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Court clog is declining, but it’s on the brink---technology will pioneer a post-COVID transition, but only if courts maintain breathing room.
Reuters ’24 [Thomson Reuters; March 7; News and information services company, citing the second annual State of the Courts report, which included a survey of over 200 judges; Thomson Reuters, “State of the Courts Report 2024: Worries over caseloads and backlogs recede as GenAI enters the chat,” https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/blog/state-of-the-courts-report-2024-worries-over-caseloads-and-backlogs-recede-as-genai-enters-the-chat/]
Embracing tech: Courts overcome challenges and look ahead
Yet, while these concerns were still reflected in our latest survey, many of these challenges have receded somewhat, making room in many respondents’ minds for a clearer path toward more positive outcomes. For example, while increasing caseloads continue to be the biggest change that respondents said they had experienced in the past two years, with 40% of respondents citing this change, that was down from 45% in our previous survey. 
Indeed, all other aspects of work are also less likely to have increased since our previous survey, with increased case delays being cited by 27% of respondents, compared to 45% in 2022; and increased courts backlogs cited by 25%, compared to 44% previously. 
And even though more than half of respondents (56%) said they expect to experience staffing shortages in the coming 12 months, that was down from the past 12 months when almost two-thirds (64%) reported staffing shortages. 
Further, it seems that courts and their workers are enjoying broader engagement with technology solutions, especially around such critical areas as evidence collection and digital storage, and certain case-material sharing and management tools are seeing more acceptance across the board. 
In fact, more than one-third (35%) of respondents say they now use digital evidence management systems — up from 27% in the last survey. More interestingly, nearly three-fifths (58%) of those who say they are not using a digital evidence management system think that having one would be at least somewhat beneficial for their operations.
It’s as if both the easing of the pandemic-induced stasis in the courts and the slow, albeit steady movement toward new technology solutions to improve court operations have melded with the great expectations of GenAI to make today’s judges and court professionals more conscious of their opportunities amid the frenetic pace of work. Indeed, they may even be daring enough to envision a future in which worries about overwork, delays, and staffing shortages are finally moved to the backburner. 
All this has coalesced to give our survey respondents something akin to breathing room, or at least, a chance to take steps to better manage the challenges they continue to face — more often now, through the use of new technology solutions. 
As judges and court professionals look to 2024 and beyond, they seem to be doing so without one eye steadily held in the pandemic-era rearview mirror, and instead are looking forward, moving to take advantage of whatever benefits and efficiencies today’s new technologies can offer. 
Cases are declining, have been for years, AND most overstretch is concentrated in state courts.
Browning ’23 [Jack; October 16; Content Marketing Manager for One Legal, citing data from the American Bar Association; One Legal, “Top court filing statistics from around the country,” https://www.onelegal.com/blog/top-court-filing-statistics-united-states/]
Where are most cases filed?
The Court Statistics Project reports that more than 95% of U.S. cases are filed in state courts. In 2021, there were an estimated 63 million cases filed in state trial courts. State appellate courts had 131,000 appeals filed.
What are the court stats for the federal courts?
U.S. Supreme Court Justices decide which cases they will hear, and it’s roughly 80 each year. They decide on another 50 without hearing arguments. The cases they choose usually address constitutional issues or federal law. The Supreme Court gets about 7,000 requests to hear cases per year, so there are many cases that don’t get heard.
Statistics for 2022 found that U.S. Courts of Appeals filings totaled 42,900 — a decrease of 24% since 2013. Civil cases filed were recorded at 309,102, an increase of 14% over 2013.
Research also shows that criminal cases filed were at 71,111, a reduction of 23% since 2013. This is largely because of a reduction in appeals related to drug offenses (down 27%), immigration offenses (down 27%), and property offenses (down 14%). Roughly 76% of criminal appeals involved four offense categories: drugs, immigration, firearms and explosives, and property offenses (including fraud).
Bankruptcy court stats
In 2022, bankruptcy courts registered 383,810 new case filings, which marked a 12% decrease compared to the previous year and a substantial 51% reduction from the numbers recorded in fiscal year 2019. Among the 90 bankruptcy courts, 79 experienced a drop in the number of petitions filed during this year.
Consumer petitions, which predominantly encompass non-business filings and make up roughly 97% of all bankruptcy petitions, saw an 11% decrease, totaling 370,685. On the other hand, business petitions dropped by 19%, resulting in 13,125 cases.
Breaking down the types of bankruptcy filings, those submitted under Chapter 7 experienced a significant 26% reduction, while Chapter 11 filings decreased by 15%. In contrast, petitions filed under Chapter 13 showed a notable increase, rising by 27%.
Supreme Court of the United States
The Supreme Court saw a decline in the total number of cases filed, dropping by 8% from 5,307 filings in the 2020 Term to 4,900 filings in the 2021 Term.
This decrease also affected the in forma pauperis docket, which decreased by 5%, with 3,477 filings in the 2020 Term compared to 3,288 filings in the 2021 Term. In the paid docket, there was a more substantial drop, with a 12% decrease from 1,830 filings in the 2020 Term to 1,612 filings in the 2021 Term.
During the 2021 Term, the Court heard arguments in 70 cases and disposed of 63 cases through 58 signed opinions. This represents a slight reduction compared to the 2020 Term, when 72 cases were argued, and 69 were disposed of through 55 signed opinions.
Additionally, in the 2021 Term, the Court issued seven per curiam decisions in argued cases.
Circuit Courts of Appeals 
When looking at some of the individual Circuits, we see that filings rose by 31 appeals in the Ninth Circuit (up 7%). Filings fell by nine appeals (down 14%) in the First Circuit, by seven appeals (down 12%) in the Tenth Circuit, down by five appeals (down 9%) in the Sixth Circuit, and by one appeal (down 3%) in the Eighth.
However, filings in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit rose 11%.
The largest numeric increase was in appeals arising from the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, which jumped by 134 appeals to 680 (up 25%). These 2016-17 numbers show the first time this court surpassed appeals arising from the U.S. District Courts.
United States District Courts
In 2022, the Federal District Courts recorded 274,771 civil cases, marking a 20% decrease compared to the previous year. A significant portion of these filings was linked to a multidistrict litigation (MDL) regarding earplug product liability, which was mostly centered in the Northern District of Florida.
This MDL alone accounted for 83,654 filings in 2021 and 34,410 filings in fiscal year 2022. Excluding the MDL cases, the total number of civil case filings dropped by 8% to 240,361, representing a 19% decrease from fiscal year 2019.
Cases involving diversity of citizenship (disputes between citizens of different states) experienced a 37% reduction, totaling 105,212. Personal injury cases dropped by 48%, amounting to 70,933, primarily due to the inclusion of MDL cases within these categories.
Federal question cases, which involve actions under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States where the United States is not a party, decreased by 3%, resulting in 131,131 cases.
Cases in which the United States was the defendant decreased by 9% to 35,589, with a significant reduction in Social Security filings, down 31% to 13,370.
Prisoner petition filings also declined for the second consecutive year, decreasing by 10% to 7,811. Cases in which the United States acted as the plaintiff decreased by 13% to 2,839.
On the criminal side, the federal district courts registered 68,315 criminal defendant filings in 2022, marking an 8% decrease from the prior year and a 26% decrease from the fiscal year 2019.
The most significant categories of criminal defendant filings were drug offenses, which decreased by 15% to 19,589, and immigration offenses, which decreased by 1% to 19,148.
More court statistics on judicial caseload for the U.S. Court of Appeals
In 2022, there was a notable 7% reduction in case filings across the 12 regional U.S. Courts of Appeals, resulting in a total of 42,900 appeals, marking a decline of 3,265 appeals.
This decrease primarily stemmed from lower numbers of appeals related to administrative agency decisions, original proceedings, miscellaneous applications, civil appeals, and bankruptcy appeals, which collectively outweighed an uptick in criminal appeals.
Civil appeals saw a decrease of 939 cases, totaling 22,794 appeals. Within this category, prisoner petitions exhibited an 11% drop, while civil appeals not initiated by prisoners increased by 2%.
In contrast, there was a 5% rise in criminal appeals, reaching a total of 10,355 appeals. This increase was primarily attributed to a 19% surge in appeals related to firearms and explosives offenses and a substantial 50% increase in appeals related to immigration offenses.
Notably, a significant portion of criminal appeals — around 75% — involved four main offense categories, which included drugs, firearms and explosives, property offenses (including fraud), and sex offenses.
Appeals of administrative agency decisions also witnessed a decline, specifically a 24% reduction down to 5,695 appeals. This decrease was mainly due to fewer appeals challenging decisions made by the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA), which accounted for 87% of all administrative agency appeals and constituted the largest category of such appeals in every circuit except the DC Circuit.
Original proceedings and miscellaneous applications experienced a collective decrease of 23%, resulting in 3,396 cases.
This reduction was largely influenced by a substantial 34% decline in original proceedings related to second or successive motions for writs of habeas corpus, resulting in 910 fewer proceedings.
Notably, approximately 60% of original proceedings were associated with second or successive motions for writs of habeas corpus, while 37%  were related to writs of mandamus.
Additionally, out of the 440 miscellaneous applications reported, motions for class actions comprised 43% of the total.
Lastly, there was a 5% decline in bankruptcy appeals, with a total of 660 cases filed in this category.
Issue-specific uniqueness---roughly 3000 lawsuits is well below the threshold for patent flood.
Connors ‘9 [John; July 2009; Patent attorney and founder of Connors & Associates, a professional law corporation, emeritus member of the Association of Corporate Patent Counsel; Orange County Lawyer, “Spotlight on Intellectual Property Law: The Patent Reform Humbug,” vol. 51]
The federal courts recognize that "invalid" patents exist, and dispose of these based on the evidence--quickly sometimes by summary judgment if there is no material fact in dispute. If a patent owner knowingly attempts to enforce an invalid patent, the court will impose penalties. The courts, however, do not recognize "bad" patents, which are creations of lobbyists. Since only about 3000 patent lawsuits are filed annually (only a couple hundred or so going to trial each year), there isn't any "torrent" of patent litigation clogging the federal courts. In fact, the federal courts are constantly modifying our patent system so that it is fair to all litigants as several recent cases attest, including the 2007 Supreme Court decision making the non-obvious test more difficult to pass. (KSR International vs. Teleflex 550 U. S. 398.)
We’re still below 3000---litigation is contained.
Davis ’24 [Ryan; February 7; Editor at Law360, citing a study from Lex Machina, a legal analytics company; Law360, “New Patent Suits Fall to Lowest Level In Over A Decade,” https://www.law360.com/articles/1793092]
There were fewer patent suits filed in 2023 than in any year for over a decade, a drop that attorneys attribute to wariness among some patent litigants due to funding disclosure rules in one prominent patent venue and changes in how cases are assigned to judges in another.
