier: large meteors, supervolcanic
eruptions, drastic climactic disruption of the “Snowball Earth” variety. As SpaceX founder and Tesla CEO Elon

Musk recently observed on the Joe Rogan Experience podcast, “A species that does not become multiplanetary is
simply waiting around until there is some extinction event, either self-inflicted or external.” This statement, applied to
the human species, is obviously true on its face. As doomsday events go a giant asteroid might be more shocking, since we (people living today)
have never experienced one before while concerned atomic scientists warn us about the nuclear bomb all the time, but the odds that we blow
ourselves up are still there. Slim, but there. It’s more plausible that a severe nuclear war and the nuclear winter it would likely trigger would leave
the human population greatly reduced as opposed to completely extinct, but then the question becomes: why is that a risk we would want to take?
The bomb is here to stay for now, but there is no reason that 100% of known life in the universe needs to stay here on Earth to keep it company,
waiting around for something even more destructive to show up. While we’re on that happy subject: Do you have any good intuitions about our
collective chances against hostile, or simply arrogant or domineering, technologically-advanced extraterrestrial lifeforms, if and/or when they
decide to pay us a visit on our home turf? These scary situation sketches will suffice. At bottom, the core reason I am a believer in
the need to make life—and not just human life—multiplanetary is the same basic reason I would never counsel a

friend to keep all their money and valuables in one place: diversification is good. Wisdom and experience suggest we store precious
resources in multiple safe(ish) places. Diversification limits our exposure to risk, and increases our resilience when bad things do happen. One
reserve gets hit, two or three others survive, and you probably feel that the effort to spread things out was worth it. What I’m saying here has
strong undercurrents of common sense, yet our approach to the human population itself—the universal store and
font of “human capital”—does not currently prioritize diversification to the degree our
technological capabilities would allow. The distribution of the human population, and of almost all human knowledge and
works, is overwhelmingly local. (Let us set to one side the possibility that aliens somewhere maintain an archive of captured human information.)
Establishing outposts at least as large as those we maintain in Antarctica on the Moon and Mars, or other more suitable sites, by the end of this
century would be a great first step toward genuinely diversifying the physical locations of the most precious resources known to us: human
consciousness and creativity, human love and human soul, the great works in which all these things are displayed. Add also to this list repositories
of scientific knowledge and knowhow, seed reserves, and certain materials necessary to re-start the manufacturing of fundamental technologies.

Spreading these goods to a few additional locations within the solar system would be a major
species-and-civilization-level accomplishment that all living at the time could feel satisfied by, and even
take some pride in. And this is something that we seem to be just on the cusp of being able to do, given our
recent and rapid technological advances in rocketry, computers, and materials science and engineering, among other important fields for space
exploration and settlement. Quickly the uniplanetary human situation is becoming, if it is not already, one of pure
choice.


