Space col is impossible, creates more risks, and is eugenic.
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While space colonization is justified to avoid risks and threats on Earth, there will be new risks and threats in space – some that are even more severe. Kovic (2020) discusses some of these risks and in certain scenarios the risks of space travel and colonization greatly outweigh the risks of staying on Earth and the benefits of colonizing space. Kovic (2020): 3) explains, [i]n general, there are two ways in which space colonization-related risks might affect the long-term future of humankind. First, humankind might become more susceptible to existing (existential) risks. Second, space colonization itself might create new (existential) risks that could result in highly undesirable or even catastrophic outcomes. Kovic (2020) in the end argues that prioritizing space colonization as a survival strategy overlooks or ignores the high probability of existential threats and risks in space. The rapid creation of new technologies for space living may also create unexpected consequences and risks that could undermine or threaten space colonization. For example, on Mars, hostile conditions including dust storms, sub-freezing night time temperatures, and lack of water or carbon-dioxide to grow plants (Szocik, Wojtowicz, Rappaport, & Corbally, 2020) could result in death, starvation, cannibalism and extremely stressful survival decisions causing “astronomical amounts” of suffering (Torres, 2018: 75). In addition, the space colonies currently proposed still would not protect humans from large-scale stellular events like supernovae or an expansion of the sun. As explained by Stoner (2017) in the context of a Mars colony, the same risks as well as new risks make the colony very dangerous and protective measures would be immensely expensive in a cost-benefit analysis: [i]f the goal is species survival, and given that the Martian environment is much less survivable than even a post-strike Earth would be, then there is no remotely realistic budget point at which the marginal dollar would be more effectively spent on Mars colonization than on protecting Earth and the creatures and civilizations that evolved to live within its shelters. Stoner (2017) goes on to argue that the analysis for the operations of projects like those of SpaceX, “only appears rational because they have carefully loaded the comparison scenarios in a way that guarantees a pro-colonization conclusion.” While space colonization may be a better preservation strategy than doing nothing, there are many more options that are less risky and more likely to preserve a greater number of human lives. Another commonly overlooked aspect of space colonization as a species survival strategy is the fact that not everyone will be able to go, and many of Earth’s commoners and poor will likely be left on Earth. Only a portion of the human population would be able to live off-planet, perhaps only the economic elite. It is not unreasonable to assume that, if there are large inequalities in power and wealth, that the most wealthy will be in power and that these elites will decide to be the “lucky” few space settlers. It is not possible for Mars, for example, to provide a safe habitat for all humans on Earth. Thus, a possible scenario is economic elites leaving behind the vast majority of humans on an inhospitable Earth. As Billings (2019: 45) questions, “how many poverty-stricken Bangladeshis, how many sub-Saharan Africans, how many permanently displaced Syrian refugees, how many disabled and unemployable workers could come up with $200,000 – or $2,000,000 for that matter – to move to another planet and start a new life. What are the ethics of giving the rich yet another advantage over the poor? What are the ethics of ignoring the need to check the rapid pace of climate change on our own planet?” Under capitalism, any solution to crises on Earth focused on moving off-planet will likely exclude the masses and the poor. Are these lives not worth saving? Are there other strategies that would save more lives? Saving the most present and future human lives would require addressing the threats on Earth, including climate change, biodiversity loss, poverty, disease, and famine. As stated by Kovic (2020: 6), “[g]iven these acute problems, pursuing space colonization today could be a misguided use of limited resources.” He poses the following question: If the goal is to save as many lives and to maximize overall wellbeing, then why focus on an alternative that only benefits a very small population, while the vast majority struggle to survive or perish? Others argue that much more than human lives need to be saved to live successfully off-planet; we need a diversity of other organisms and a measurable portion of the Earth’s biodiversity (Johnson, 2019). Given the rate of existential threats like climate change, how much time is there to develop this technology and transport all people and enough other organisms off-planet? If the goal is species survival, the time (and the immense resources required) could be spent in more effective ways to benefit all people and species. However, these alternatives are unseen or considered impossible in the context of capitalist realism (see proceeding section). Lastly, the current social order dominating human-human and human-material relations (capitalism) is likely to result in negative outcomes and problems even off-planet. For example, mining and development on Mars would very likely be environmentally destructive as colonization is unlikely to have a light impact on the planet (Stoner, 2017). We would bring these relations and the associated problems with us. As Marino (2019: 15) explains, [i]n Musk’s view we need a back-up planet. But he doesn’t acknowledge that we ourselves are the cause of this dire situation. And therein lies the problem and the reason we, as a species, have no business trying to colonize another planet. Musk’s reason for wanting to colonize Mars is to save ourselves from ourselves and it is self-evident that this alone recommends we should not be going anywhere. There is no reason to assume that we have learned our lesson on Earth and will create a new civilization with better outcomes, when the same system and drivers (namely, capital accumulation) continue to dominate the social order. Billings (2019) reminds us that while one may wish to “start fresh” in a new colony, humans will take the drivers of crises and collapse with them. These drivers and forms of logic are precisely why humans find themselves discussing the possibility of moving off-planet in the first place. This fact should inspire collective reflection and deliberative discussions on the purpose of life and alternative ways of organizing social relations to achieve this purpose. However, for irrational rationality, the latter substantive questions answered through communicative action are an irrelevant waste of time - at best, “mere opinion.” In contrast, the ostensibly “practical” and “realistic” technological rationality responds by designing ever-more sophisticated technics for the irrationally rational purpose of rushing off to space to continue the instrumental crusade of blind domination. This is the elevation of means to ends, the irony of contemporary instrumental reason diagnosed by the Frankfurt School. Rather than serving a better world, technological development and production today are ends to be pursued for their own sake. That is, because we can no longer set aims through reasonable criteria, we pursue aims, such as economic growth and technological development, that are set by a semi-autonomous economic system. For the Frankfurt School, these are irrational conditions because technology and economic activity should be instruments to serve humanity, rather than humanity serving technology and economic activity. In summary, the associated risks, inequities, and costs do not support the argument that space colonization is an effective and efficient strategy to preserve the species from existential threats on Earth. The polemical point here is to highlight how the heights of instrumental rationality—hi-tech plans to colonize space to ensure species survival—are irrational because the case for space colonization: (1) fails to make a convincing instrumental case on its own grounds (i.e., space colonization is not an efficient and effective means to safeguard the species) and, (2) by elevating means (namely economic activity) to ends, exhibits the same kind of logic that caused the Earth-bound problems that space colonization is responding to. The inversion of means and ends is examined further in the context of capitalist realism.
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