A total of 3,111 patent lawsuits were brought in U.S. district courts last year, a 19% drop from the 3,839 in 2022 and the fewest in any year since 2010, according to a new report from Lex Machina. From 2017 to 2022, between 3,500 and 4,000 suits were filed each year.
<<GRAPH OMITTED>>
Lex Machina said the drop appears to be tied to fewer suits being brought by what the legal analytics company describes as "high-volume plaintiffs," or those that file at least 10 patent cases within a 365-day period.
Cases filed by such companies fell 45% between 2022 and 2023, the report found. When high-volume plaintiffs are excluded, the number of new suits has held steady at around 2,200 per year between 2018 and 2023, according to Lex Machina.
When the relatively few companies that file numerous patent suits slow down, it can have a notable impact on overall filing data, so "I think the issue is more micro than it is macro," said Patrick Muffo of Polsinelli PC.
Clog---U---Ext
Filings are down AND the pace of change is gradual.
NCSC ’24 [National Center for State Courts; March 6; Independent non-profit organization that serves as an authoritative source for judicial resources and has compiled and released statistics on the court for over fifty years; National Center for State Courts, “Court Statistics Project releases trial court caseload trends,” https://www.ncsc.org/newsroom/at-the-center/2024/court-statistics-project-releases-trial-court-caseload-trends]
During 2022, state courts handled 64.6 million incoming cases, which is a 2% increase over the previous year. However, when compared to the total number of cases in 2019 (83.2 million), there was a decline of 18.7 million cases.
“While there has been a gradual recovery from the unprecedented decline in state court filings since 2019, some case types, such as delinquency and traffic, remain well below the pre-pandemic caseload levels,” said Nicole Waters, NCSC’s Director of Research and Design.
The CSP is a joint project of NCSC and the Conference of State Court Administrators that uses comparable data sourced directly from state courts to publish national trends and analyze caseload statistics, providing useful insights that inform policy, budgetary, and court management decisions.
Between 2021 and 2022, there was an across-the-board increase in incoming filings for all major case types, including civil (5%), criminal (2%), domestic relations (2%), and traffic (1%).
Traffic Cases Fall off a Cliff
Traffic and local ordinance cases make up nearly half (30.3 million) of all incoming cases to state courts. While the Federal Highway Administration reports that Americans are driving as much as they did before the pandemic, incoming cases are down 29% from 2019 filings.
Waters stated that the traffic trend is so striking that starting next month, CSP will issue a series of findings that take a deeper dive into traffic trends to uncover the “drivers” behind this trend. CSP will also explore anticipated impacts and ways courts can respond to potential caseload reductions.
Juvenile cases experienced a decline in incoming cases from 2020 to 2021 but showed a 7% increase in 2022, mainly due to an increase in incoming delinquency cases. The number of delinquency filings in 2022 was still down by 23% compared to 2019.
There was an increase in civil cases related to real property, contracts, civil appeals, mental health, and probate/estate matters. Contract disputes comprised 46% of civil cases. Contract cases typically include employment disputes, landlord/tenant disputes, mortgage foreclosure, and debt collection.
Criminal cases slightly increased in 2022, showing a 2% rise from 2021. However, they are still down by 14% from 2019. Total estimated incoming criminal cases was 15.6 million in 2022. Of these, 11.5 million were reported as misdemeanor cases. This is an increase of 1% from 2021 and a 16% drop from 2019. Meanwhile, felony cases showed a 4% decrease from 2021, with 2.9 million cases reported.
Clog---U---Ext---Patents
Underlying data proves overall patent litigation is plummeting.
Carlson ’24 [Julie; May 6; Director of Economic Strategy at Qualcomm, former advisor to FTC Chairman Joseph Simons and Commissioner William Kovacic, former Professor of Economics at Trinity University, Ph.D. in Economics from Michigan State University; IP Watchdog, “New Data Show There Is a Problem with the U.S. Patent System—But It’s Not Patent Trolls,” https://ipwatchdog.com/2024/05/06/new-data-show-problem-us-patent-system-not-patent-trolls/id=176149/]
If the headlines are to be believed, every aspect of American life, from farming to football, is under threat due to excessive patent litigation. While these anecdotes may seem compelling, it is important to look at the underlying data before drawing any conclusions about the state of the U.S. patent system. As an economist and one of the authors of the Federal Trade Commission’s study of patent assertion entities (PAEs), I understand the value data can bring to patent policy debates, and have also seen firsthand the damage evidence-free policymaking has on America’s innovation ecosystem. On World IP Day, Marcum, LLP, a leading accounting and advisory firm, released a report that examines 20 years of patent infringement decisions at U.S. district courts. A careful reading of their report reveals that not only is patent litigation not excessive, but patent owners struggle to enforce their patents against infringers. The report shows that overall patent litigation is declining, injunction grants are low, and litigation by non-practicing entities (NPEs) is not pervasive.
Patent Litigation Is Declining
The first graph in the report clearly dispels the notion that patent litigation is excessive. It shows the trends over time in the number of patent grants and the number of patent infringement complaints filed in U.S. district courts. As seen in the graph, there is a sharp increase in the number of complaints filed after 2011 due to the anti-joinder provisions of the America Invents Act (AIA). As astute observers of the U.S. patent system understand, this increase in complaints does not represent new disputes but merely a separation of defendants into individual lawsuits thereby mechanically increasing the number of complaints. Therefore, the decline in complaints observed after 2013 is more impressive than it appears as the decline would have been even greater were it not for the anti-joinder provision. Even still, complaints are only about a third higher than they were in the period leading up to the AIA. Furthermore, patent infringement complaints as a share of granted patents is low and is also declining. Marcum reports this share averaged 1.7% from 2013 to 2017 and is less than 1% today.
Injunction Grants Are Low
The Marcum report provides further evidence of the pernicious effect the U.S. Supreme Court’s eBay decision has had on the ability of patent owners to enforce the exclusionary right embodied in their patent. Prior research has shown that patent owners are less likely to seek injunctions and those injunctions are less likely to be granted following eBay. It should be no surprise then that there has been a significant decline in injunction grants over the last 15 years. The Marcum report focuses on injunction grants excluding default judgments. They note that “cases with default judgments do not typically represent contested disputes” as the defendant has failed “to take required actions or respond to court proceedings.” The report shows that injunction grants (excluding default judgments) have fallen from a peak of 80 in the period 2008 to 2012 to just 36 in the period 2018 to 2022. That is, in the most recent period, there is an average of just seven injunctions per year—less than half the average in the earlier period. In addition to a low level of injunctions, enhancement of damages is rare. Only 22% of remedies awards were enhanced due to a finding of willful infringement.
Litigation is constant but trends toward decreasing.
UP ’24 [Unified Patents; January 8; International membership organization that seeks to improve patent quality; Unified Patents, “Patent Dispute Report: 2023 in Review,” https://www.unifiedpatents.com/insights/2024/1/8/patent-dispute-report-2023-in-review]
2023 was an eventful year for the patent world. The USPTO sought comments on the ANPRM and Patent Eligibility Restoration Act. The Unified Patent Court (UPC) launched. Pressure mounted in the EU to create a SEP commission. Despite the implemented changes or those proposed, litigation levels remained constant. IP Edge continues to be notably absent, but others, like Jeffrey M. Gross and Intellectual Ventures, have increased their assertions.
Highlights:
· Litigation was down 12.5%, PTAB was down 11.4%, and Reexams were up 6.7% 
· With disclosure requirements and referral for disbarment in Delaware, the EDTX became the hotspot for NPE activity, although the WDTX was only 54 cases behind.
· Litigation remained on par quarter-by-quarter with a standard deviation of 28.2 cases, even without IP Edge. 
· Jeffery M. Gross and Intellectual Ventures led 2023 for most suits filed by Litigation Investment Entities (LIEs) with 226 collectively. Patent Armory, attributed to Gross as well, made up 83 of those suits.
· With a lukewarm start, the UPC has begun to see an uptick in cases, particularly surrounding SEPs with a total of 155 cases.
· Unified Patents leads ex parte reexaminations with 57 in 2023 and 96 since 2020 collectively. 
Clog---U---Ext---Tech
Tech is being mainstreamed across the judiciary---it’ll be permanently integrated post-COVID AND drastically increases efficiency.
Gielchinsky ’24 [Daniel; March 15; Trial attorney with over twenty-two years of experience in commercial litigation, J.D. from the Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law; Law.com, “Returning to Court in a Post-COVID Era: The Pros and Cons of a Virtual Court System,” https://www.law.com/dailybusinessreview/2024/03/15/returning-to-court-in-a-post-covid-era-the-pros-and-cons-of-a-virtual-court-system/]
The world as we knew it changed forever at the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020, precipitating a seismic shift in the legal industry, particularly in the conduct of court proceedings. The closure of businesses, restaurants, schools and government facilities rendered the in-person style of court hearings that we all knew as the normative practice no longer feasible.
Swift Adaptations in Response to Crisis
On March 9, 2020, Gov. Ron DeSantis declared a state of emergency for Florida. Days later, the Florida Supreme Court suspended jury trials due to health and safety concerns caused by COVID-19. The suspension resulted in the cancellation of thousands of hearings and brought civil jury trials in Florida to an abrupt halt. With the judiciary’s functionalities being severely disrupted, the court was required to consider alternative ways to conduct hearings and jury trials while protecting the parties’ rights and the public’s health and safety.
Florida’s courts responded quickly and decisively. Just two months after the suspension of in-person jury trials, the court authorized the Remote Civil Jury Trial Pilot Program, through which trials are conducted via a videoconferencing platform “to establish the framework and identify the logistics of trying a case remotely.” Judges began conducting motions and evidentiary hearings via Zoom. In July 2020, Miami-Dade County conducted the state’s first-ever partial jury trial remotely, and in August 2020, the country’s first-ever complete remote civil jury case was tried in Duval County. In his annual message to the bar, Chief Justice Charles T. Canady wrote: “In a matter of days and weeks, all around the state, we introduced adaptations that many participants in the justice system thought they would never see in their lifetimes—and these modifications brought about sweeping changes in the way we all do our jobs.”
The chief justice concluded his message with the following:
Our response to the pandemic will forever change the way Florida’s courts operate. This experience has taught us a great deal that will beneﬁt our courts system long after we are beyond the limitations that COVID-19 has thrust on us. I imagine that, in future years, when we look back on this diﬃcult time, we will see that we planted seeds that helped our courts become more accessible, eﬃcient and responsive. For instance, although traditional, in-person proceedings will remain central to the work of our courts, we have discovered that much work can be done through remote proceedings, which can significantly reduce the cost and burdens of litigation. Our new ways of doing things have been welcomed by attorneys and are very popular with many of those who come to the courts. Many challenges await us in the courts. But the same strengths I have seen in our response to the coronavirus outbreak will serve us well as we recover and resume.
Pros and Cons of Remote Proceedings
The most obvious and tangible benefits of remote proceedings are convenience and efficiency, which are interrelated. South Florida is more densely populated now than ever before, and our roads have the daily traffic to prove it. The routine of navigating through rush hour traffic for an hour or more in each direction from one’s office to a courthouse for what may be a five-minute motion calendar hearing is and should remain a thing of the past. Most nonevidentiary motion hearings can be conducted easily and effectively via remote attendance. The biggest benefactor of this transition may be clients, who are no longer expected to bear the hourly fees and expenses of their attorney driving to and from the courthouse, incurring mileage and parking costs, and turning what could have been a half-hour exercise into a three-and-a-half-hour ordeal.
Perhaps the only drawback to conducting routine motion hearings remotely is that the judges can no longer instruct the attorneys in a discovery dispute to “go out into the hallway” to work out their dispute. Some judges will instruct counsel to confer amongst themselves offline while they handle the rest of the calendar and will recall that matter after they have heard additional matters. Some judges have recently started to require that all discovery motions be conducted in-person as a means of discouraging parties from filing discovery motions in the first place.
Evidentiary hearings and trials are more complicated. Many judges and lawyers have become very proficient at presenting cases and dealing with evidence via remote platforms. The federal courts had already adopted various technological tools in the courtrooms for the presentation of evidence several years prior to COVID. Presenting evidence via Zoom is not very different than using the technology that already existed in those “smart” courtrooms. Yet, lawyers who may not be technically proficient often encounter difficulties presenting evidence on a remote platform, which causes delays in the proceedings. Judges and juries may not be able to evaluate the demeanor of a witness appearing remotely as they might have evaluated a live witness sitting a few feet away in the same courtroom. Not having a hallway outside of the courtroom may deprive some attorneys of the opportunity to step outside and confer with opposing counsel during a break in the proceedings to try to resolve certain disputed issues or settle the entire case. Other judges have recently started to require that all discovery motions be conducted in-person as a means of discouraging parties from filing discovery motions in the first place.
Balancing Tradition With Innovation
Over the last few years, the decline in COVID-19 cases and safety risks has been met with a gradual return to in-person court hearings. By April 2023, the court had terminated several of the previously issued emergency COVID-19-related orders. The Judicial Section Details portions of the website for the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida states: “Courthouses are now open for in-person hearings and trials, based on public health advisories at the direction of the Florida Supreme Court.” Indeed, while most routine uniform motion calendar and nonevidentiary hearings are still conducted remotely, there has been a return to in-person court proceedings for evidentiary hearings and many trials. Some judges now require counsel to file a motion requesting leave of the court for an attorney to attend a hearing remotely.
Clog---Turns Case---Link
Backlogs cause circumvention---rightsholders will forfeit protections AND it strips the deterrent from the plan.
Messick ’15 [Richard; April 2015; Internal legal consultant, J.D. from Georgetown University Law Center; Chr. Michelsen Institute, “Uncorking the bottlenecks: Using political economy analysis to address court delay,” no. 15]
Long delays in the resolution of court cases are a common problem in both developing and developed countries and impede anti-corruption efforts. Technical solutions such as hiring more judges and reforming cumbersome procedures, when used alone, have proved ineffective. Political economy analysis can reveal how the interests and incentives of judges, lawyers, clerks, and litigants interact to create delays, providing a basis for more effective reforms. But the success of such reforms depends on support from senior judges and pressure from civil society.
Prevalence and consequences of court delay
Lengthy delays in the processing of court cases are especially common in developing countries. A World Bank estimate of the average time to resolve a simple commercial dispute found that while courts in Singapore can complete such a case in five months, in Egypt it takes 33 months, in Colombia and Liberia 43 months, and in Bangladesh over 48 months (World Bank 2014). Reports from the Philippines, South Africa, and Peru, among other countries, speak of courts that are clogged with cases, imposing long waits for resolution. The Indian High Court in Delhi has tens of thousands of cases pending, some 600 of which have been awaiting adjudication for more than 20 years. In Nepal corruption cases take as long as seven years to try, and an appeal can add another five years or more.
Court delay is costly – to the parties to the case and to society as a whole. The lapse of time between the filing of a case and its resolution lessens the chances that the dispute will be justly decided; witnesses may die or disappear and memories can fade. Frustrated by long waits, parties may abandon the effort to vindicate their rights, and a few may turn to violence. Delay undermines public confidence in the court system and in government itself.
There are economic consequences as well. Businesses are reluctant to trade with parties they do not know, fearing that if these individuals breach a contract the business will be without a remedy. Banks hesitate to lend to new enterprises out of concern that if the borrower defaults, resort to the courts will be futile. Applicants wrongly denied government benefits or permits must wait years for court review of the bureaucracy’s decision.
Endemic delay undercuts efforts to control corruption, for it robs the criminal law of its deterrent effect. The one consistent finding across recent reviews of anti-corruption policy is that it is fear of punishment that dissuades public servants from taking a bribe or committing other corrupt acts (Hanna et al. 2011). If corrupt actors think they can evade consequences by delaying their case, they will discount the threat of punishment. Where court delays are severe, it thus makes little difference how stringent the penalties on the books may be.
It drowns out the plan AND causes public disobedience.
Newman ’90 [Glenn; 1990; Principal of Newman Law Office, J.D. from the University of Illinois College of Law; University of Illinois Law Review, “Note: The Summary Trial as a Method of Dispute Resolution in the Federal Courts,” vol. 177]
II. The Problem
In recent years, the number of cases filed in the federal courts has increased dramatically. Between 1940 and 1981, the number of federal civil cases filed rose from 35,000 to 180,000. n19 The number of federal district judgeships has not kept pace with this increase. n20 Accordingly, during that period, the caseload per judge has grown from 190 cases to 350 cases per year. n21 The percentage of long-lasting trials also has climbed; these cases consume tremendous amounts of judicial resources and cost hundreds of millions of dollars. n22 The federal court system is drowning in litigation n23 and needs new ideas to stem the flow of cases reaching the courtroom. n24
Inconvenience is not the only consequence of an overloaded court system. As former Chief Justice Burger recognized, the courts cannot retain public confidence and respect if dispute resolution demands an excessive time investment. n25 Eighteen years ago, one legal commentator warned that recent increases in case filings will require 5000 judges to decide one million cases a year, a situation that would lead to an expansion of the Federal Reporter by approximately 1000 volumes a year. n26 Obviously, the increase in judicial dockets has not been this dramatic yet. However, these predictions illustrate the necessity of finding solutions to the problem of overcrowded courts.
Clog---Turns Case---Link---Growth
It diverts resources from innovation AND buries business.
Tarr ’10 [Alan; 2010; Board of Governors Professor Emeritus at Rutgers University, Ph.D. and M.A. from the University of Chicago; Judicial Process and Judicial Policymaking, “Civil Justice and the Courts,” Ch. 7]
A Litigation Crisis?
In recent years, the U.S. civil justice system has come under sustained attack. Consider the indictment: Americans have developed “a mad romance . . . with the civil litigation process.”39 However outrageous the claim, there is a litigant willing to press it and a court to hear it (see Box 7.1). And encouraging this propensity to litigate differences and file frivolous suits is the world’s largest legal profession. Not surprisingly, then, “our society has become the most litigious society in the world. No other nation is even close.”40 Further, “this massive, mushrooming litigation has caused horrendous ruptures and dislocations at a flabbergasting cost to the nation.” 41 Litigants themselves bear some of the costs. With overloaded courts, justice is slower and more expensive than ever. The nation’s economy also suffers. “Like a plague of locusts, U.S. lawyers with their clients have descended upon America and are suing the country out of business.”42 Only the nation’s economic competitors benefit as energies and resources are diverted from “research and development” to “document production and depositions.”43 Fundamental reform of the civil justice system is essential.
That shocks overall GDP.
Post ’11 [Ashley; July 22; Managing editor, citing statistics on the costs of judicial backlogs; Inside Counsel, “Frivolous lawsuits clogging U.S. courts, stalling economic growth,” www.insidecounsel.com/2011/07/22/frivolous-lawsuits-clogging-us-courts-stalling-eco]
Americans’ litigiousness and thirst for massive damages has been a boon to the legal profession. But some researchers and litigation experts warn that the abundance of lawsuits—many of them frivolous—flooding U.S. courts is severely weakening the economy. According to consulting firm Towers Watson, the direct cost of the U.S. tort system in 2009 was approximately $250 billion, which was roughly 2 percent of the gross domestic product. The amount is double the estimated tort expenses in other countries, including the U.K. and Japan. In May, the House Judiciary Committee held a hearing that explored excessive litigation’s effect on the United States’ global competitiveness. During his testimony, Skadden Partner John Beisner explained that plaintiffs counsel engage in five types of litigation abuse that ultimately undermine economic growth: improperly recruiting plaintiffs, importing foreign claims, filing suits that piggyback off government investigations and actions, pursuing aggregate litigation and seeking third-party litigation financing. “America’s litigious nature has caused serious damage to our country’s productivity and innovation. … The root cause is that we have created incentives to sue—and to invest in litigation—instead of establishing disincentives for invoking judicial process unless absolutely necessary. Other countries discourage litigation; we nurture it,” Beisner said at the hearing.
Clog---Turns Case---Link---Patents
Clog causes deadweight loss and diverts R&D.
Melancon ’18 [Matthew; March 2018; Attorney specializing in intellectual property law, written under the guidance of Professor Kay Firth-Butterfield and Professor Derek P. Jinks; Texas Law Review, “The USPTO's Sisyphean Plan: Increasing Manpower Will Not Match Artificial Intelligence's Inventive Capabilities,” vol. 96]
Third, there is also a current crisis in patent quality. If the USPTO irresponsibly grants substandard patents, then these patents are also costly to the economy. London Economics performed an analysis on patent backlogs throughout the world and estimated that granting substandard patents can cost up to $21 billion per year in economic losses in the United States alone; these losses result from "deterring valid research and having an additional deadweight loss from litigation and administrative costs of $ 4.5 billion annually." 46
Furthermore, there have been significant problems with patent quality in the past. Many within patent law are skeptical of the current trajectory of the USPTO in issuing defensible and appropriately protective patents. 47 This issue was so great that former Director Lee of the USPTO even released an op-ed piece published by Law360 to discuss the issue, stating:
When I stepped into the role as head of the United States Patent and Trademark Office a couple of years ago, one of the things I frequently told audiences of stakeholders around the country was that I looked forward to working together to further strengthen our patent system. And that effort had to include a harder look at the issue of patent quality. 48
Despite reassurances from Director Lee, there are those that remain skeptical of the current trajectory, desiring "objective, independently verifiable metrics" from the USPTO to measure patent quality. 49
Therefore, these issues - a "crippling" patent backlog, incentivizing early filing, and the costly risk of prematurely granting patents - create a globally influential tension for the USPTO: (1) spend more time and resources on a patent's examination to deter substandard patents but at the cost of potentially deterring innovation, or (2) spend less time and resources on a patent's examination to incentivize a greater number of patent filings (i.e., innovation) but at the risk of granting substandard patents and thereby cutting off areas of research and increasing litigation costs. 50
Innovation and startups will go under.
Melancon ’18 [Matthew; March 2018; Attorney specializing in intellectual property law, written under the guidance of Professor Kay Firth-Butterfield and Professor Derek P. Jinks; Texas Law Review, “The USPTO's Sisyphean Plan: Increasing Manpower Will Not Match Artificial Intelligence's Inventive Capabilities,” vol. 96]
The push for greater innovation and automation of scientific study will lead to a greater number of patent applications than expected, and this is a great concern for the U.S. and world economies.
Schultz & Madigan's article explains the negative repercussions that a country would face with an excessive delay caused by a patent backlog. Their research expressly discusses three of these repercussions: (1) delay hurts entrepreneurs; (2) delay hurts consumers by delaying access to products; and (3) delay hurts society. 18
For the first, startups are generally a "risky proposition," and a patent can determine a substantial number of business decisions. 19 They cite research performed within the Thomas Edison Innovation Fellowship that "every year of delay reduces the startup's employment and sales growth over the five years following its eventual approval by 21% and 28%, respectively." 20 And, for every year of delay, "the startup's chances of going public are reduced by half." 21 Therefore, patent delay and pendency is a direct indicator of a country's support of entrepreneurs; the greater the patent application delay, the less a country supports entrepreneurs.
For the second, a patent delay also means product delay. Whether a lifesaving drug or beneficial technology, there has been a demonstrated link between weak patent protection and delayed availability of drugs. 22 And this same link is also shown in high-tech products and patent rights. 23
For the third, a patent delay can impose "social costs." 24 These costs include "lost jobs, lost products, and lost innovation." 25 The UK Intellectual Property Office produced a report estimating the annual combined losses of backlog in the USPTO, Japan Patent Office, and the European Patent Office. They discovered that the backlog costs the global economy more than $10 billion a year. 26
Clog---Link---Copyright---2NC
Copyright enforcement unleashes a crushing flood of litigation that clogs the courts for years.
Landen ‘1 [Jeffrey; 2001; J.D. from the University of Kentucky College of Law, B.A. from Centre College, Partner at Graydon Head & Ritchey; Northern Kentucky Law Review, “Beyond Napster: An Enforcement Crisis in Copyright Law?” vol. 28]
B. Detection
One of the biggest enforcement problems which the next generation P2P architectures presents is the difficulty in identifying the ultimate infringer who has made the copyrighted material available for "sharing." There are multiple links in the chain of computers by which files are transmitted, the owners of which may have no conscious awareness of what has passed through their systems.
[bookmark: footnoterefdef]Civil discovery directed by the copyright holders to the penultimate links in the chain may be of limited practical value. To begin with, litigation would have to proliferate in order to provide the launching pad for such discovery; a flood of copyright enforcement litigation could gum up the courts for years. Moreover, the practicality is that, by the time a civil case is filed, the pleadings are joined, the Rule 16 and Rule 26 conferences are conducted, and discovery is served, some if not all of the necessary evidence will have disappeared through ordinary cycling or through conscious deletion. 23
<<FOOTNOTE 23 BEGINS>>
Discovery of electronic documents, though well recognized in the federal rules of civil procedure and many corresponding state rules, is nevertheless difficult, slow and relatively expensive, because of the volume of material which is frequently produced and because of the need for consultants (in-house or hired for the case) to help separate the wheat from the chaff.
<<FOOTNOTE 23 ENDS>>
Another alternative is to proceed against the users of music-sharing software more quickly and more vigorously via a criminal investigation. Within a week after the Ninth Circuit decision was rendered in the Napster case, a news story crossed the Associated Press wires under the headline: "Belgian Cops Raid Music-Sharers." 24 According to the AP report from Brussels: "Acting on complaints from the music industry, police have raided the homes of users of music-sharing websites looking for evidence they infringed copyright rules." 25 A spokesman for a music industry group was quoted in the article as saying that his organization "had tracking equipment that could search for users 'by the thousands.'" 26 The spokesman was also quoted as saying that his group "was only targeting users 'who had been clearly warned yet persevered with the practice.'" 27
As a practical matter, strict enforcement of the copyright laws as it relates to music sharing could potentially criminalize tens of millions of people. If the music industry pursues a similar approach in the United States to that which it is apparently employing in Europe, it is not outlandish to foresee the police "raiding" the homes of potential copyright infringers throughout our country as well, all in the name of protecting the property rights of copyright holders. The pervasiveness of the use of music-sharing software is so great that the state and federal governments could have a legal justification--or a pretext--for searching the homes of tens of millions of Americans and seizing their hard drives as evidence. Even after one shakes off the image of the friendly feds who paid an unexpected call to "save" Elian Gonzalez from his Florida relatives, the question remains: what practical teeth are left in the fourth amendment in such a context? 28 In our zeal to get at someone who is technically a wrongdoer, are we willing to knock down many of the protections which have safeguarded our liberty and our privacy? 29
It causes a flood of litigation.
Balganesh ’13 [Shyamkrishna; December 2013; Assistant Professor of Law at the University of Pennsylvania Law School; Columbia Law Review, “Copyright Infringement Markets,” vol. 113]
In an ideal world, the stringency of § 412 would be relaxed, and it would come to operate along the lines of § 411--requiring registration prior to commencing the lawsuit and not earlier. Alternatively, the "grace period" might be extended, especially given the periodic term extensions that copyright law has seen over the years, 203 which rely on the assumption that creative works hold value for longer and longer periods of time. 204 Yet, legislative modification of § 412 is highly unlikely, and will likely have to accompany a broader reform of copyright's statutory damages regime. 205 The net effect of the provision and the possibility of third party funding is therefore likely to accrue to authors (i.e., creators) who worry about high litigation costs and about being unable to litigate an infringement suit on their own, who then choose to register their works voluntarily merely in order to preserve the option of enticing third party funders to acquire their claims in due course. In the short term, then, § 412 will serve to deter the entry of third parties into copyright litigation; in the medium term, however, it is likely to induce a greater number of creators to register their works hoping to entice third parties. As the involvement of third parties grows, and copyright owners are able to anticipate the kinds of claims that the market best responds to, § 412 is likely to produce an equilibrium where works most suited to third party funding come to be registered. 
<<FOOTNOTE 205 BEGINS>>
Any modification to § 412 suggested here would certainly have to accompany other reforms to copyright's regime of statutory damages, as others have already noted. See Samuelson & Wheatland, supra note 75, at 509--10 (documenting problems with copyright's statutory damages regime and suggesting potential legislative reforms). As currently operationalized, courts award plaintiffs statutory damages simply upon request, without any inquiry into the purpose of the award. See 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(1) ("[T]he copyright owner may elect, at any time before final judgment is rendered, to recover, instead of actual damages and profits, an award of statutory damages . . . ."). This practice undoubtedly originated in the Copyright Act's fusion of compensatory and punitive purposes into a single award of statutory damages. The author has elsewhere argued that this reality has encouraged the emergence of copyright trolls and that the only way to curb their activities is by reforming copyright's regime of statutory damages by making a court's award of such damages contingent upon a plaintiff's showing that it suffered some injury of the kind that would have triggered copyright law's very need to award damages. See Balganesh, Uneasy Case, supra note 6, at 736--38 (describing phenomenon of trolling and its reliance on statutory damages). This regime would in principle track antitrust law's "antitrust injury" rule, and serve to ensure that the regime is not misused opportunistically. Id. at 770--73. Expanding the allowance for statutory damages by relaxing the requirement in § 412 would thus have to accompany the introduction of this safeguard, so as to ensure that the entry of third parties seeking to fund legitimate claims does not exacerbate the problem of copyright trolling. Cf. James DeBriyn, Shedding Light on Copyright Trolls: An Analysis of Mass Copyright Litigation in the Age of Statutory Damages, 19 UCLA Ent. L. Rev. 79, 110 (2012) (claiming "statutory damages give copyright holders the incentive to litigate over such small losses," thereby creating "a flood of litigation").
<<FOOTNOTE 205 ENDS>>
Clog---Link---Patents---2NC
Increasing the number of patents spikes costly and time-intensive litigation.
Marrs ’16 [Julian; 2016; J.D. from the University of Oregon School of Law; Oregon Review of International Law, “Forever Green? An Examination of Pharmaceutical Patent Extensions,” vol. 18]
Litigating the validity of a patent can be intensive and time-consuming. For example, the expense of litigating a Paragraph IV challenge can be in the millions of dollars. 37 The length of time that litigation can take may also deter generic manufacturers from challenging pharmaceutical patents. By the time that the litigation is resolved, the secondary patent may have expired, essentially granting the effect of a valid patent to the non-generic drug producer. 38 Evergreening also allows for protection during the litigation process, a process which is structurally favorable to the patent holder. 39 Patent litigation in the pharmaceutical industry is notoriously risky and resource intensive, and it becomes more so where more patents and claims are involved. 40 The high risk of trying to litigate against those with systemic advantages eliminates potential challengers without the resources to wage multiyear patent battles. 41
Clog---Link---Trademarks---2NC
Expanding trademark law creates perverse incentives for overwhelming litigation.
Eng ‘2k [Kevin; Spring 2000; J.D. from the Boston University School of Law, B.A. and B.M. from Boston University; Boston University Journal of Science and Technology Law, “Breaking Through the Looking Glass: An Analysis of Trademark Rights in Domain Names Across Top Level Domains,” vol. 6]
The ACPA is a formidable federal weapon, the use of which can lead to results as coercive as cybersquatting itself. Under the new provisions, it is easier for a trademark owner to overextend trademark rights. The cost of litigation normally serves as a disincentive to litigate unless the odds of success are sufficiently high. 331 Because costs are lower from the perspective of large companies, and since the ACPA makes liability easier to attain, large companies are the chief beneficiaries of the ACPA.
The ACPA, while strengthening large companies' already superior positions, weakens smaller companies' positions. Since the parties' product lines, relevant in traditional trademark analysis, is no longer an issue in the cybersquatting context, 332 defendants will be more vulnerable in domain name suits. 333 Since larger companies whose trademarks represent extensive investments are more likely to bring actions to guard their marks, 334 smaller or younger companies in unrelated markets may find that their trademark rights are contracting. 335 The trademark misuse doctrine would help remedy this imbalance. While codification of the trademark misuse doctrine with general applicability could be troublesome, a narrowly tailored version to be applied specifically to domain names could effectively be drafted in accordance with established standards of U.S. trademark law. The scope of such a doctrine under trademark law could easily be limited, as the ACPA already carves out such a limitation in the body of trademark law. Just as increased risk deters cybersquatting, a misuse doctrine in trademark law would deter reverse squatting.
Any legal remedies, however, should be regarded as imperfect solutions. These solutions should be instituted to remedy the existing trademark problems in domain names. Another species of remedy seeks not to regulate the users of the Internet, but rather to effect changes in the management of the Internet itself. These are technological solutions. As some commentators have suggested, creating "link pages," 336 "directories," or "gateways" would help alleviate the problems with domain names. 337 These terms, used synonymously, refer to a mechanism through which more than one user could hold the same domain name. The hypothetical Widget Corporation wanting to establish a commercial web site would want to register "widgets.com" as a domain name. However, another hypothetical company manufacturing Widgets stuffed animals would also want that domain name. Both parties could hold that domain using a link page. A customer of either firm, intuitively entering "widgets.com" as the desired address would be referred to a link page, on which would be displayed information on both firms. The user would then just click on the desired site. This solution could be a viable one and is in line with the gTLD-MoU's stated goal of insulating local registrars from the dispute process.
The White Paper expresses a similar goal, proposing to place the burden of researching a desired domain name onto each domain name registrant. 338 Thus, link pages could help bridge the gap between the self-governance faction (whose views are embodied in the gTLD-MoU) and the regulatory faction (whose views are reflected in the White Paper). This unity would be of the sort that has been called for in order to establish a necessary self-governing system on the Internet. 339 Indeed, some proponents of a self-governing Internet believe that if left to its own devices, the Internet will evolve its own social order whereby Internet users will develop their own contractual agreements. 340
Technological solutions offer several benefits. First, the same people who develop and manage the Internet, the so-called "'netizens," will be the ones who implement them. These netizens, including registrars and policy-setting bodies such as ICANN, would act as a Self-Regulating Organization ("SRO"), guided by market forces. The Internet represents a unique market--one in which there is an equalizing force. The large corporation would no longer be able to silence the smaller interest in this new SRO. Everyone would be given the simple choice of either abiding by the rules of the Internet community, or not joining the community at all. Netizens could effectively serve the managerial role, as they possess the most know-how and are more in tune with the specific needs of the Internet. Moreover, technological innovations are perhaps best suited to address the Internet--in itself a technological innovation. These solutions will be able to most efficiently remedy the current and future issues arising from the Internet. A final advantage, and perhaps the most important one, is that they are the most far removed from slow-moving government bureaucracies. Under the political machinery of paternalism, the Internet's natural evolution would grind to a halt.
However, technological solutions must also be tempered by the injection of prudent organizational considerations. While technical minds have the requisite know-how, that expertise is for naught without a solid organizational framework. As has been suggested, knowledge in how to structurally order an organization is often sorely lacking in the technical realm. 341 The Internet's development and its evolution thus far are the result of "Cybercitizens" such as Professor David Farber and Jonathon Postel, founding fathers of the Internet. 342 There are still significant hurdles to surpass, not the least of which is the tragic and untimely death of Jonathon Postel in 1998. 343
Notwithstanding the current and potential barriers to resolution of the domain name conflict, such a resolution is far from impossible. The best chances for such a resolution lies in the laissez-faire approach of the self-governance advocates. This is not to say that all regulation should cease or that governments should sit idly by. However, any such governmental presence should be limited to a bare minimum, and any regulations should be the natural outgrowth of the natural structure of the Internet. It would be foolish to propose to leash the Internet as it has evolved--as a mammoth extraterritorial global presence.
VI. Conclusion
The Internet is a truly singular creation, providing an unprecedented pooling of information. However, this diversity of thought serves as both boon and bane. Individuals of virtually every description are on the web--from recreational user to small businessperson to large corporation. Each group has its own agenda for use of its piece of the Internet. Technical limitations and the wrinkled, blurred contours of trademark law, coupled with the disparate interests of Internet users have caused problems in the reservation of domain names. The lack of uniformity in cyberspace mirrors the schism between real-world entities. Businesses, national governments, and international bodies all seem to be at odds with one another as to how to resolve the problem. Technological solutions will provide a definitive and lasting resolution of this problem. The introduction of linking technology has the potential to provide a remedy by further opening up the vastness of cyberspace. This technology would allow many users to use a domain name concurrently, much as many parties can own the same or a similar trademark in the real world. These link pages will serve as electronic yellow pages and settle the conflicts between members of the Internet community. However, this technology is not yet available, while trademark-domain name disputes are abundant now. Thus, legal remedies should be crafted now to help establish a satisfactory resolution of current disputes. New legal barriers should be erected to increase the deterrent pressures on extortive cybersquatters. These legal barriers would increase the damages available to successful plaintiffs, and thereby increase the risk involved in cybersquatting. However, since such legal measures can have the adverse effect of creating a flood of litigation, simultaneous action should be taken to deter equally extortive action on the part of trademark owners. One such remedy would be the creation of a new tort action for trademark misuse, which would deter trademark owners from unlawfully extending their trademark rights to wrongfully force divestment of domain names. Trying to effect changes to cyberspace as if it existed in a vacuum are bound to have limited effects. Since cyberspace has permanent ties to the real world, only bilateral efforts will be effective. Legal and technological remedies, working in conjunction, would bring the needed unity between the real world and cyberspace.
Clog---Link---AT: Docket Control---2NC
Docket control requires tradeoffs with other areas.
Levy ’13 [Marin; February 2013; Associate Professor at the Duke University School of Law, J.D. from Yale University; The George Washington Law Review, “Judicial Attention as a Scarce Resource: A Preliminary Defense of How Judges Allocate Time Across Cases in the Federal Courts of Appeals,” vol. 81]
Introduction
For the past several decades, appellate judges and court scholars have struggled with the existence of, and potential responses to, an overwhelming predicament: the growth of the federal appellate caseload has far outpaced the growth of the federal appellate judiciary. 1 The average annual filings per active judgeship stood at 73 in 1950,2 jumped to 137 by 1978,3 and hovers around 330 today4—even though the number of judgeships has nearly tripled in that time. 5 No wonder then that the phrase “crisis in volume” was coined,6 and is now commonly used, 7 to describe the workload of the federal courts of appeals.
To cope with their expanding caseload, appellate courts have adopted a wide array of case management techniques.8 These include holding oral argument9 and publishing opinions in a smaller percentage of cases, 10 and having staff attorneys prepare dispositions in a larger percentage of cases.11 Although specific practices vary considerably from circuit to circuit, 12 their animating rationale is the same: to keep the courts running, some sets of cases must receive considerably less judicial attention than others.13
The academy has responded to this overall case management strategy with skepticism and even criticism.14 Court scholars have decried the disparate treatment of cases, arguing that the appellate courts have created a two-tiered system of justice with “separate and unequal tracks” for reviewing appeals.15 A few have gone so far as to suggest that the appellate courts effectively have given themselves certiorari power, deciding which cases to hear and which to all but ignore.16 To ameliorate the current situation, these scholars, along with other academics and judges, have called for changes to the courts’ constraints—an increase in the number of judges17 or a decrease in the number of cases.18 Although either of these proposals would help relieve the strain on the courts, neither has gained political traction in the decades since they were first proposed. In fact, the ratio of cases to judges has grown worse, not better, since these pleas were initially made.19 Accordingly, the proposals to relieve the courts’ constraints remain aspirational for the foreseeable future.
What is needed during this “crisis”—and what has been missing from the academic literature—is an analysis of how courts should work within their constraints.20 This Article begins to fill that void. Unlike much of the existing scholarship, this Article proceeds from the premise that the key variables of the appellate workload—the number of judges, the size of their caseload, and the efficiency of those judges—are not going to change in a favorable way anytime soon. Judges only have so much time to decide so many cases, meaning, in an economic sense, that judicial attention is a scarce resource.21 When put in these terms, the question that comes into focus is not could the courts do better with greater resources, but rather, is there reason to think they could be doing better with the resources they have? With the federal appellate courts acting as the courts of last resort for more than 55,000 cases annually,22 the answer to this question is vital for tens of thousands of litigants each year, not to mention countless others impacted or bound by the courts’ decisions. Perhaps more fundamentally, this question goes to the core of how to understand and improve appellate adjudication in our federal courts.
Resources are finite and trade off cross-issue.
Yang ’16 [Crystal; 2016; Professor of Law at Harvard University, Research Associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research, Ph.D. in Economics from Harvard University; American Economic Journal, “Resource Constraints and the Criminal Justice System: Evidence from Judicial Vacancies,” vol. 8]
In the background of these decisions are limited resources. Judicial vacancies, or resource constraints more generally, may impact the number of cases that can be prosecuted and tried. When there are fewer judges available, prosecutors may incur costs from prosecuting a case regardless of whether the defendant ultimately goes to trial. For instance, the Speedy Trial Act of 1974 establishes time limits for completing various stages of a federal criminal prosecution. In general, the Act requires the government to file an indictment within 30 days of a defendant’s arrest. If a defendant enters a plea of not guilty, he or she must be tried within 70 days of the indictment, which can be extended if a judge grants a continuance.4
How binding is the constraint imposed by the Speedy Trial Act during judicial vacancies? While data on the number of speedy trial violations over time is lacking, anecdotal evidence suggests that judges are unwilling to perpetually extend the time required to go to trial, noting that unless vacancies are filled, they would be required to dismiss some criminal cases.5 In 2010, the American Bar Association noted that the strain judicial vacancies imposed on caseloads forced federal judges to allocate their limited time to criminal cases because of “speedy trial rules that require them to put criminal cases first,” resulting in civil proceedings being put off.6 In fact, judicial vacancies have posed such severe speedy trial issues that in January 2011, the federal district court in Arizona enacted a year-long, emergency suspension of the mandated speedy trial time limitations because of the court’s shortage in judges.
Because speedy trial violations have potentially severe consequences, prosecutors face higher costs of prosecution when there are vacancies that increase the workloads for remaining judges. If a defendant is not indicted on time, charges must be dropped. If a defendant is not tried on time, he or she may move to dismiss the charges, with the court having discretion to dismiss with prejudice, which would bar a subsequent prosecution. In fact, charges can be dismissed with prejudice even if the speedy trial violation results from a judge failing to rule on a motion within the specified time period with no fault attributable to the prosecutor, requiring prosecutors to be especially alert to the speedy trial clock and to monitor the court’s compliance.
Even if there is no speedy trial violation, prosecutors may face other costs from delay in the resolution of a prosecution. For example, evidence may become stale over time, such as memories of potential witnesses. As one federal judge has noted, vacancies may prejudice case outcomes because “[p]eople lose their memory of what occurred, evidence spoils, people die. It’s not a good thing.”7
The repeated interactions between prosecutors and judges are also likely to put pressure on prosecutors to resolve cases more quickly. Prosecutors may face reputational costs within the local court by burdening judges with high caseloads during vacancies.8 For example, recognizing that judicial vacancies affect judges in their courts, the National Association of Assistant United States Attorneys recently stated that
“[o]ur members—career federal prosecutors who appear daily in federal courts across the nation—are concerned by the increasing number of vacancies on the federal bench. These vacancies increasingly are contributing to greater caseloads and workload burdens upon the remaining federal judges. Our federal courts cannot function effectively when judicial vacancies restrain the ability to render swift and sure justice.”9
Analogously, prosecutors’ trial costs, conditional on prosecution, also increase when there are judicial vacancies. Indeed, recent media attention has highlighted criticisms of prosecutors who review every case and push to trial, despite mounting caseloads. Judges in these local courts have responded by allowing only one continuance per case in order to incentivize prosecutors to more effectively screen cases and strike plea deals prior to trial.10
Accordingly, judicial vacancies require prosecutors to allocate limited resources among potential cases, such that the number of active judges in a district court is effectively a bottleneck on prosecution.11 Then United States Attorney for the Southern District of California, William Braniff, argued that high caseloads per judge, due to judicial vacancies, dramatically affected how criminal defendants are disposed of (Braniff 1993). According to Braniff, prosecutors have the “discretion necessary to ensure that the criminal justice system does not become overwhelmed by local conditions” by balancing resources and crime, the “resource in shortest supply [being] the number of district judges” (Braniff 1993, 312).
Indeed, prosecutorial priorities and trade-offs may be most revealing when resource constraints are acute because “[f]ederal law enforcement resources and federal judicial resources are not sufficient to permit prosecution of every alleged offense over which Federal jurisdiction exists” (USAM 1997). Thus, understanding how prosecutors adapt to resource scarcity in the federal courts also helps shed light on prosecutorial incentives and trade-offs more broadly.12
Perception alone is enough---the belief in a litigation explosion causes access to be scaled back. 
Cavanagh ’15 [Edward; 2015; Professor of Law at St. John’s University School of Law; Oregon Law Review, “Federal Civil Litigation at the Crossroads: Reshaping the Role of the Federal Courts in Twenty-First Century Dispute Resolution,” vol. 93]
Concern over excessive litigation in the federal courts is old hat ... [and] also typically exaggeration.... The truth about the "litigation explosion' is that it is a weapon of perception, not substance. If the public can be persuaded that there is a litigation crisis, it may support efforts to cut back on litigation access.
Clog---Link---AT: Docket Control---Ext
Resources are finite---overstretch causes proactive judicial shirking.
Cohen ’14 [David; September 2014; immediate past-president of the Academy of Court-Appointed Masters, J.D. from Case Western Reserve University School of Law; The Federal Lawyer, “Special Masters Versus Magistrate Judges: No Contest,” p. 73-76]
The third type of case is when resolution of certain issues requires either time or expertise the court simply does not have. Reviewing thousands of documents for privilege, or assessing numerous attorney fee petitions, is not the best use of a judge’s or law clerk’s time. A special master frees the court to focus on larger matters. It can also take an undue amount of time to read and understand patents and construe claims; accordingly, I have helped judges by recommending Markman rulings. The same is true with technical expert witness reports and Daubert rulings, and with monitoring compliance with complex consent decrees. Distilling the parties’ positions in these cases and supplying recommended rulings allows a judge (and chambers staff) to shorten tremendously their time spent deciding an issue, while still achieving finely tuned results. Judges who practice good time management must sometimes delegate tasks that would otherwise require excessive consumption of scarce judicial resources.
Speaking of judicial resources, I offer this final thought regarding a special master’s cost. It is an overstatement to say it is only fair that the more people use a resource, the more they should pay for it. This axiom makes sense regarding electricity; not so much regarding the federal court system. But judicial resources are finite. At some point, increasing caseloads detrimentally affect the level of service—and the correctness of justice—that our federal judges provide. If not using a special master means a judge has less time for other cases, then those other litigants effectively pay the price. Thus, when a court “considers the fairness of imposing the likely expenses” of a special master, that consideration should include the systemic fairness of not imposing those expenses, too.
Resources are finite and zero sum.
Hessick ’15 [Andrew; 2015; Professor of Law in the Quinney College of Law at the University of Utah; Northwestern University Law Review, “Cases, Controversies, and Diversity,” vol. 109]
D. Judicial Resources
Another reason for federal justiciability doctrines is to deploy effectively finite judicial resources.287 Federal courts have limited time and money. They also have limited political capital: Federal courts depend on other institutions to enforce their orders, and if a court enters too many disfavored decisions, those other institutions may refuse to enforce the federal orders.288 Federal justiciability doctrines let the federal courts expend these resources effectively by screening out those disputes ill-suited for judicial resolution.
Following state justiciability doctrines is unlikely to result in a substantial increase in the expenditure of federal judicial resources. State judiciaries also have finite resources, and states have an interest in expending those resources wisely. Presumably, one way that states accomplish that goal is through their justiciability doctrines. Although some states may have more permissive justiciability doctrines than the federal ones, their need to conserve resources supports the idea that the greater scope of justiciability does not overly tax the state court system. Requiring federal courts to follow state justiciability doctrines in diversity thus would not likely result in a substantial increase in the expenditure of federal resources.
They trade off with unrelated cases.
Kassel ‘2 [Michael; January 22; Judge for the Superior Court of New Jersey; Casetext, “Kelleher v. Galindo,” https://casetext.com/case/kelleher-v-galindo]
In each of the eight previous TROs obtained by plaintiff, as well as the two previous TROs obtained by defendant, and also in regard to the eight previous contempt charges between them, (all of which were ultimately dismissed prior to an adjudicatory hearing), the local police department (usually the Cherry Hill Police Department) had to investigate the allegations of domestic violence, and the allegations then had to be presented to the municipal court judge so that a TRO determination could be made. Rule 5:7A. In most of the domestic violence allegations, or allegations of violations of TROs, police reports were prepared by the investigating police department, and after the matter was presented to the municipal court judge and the TROs were issued, the TROs had to be processed by the domestic violence unit of the Family Division in the Superior Court, and set down for a hearing date to determine if an FRO should be issued. The resources of both law enforcement and the court system are finite, and time and personnel spent on this plaintiff's TROs represents lost time and resources not being spent on domestic violence matters and other emergent matters that might otherwise warrant greater attention than may have been received. The TRO history of these parties has made a mockery of the Domestic Violence Act, and trivializes same. The Appellate Division noted, in a different context, that "There are too many substantial and significant domestic violence matters requiring the urgent attention of the court system to squander judicial and prosecutorial resources on patently unmeritorious litigation. . . ." State v. Wilmouth, 302 N.J. Super. 20, 23, 694 A.2d 584 (App.Div. 1997). In this case, the court is less concerned that the numerous previous TROs were "unmeritorious" than is concerned that the constant cycle of obtaining a TRO and then shortly thereafter dismissing the TRO is squandering judicial and law enforcement resources and diverting attention from urgent and meritorious domestic violence matters. It should be noted that, according to records obtained from the Administrative Office of the Courts, in calendar year 2000 there were 36,021 TROs issued statewide, with 3,528 TROs being issued in Camden County. Camden County was second only to Essex County in the amount of TROs issued during that year.
It's zero sum.
Blakey ‘2 [Robert and Brian Murray; 2002; Professor at the University of Notre Dame Law School; Law Clerk for the United States Court of Appeals, J.D. from the University of Notre Dame Law School; Brigham Young University Law Review, “Threats, Free Speech, and the Jurisprudence of the Federal Criminal Law,” vol. 2002]
<<FOOTNOTE 8 BEGINS>>
We have no quarrel with the point at which the balance between merits (justice) and process (efficiency) intersects in most civil and criminal litigation. In fact, merits may be difficult to determine in the majority of cases simply because we possess no infallible method to determine with certainty historical facts. Fair, not perfect, process is all that is required. United States .. Hasting, 461 U.S. 499, 508-09 (19S3) ("no such thing as an error-free, perfect trial, and... Constitution does not guarantee such a trial"). Indeed, fair process may be an appropriate surrogate for right merits. Judicial resources are finite. If lavished or squandered on one piece of litigation, they are not available for use on another piece of litigation. Thus, justice rendered in one case is justice denied in the other. Nevertheless, we vigorously argue in these materials that litigation itself is not fungible. Some cases are more important than others, not to the litigants, but to the society. Litigation rightly raising free speech or expressive conduct issues is more important than other kinds of litigation. See supra note 133 (while individual rights are personal, free speech issues warrant special standing rules). Accordingly, we identitfy in these materials in each particular context where and when the present standards of review for speech or expressed conduct and personal responsibility in the federal criminal law must be more faithfully applied or rethought and reformulated, that is, particularized in light of the importance of these values, which are insistently implicated in this kind of litigation in a free society.
<<FOOTNOTE 8 ENDS>>
At worst, each case delays another.
Bassett ‘9 [Debra; December 1; Justice Marshall F. McComb Professor of Law at Southwestern Law School; Brigham Young University Law Review, “Just Go Away: Representation, Due Process, and Preclusion in Class Actions,” vol. 2009]
<<FOOTNOTE 80 BEGINS>>
See, e.g., FRIEDENTHAL ET AL., supra note 34, § 14.3, at 653 (“The interest of the judicial system in preventing relitigation of the same dispute recognizes that judicial resources are finite and the number of cases that can be heard by the courts is limited. Every dispute that is reheard means that another will be delayed. As modern court dockets are filled to overflowing, this concern is of critical importance. Res judicata thus conserves scarce judicial resources and promotes efficiency in the interest of the public at large.”).
<<FOOTNOTE 80 ENDS>>
Clog---Link---AT: Docket Control---Ext---Congress
Nothing passes except the plan---gridlock’s overwhelming.
LoCascio ’24 [Joe, Benjamin Siegel, and Ivan Pereira; January 10; Reporters, citing data on the rates of legislation in the 118th Congress; ABC News, “118th Congress on track to become one of the least productive in US history,” https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/118th-congress-track-become-productive-us-history/story?id=106254012]
Lawmakers are halfway through the congressional session, and it looks like it could be a historic one for the wrong reasons, according to congressional data.
The 118th Congress is on track to being one of the least functional sessions ever, with only 34 bills passed since January of last year, the lowest number of bills passed in the first year of a congressional session since the Great Depression, according to congressional records.
"Even comparing against other periods of divided government, 2023 was definitely not a high water mark for Congress' productivity," Molly Reynolds, a senior governance fellow at the nonpartisan research group the Brookings Institution, told ABC News.
Some of the 34 bills last year were not controversial, like the one that renamed Veterans Affairs clinics and one that minted a coin commemorating the anniversary of the Marine Corps.
Others were bills that had to be passed to keep the government funded or avoid default.
Congressional members of both political parties expressed their frustrations to reporters last year.
"This is the most ineffective congress that we have seen," Jan Schakowsky (D-Ill.) told reporters.
"Shame on us, both parties. We sold the American public out on everything," Rep. Tim Burchett (R-Tenn.) told reporters.
By comparison, the 113th and 114th Congresses, which took place during former President Barack Obama's second term, passed 196 and 329 bills, respectively, according to congressional data. The 113th Congress, in which the Republicans had control over the House while the Democrats had control of the Senate, was on track to be the least productive Congress after it only passed 56 bills in its first year, according to the data.
The 115th and 116th Congresses, which took place during former President Donald Trump's term in office, passed 442 and 344 bills, respectively, the data showed.
The 117th Congress, which took place during President Joe Biden's first term, passed 362 bills, according to the data.
Reynolds said the gridlock is not only fueled by the distance between the two parties, but also the recent internal fighting among the Republicans, who have a slight majority in the House.
The House of Representatives voted to remove Speaker Kevin McCarthy from his seat in October, with a vote of 216-210, marking the first time in history that a House speaker was ousted. The House operated in limbo for more than three weeks as House Republicans went back and forth over his successor before voting for Rep. Mike Johnson, (R-La).
In December, embattled New York Republican George Santos became the first sitting House member in more than 20 years to be expelled by his colleagues following mounting months of scandals, probes and alleged ethics violations.
The Democratic-controlled Senate is also dealing with an embattled member.
Democratic Sen. Bob Menendez was indicted on several federal charges in September after prosecutors alleged he took gifts, including gold bars, wads of cash and luxury watches, in exchange for doing official favors for New Jersey businessmen and the governments of Egypt and Qatar. Menendez, D-N.J., who was hit with more charges last week, has refused to step down. He has pleaded not guilty and has maintained his innocence.
Reynolds said it is unlikely that Washington, D.C., leaders will be picking up the pace this year, as there are little signs that the divided Congress and tense election year will do anything to alleviate the current gridlock.
Even bipartisan bills are dead in the water---Congressional measures won’t pass.
Reese ’24 [Thomas; February 27; Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of California at Berkeley, visiting scholar at the Markkula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa Clara University; National Catholic Reporter, “Bipartisanship is dead; can it be resurrected?” https://www.ncronline.org/opinion/ncr-voices/bipartisanship-dead-can-it-be-resurrected]
Bipartisanship is presented as an ideal by many American commentators and religious leaders, but it has a checkered history in American politics. Programs like Social Security and Medicare are bipartisan now but were bitterly opposed by Republicans before their enactment. And issues that have bipartisan support among voters can still have trouble getting through Congress.
The ink on the American Constitution was hardly dry when factionalism broke out and the citizenry was divided into Federalists and members of the Democratic-Republican Party. We have had parties fighting each other ever since.
When division over slavery became very intense, we had a civil war that freed slaves but set the stage for Dixiecrat rule in the South. There was a bipartisan consensus to ignore racism until the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s.
Before then, Southern Democrats played an outsize role in congressional politics. In a system based on seniority, they often were chairs of important congressional committees. They were also the swing votes on major legislation, which could pass or fail depending on whether they voted with northern Democrats or with Republicans.
They often voted with Republicans on legislation dealing with taxing, spending and welfare. They voted with Republicans so often that political scientists invented the term "conservative coalition" to describe this type of bipartisanship. The coalition preferred lower taxes, smaller government, fewer social programs and more military spending than did northern Democrats.
As a result, even when the Democrats had a majority in Congress, they could rarely pass progressive legislation. President Lyndon B. Johnson was able to pass major legislation because, after the 1964 election, he had a supermajority in Congress. This did not last. Opposition to Johnson’s support for civil rights drew white Southerners into the Republican Party.
When Southern whites abandoned the Democratic Party to become Republicans, what had been the conservative coalition became the Republican Party, which sometimes had enough votes to take over the House or the Senate.
Meanwhile, the power of political party bosses was being gutted by progressive Democrats and liberal activists. With the multiplication of primaries, party leaders lost control of party nominations. Other "reforms" limited their control over political contributions.
As a result, candidates could ignore political leaders as long as they could raise their own money and attract the votes of the extremists who turned out for primaries.
Political gerrymandering accentuated this problem as politicians in state legislatures were more interested in protecting incumbents than in having competitive districts. Prior to the 2022 election, CNN estimated that fewer than 10% of the House districts were competitive. Candidates only had to win the primary to get elected to Congress.
Thus, the unintended consequence of the "reforms" was extreme candidates who were beholden to donors and primary voters rather than moderate candidates who would have been chosen by party leaders who want to win competitive elections. These extreme candidates saw no value in bipartisanship.
Other "reforms," such as eliminating congressional junkets and political pork, also decreased bipartisanship. 
During the Bill Clinton presidency there was another attempt to be bipartisan. He embraced Republican policies like balancing the budget, reforming welfare and free trade. Because of this, some liberals referred to him as the best Republican president ever elected.
On the other hand, he and Hillary embraced the liberal side of the culture wars.
All this set the stage for Donald Trump to be the opposite of the Clintons. He took up the conservative side of the culture wars and abandoned the traditional Republican ideals of free trade and welcoming immigrants as cheap labor.
Republican leaders since the time of President Richard Nixon had played on racial fears, which dovetailed with their Southern strategy. Most leaders did this not because they were racists but to win elections so they could pass traditional Republican programs like tax cuts and lower spending. The leadership would flirt with the “rabble” as long as they were still in control.
Today, the "rabble" has taken over the Republican Party with Trump as its undisputed leader. Wall Street, the business community and the professional classes lost control. The chaos and instability that comes with Trump is so great a threat to the status quo that these institutionalists are now flirting with Democrats.
Foreign policy has traditionally been an area of bipartisanship. Although isolationism has been a frequent temptation, Americans rally around the flag in times of conflict, first against Germany, then against communism and most recently against Islamic terrorists.
Although Republicans prided themselves on being anti-communist, Nixon was able to recognize Red China and open investment and trade for the business community. He also wanted to separate China from Russia, which he saw as the more dangerous foe. Today, Nixon, Ronald Reagan and their contemporaries have to be turning over in their graves at the sight of Republicans abandoning Ukraine and NATO and making nice with Vladimir Putin and Russia. Such actions would have been inconceivable in the old Republican Party.
Where does bipartisanship go from here? Because of the filibuster, bipartisanship is normally required to get anything done in the Senate. President Joe Biden was able to get through the infrastructure bill with Republican votes, but his green energy bill (the Inflation Reduction Act) barely passed in the Senate.
Recently, Biden tried a bipartisan (mostly Republican) approach to immigration in the hope of getting Republican support for aid to Ukraine, but that proposal was killed by Trump, who did not want to give Biden a win before the November election.
Congressional gridlock has become normalized. Partisanship has even infected the U.S. Supreme Court.
For those on the far left and far right, bipartisanship and compromise are dirty words. Meanwhile, Biden is being attacked for not delivering on his campaign promises to the Black and Hispanic communities, even though Republicans are making it impossible for any of these programs to pass in Congress.
Political campaigning should push candidates to the center as they compete for moderate and independent voters, but most Americans vote a straight party ticket, even when they claim to be independent. Undecided citizens are less likely to vote. It takes a lot of campaign money to convince an undecided or truly independent voter to vote for your candidate. It's much more cost effective to get your base to the polls. Today, riling up the base is the preferred campaign strategy, something that makes bipartisanship even more difficult.
Progressives have proposed proportional representation and/or ranked voting (preferred voting or rank-choice voting) as solutions to our current problems. Granted the negative impact of earlier reforms, these liberals should have some humility in proposing new reforms. In Europe, proportional representation has led to multiparty systems that have their own problems. The consequences of ranked voting are not clear, but experimentation at the state and local level might be worth trying.
Partisanship is baked into our political system because of gerrymandering, primaries and campaign financing. True reform must look at these systemic issues. Added to these structural issues are the cultural and economic conflicts that feed partisanship.
Party leaders, what is left of them, have no power or willingness to defuse partisanship or to change a system that has brought them to power. Many religious leaders are committed partisans, so there is not much hope there. Wishing partisanship away is not going to work. Short of a miracle or a national catastrophe, partisanship is here to stay. 
Clog---Link---AT: Docket Control---Ext---Levy
The last paragraph makes this crystal clear---courts manage their dockets by offloading excess cases.
2AC Levy ’13 [Marin; 2013; Professor of Law at Duke University; University of Chicago Law Review, “Judging the Flood of Litigation,” vol. 80]
What this discussion suggests is that, when compared to floodgates arguments that express interbranch and intersystemic concerns, those that express court-centered concerns are on significantly shakier ground. Barring a true flood of tens or hundreds of thousands of cases, no evident principle exists to support the Court taking workload concerns into account when engaging in “[i]nterpretation of the law.”328 Therefore, although the Court may have a legitimate interest in ensuring that the number of filings, and particularly frivolous filings, does not become too high, it should be wary of using substantive law as the limiting device. Speaking of unmeritorious cases in particular, Justice Stevens has argued, “Frivolous cases should be treated as exactly that, and not as occasions for fundamental shifts in legal doctrine. Our legal system has developed procedures for speedily disposing of unfounded claims; if they are inadequate . . . then there is something wrong with those procedures, not with the law.”329 Accordingly, the Court should have a presumption against using court-centered floodgates arguments. The problems of case flow should be addressed through case management and, more broadly, the tools of Congress.
Clog---Internals---AT: Specialized Courts---2NC
Generalized courts are critical for stable law AND disruptions spill over between the federal circuit.
Fromer ’10 [Jeanne; November 2010; Associate Professor at Fordham Law School, JD from Harvard Law School, MS in Electrical Engineering and Computer Science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, BA from Columbia University; New York University Law Review, “Patentography,” vol. 85]
Although the Federal Circuit was designed to uniformly handle nearly all patent appeals, district courts remain vital components in creating a sound body of patent law. First, the district court is almost always the only court to play a role in the over 2600 patent cases filed annually, as almost ninety percent of patent cases are settled in the district court. Of the small remainder that are adjudicated on the merits, approximately half are appealed to the Federal Circuit, leaving the district courts as the final arbiters on patent law in the other half. Second, even when the Federal Circuit reviews a district court's patent decision, it typically does not review all of the issues decided by the district court. For those that it does review, the Federal Circuit, at least in theory, must heavily defer to the district courts' factual findings. Because the facts of a case strongly influence the legal outcome in patent law, the district court's factual findings can significantly affect the Federal Circuit's legal decisions. Third, if the district courts are deciding patent cases poorly - or merely unevenly - because of their technical complexity, the Federal Circuit becomes hard-pressed to direct its resources efficiently toward creating an effective body of patent law, as it must focus on correcting errors with which other courts of appeals - facing records developed by judges equipped to prepare them - need not grapple. Fourth, on nonpatent issues, the importance of district court choice is elevated, as regional circuit law applies and local rules affect strategies.
Given how critical district courts are to creating a sound body of patent law, I concentrate in this Part on three criticisms of the institutional structure of patent litigation relating to the district courts' role: first, the widespread forum shopping that takes place in district court patent litigation; second, the poor decisionmaking seen in many district courts on issues of fact and law needed to resolve patent cases; and third, the insufficient deference conferred by the Federal Circuit on those district court factual determinations that are indeed sound.
Clog---Internals---AT: Specialized Courts---Ext
Even for patents, it’s not specialized---federal circuits also hear general cases.
Fromer ’10 [Jeanne; November 2010; Associate Professor at Fordham Law School, JD from Harvard Law School, MS in Electrical Engineering and Computer Science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, BA from Columbia University; New York University Law Review, “Patentography,” vol. 85]
B. The Federal Circuit as Specialized Patent Court
Although plaintiffs can usually bring patent claims in any district court, almost all patent appeals go before the Federal Circuit today. Before 1982, appeals from a district court's patent decisions went to the associated regional circuit court. Congress then created the Federal Circuit and gave it exclusive jurisdiction over both appeals from litigation in which jurisdiction arises under the patent laws and appeals from PTO decisions on patentability. With limited exception, the Federal Circuit is the only intermediate appellate court reviewing district court decisions in patent cases, although it also hears other types of cases, such as government contract disputes. After review in the Federal Circuit, discretionary review lies in the Supreme Court.
Water---Impact---2NC
It’s fast: we’ve crossed key thresholds AND it causes nuke war in Asia, Africa, and India/Pakistan. 
Jamail ’19 [Dahr; February 11; Recipient of the Martha Gellhorn Award for Journalism and 2018 Izzy Award for Outstanding Achievement in Independent Media, Contributing Writer, Board of Advisers Member and Former Staff Reporter at Truthout; Truthout, “The World Is on the Brink of Widespread Water Wars,” https://truthout.org/articles/the-world-is-on-the-brink-of-widespread-water-wars/]
Given the Arctic realities and the looming Blue Ocean Event (once the Arctic loses its summer sea ice, at which point global climate and weather patterns become profoundly destabilized) possibly as soon as 2022, things are really going to amplify.
Likely we will look back on January 2019 as when it was moderate and “easy” compared to the challenging heat and drought on the way.
Mark’s words should be a call to attention, and a call to action. The plight of farmers in Australia illustrates a larger reality: As planetary temperatures continue to increase and rainfall patterns shift due to human-caused climate disruption, our ability to grow crops and have enough drinking water will become increasingly challenged, and the outlook is only going to worsen.
We Have Been Warned
The most recent United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report warned of increasingly intense droughts and mass water shortages around large swaths of the globe.
But even more conservative organizations have been sounding the alarm. “Water insecurity could multiply the risk of conflict,” warns one of the World Bank’s reports on the issue. “Food price spikes caused by droughts can inflame latent conflicts and drive migration. Where economic growth is impacted by rainfall, episodes of droughts and floods have generated waves of migration and spikes in violence within countries.”
Meanwhile, a study published in the journal Global Environmental Change, looked at how “hydro-political issues” — including tensions and potential conflicts — could play out in countries expected to experience water shortages coupled with high populations and pre-existing geopolitical tensions.
The study warned that these factors could combine to increase the likelihood of water-related tensions — potentially escalating into armed conflict in cross-boundary river basins in places around the world by 74.9 to 95 percent. This means that in some places conflict is practically guaranteed.
These areas include regions situated around primary rivers in Asia and North Africa. Noted rivers include the Tigris and Euphrates, the Indus, the Nile, and the Ganges-Brahmaputra.
Consider the fact that 11 countries share the Nile River basin: Egypt, Burundi, Kenya, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Uganda, Rwanda, Sudan, South Sudan, Tanzania and the Democratic Republic of Congo. All told, more than 300 million people already live in these countries, — a number that is projected to double in the coming decades, while the amount of available water will continue to shrink due to climate change.
For those in the US thinking these potential conflicts will only occur in distant lands — think again. The study also warned of a very high chance of these “hydro-political interactions” in portions of the southwestern US and northern Mexico, around the Colorado River.
India and Pakistan
Potential tensions are particularly worrisome in India and Pakistan, which are already rivals when it comes to water resources. For now, these two countries have an agreement, albeit a strained one, over the Indus River and the sharing of its water, by way of the 1960 Indus Water Treaty.
However, water claims have been central to their ongoing, burning dispute over the Kashmir region, a flashpoint area there for more than 60 years and counting.
The aforementioned treaty is now more strained than ever, as Pakistan accuses India of limiting its water supply and violating the treaty by placing dams over various rivers that flow from Kashmir into Pakistan.
In fact, a 2018 report from the International Monetary Fund ranked Pakistan third among countries facing severe water shortages, This is largely due to the rapid melting of glaciers in the Himalaya that are the source of much of the water for the Indus.
To provide an idea of how quickly water resources are diminishing in both countries, statistics from Pakistan’s Islamabad Chamber of Commerce and Industry from 2018 show that water availability (per capita in cubic meters per year) shrank from 5,260 in 1951, to 940 in 2015, and are projected to shrink to 860 by just 2025.
In India, the crisis is hardly better. According to that country’s Ministry of Statistics (2016) and the Indian Ministry of Water Resources (2010), the per capita available water in cubic meters per year was 5,177 in 1951, and 1,474 in 2015, and is projected to shrink to 1,341 in 2025.
Both of these countries are nuclear powers. Given the dire projections of water availability as climate change progresses, nightmare scenarios of water wars that could spark nuclear exchanges are now becoming possible.
Water mismanagement floods nuclear sites---extinction. 
Nagini ’21 [Juliet; September 12; JD Candidate at the Seton Hall University School of Law, Staff Writer at The Diplomatic Envoy at Seton Hall University; The Diplomatic Envoy, “A Tale of Two Existential Threats: Climate Change and Nuclear Weapons,” http://blogs.shu.edu/thediplomaticenvoy/2021/09/12/a-tale-of-two-existential-threats-climate-change-and-nuclear-weapons/]
Climate change and nuclear weapons, two existential threats to humanity, work to exacerbate each other’s detrimental effects. Though the two topics may seem distantly related at first glance, they share many connections. Where climate change is likely to amplify the scarcity of resources, nuclear weapons facilities compound these effects by harming natural resources, increasing the risk of conflict, Accord reports. Moreover, since climate change is a threat multiplier, its negative impacts can lead to the risk of escalation during a conflict between nuclear-armed states.  Therefore, acting on each of these issues can mitigate the threat of both.
Food and water security are among the many issues relevant to both climate change and nuclear weapons. Food and water shortages are consequences of climate change that are further multiplied by nuclear waste, which can contaminate food and water sources. While the effects of nuclear weapons add to those of climate change, the reverse is visible, too. Climate change-driven extreme weather events, varying from floods to wildfires, are already risking damage to nuclear weapons sites. Matt Korda, a research associate for the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, warns of the danger. He informs that “nuclear warheads and their delivery systems are relatively delicate: stored warheads need to be cooled, missile silos need to be kept clean and dry, runways can’t be underwater, and shipyards can’t be flooded,” according to Forbes. A report from the Department of Defense in 2019 highlighted over 70 military facilities, with seven that store up to 6,000 nuclear warheads, that are threatened by climate disasters, Forbes adds.
Evidence of a connection between nuclear sites and climate change can be seen in the case of the Camp Century military base. In the late 1950s to 1960s, the U.S. established Camp Century in Thule, Greenland. Though it supposedly conducted military research, the base was set up for Project Iceworm, a program launched to build a tunnel system of nuclear-armed “Iceman” medium-range ballistic missiles with an easy route to the Soviet Union, according to TIME. According to a case study conducted by Dr. Jeff D. Colgan, an associate professor of Political Science and International and Public Affairs at Brown University, the missiles would have been in constant movement in the underground railway tracks within the tunnels. This would have rendered it difficult for the Soviets to identify their location and optimize second-strike capability for the U.S. However, Project Iceworm quickly shut down before it became operational, partly due to the slow but present movement of the Greenland Ice Sheet. This ice movement, which was faster than expected, would have shifted the tunnels and ceilings of the facility, disrupting operations. 
Today, more than half a century after the project shut down, climate change is not only unearthing the secret military operation of the Cold War era, but also the toxic waste stored at the site. Dr. Colgan’s case study revealed the release of toxic polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) as the primary environmental concern along with low-radioactive waste in the region. These pollutants can remobilize, accumulate in marine ecosystems, and rise along the food chain. This issue is also present in similar nuclear sites such as those in the Ulithi atoll in Micronesia where rising sea levels are driven by climate change is increasing the threat of radioactive waste reaching the ocean, Dr. Colgan’s case study adds.
Freshwater depletion alone causes extinction.
Qureshi ’21 [Waseem; Spring 2021; Ph.D. and LLM, Law Degree from Lincoln’s Inn, Advocate Supreme Court of Pakistan; George Washington Journal of Energy and Environmental Law, “International Law and The Threat of Water Wars,” vol. 12]
In the current era, freshwater resources are becoming scarce. Per an estimate by the United Nations, almost 1.8 billion people will be residing in water-scarce regions by 2025 with parts of Asia under particular threat. This scarcity is primarily due to the finite nature of freshwater resources on earth, compounded by the growth in population and climate change, which are increasing the per capita demand for freshwater. Consequently, the limited supply of freshwater resources is unable to meet the growing demand. Because of this, it is feared that nations may come to blows to secure larger shares of water for themselves or to acquire control over foreign freshwater resources. As freshwater is essential for the existence of life on Earth, it is vital that proper water conservation techniques be adopted to preserve, sustainably manage, and develop existing freshwater resources.
Water---Impact---AT: Defense---2NC
Recent and robust studies prove the impact. 
Ide ’20 [Tobias; May 2020; Ph.D., School of Geography, University of Melbourne, Australia; Global Environmental Change, “Multi-Method Evidence for When and How Climate-Related Disasters Contribute To Armed Conflict Risk,” vol. 62]
5. Discussion and Conclusion
An increasing number and intensity of climate-related disasters, high levels of armed violence around the world, and the associated political concerns about the security implications of climate change make the links between climate-related disasters and armed conflict onset an important field of study. But as of yet, little consensual knowledge exists on whether such disasters increase conflict risks, also because limited attention has been paid to the context factors conditioning such a link and especially to relevant causal pathways.
We address these issues by conducting an integrated, multi-method analysis on whether, when and how climate-related disasters contribute to armed conflict onset. By triangulating findings from event coincidence analysis (ECA), qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) and qualitative case studies, we find that there is no deterministic or generic relationship between disasters and conflict. But in countries characterised by the political exclusion of ethnic groups, low levels of economic development and large populations, climate-related disasters significantly enhance the risk of conflict onset in the subsequent 7 day period. Contrary to the findings of other studies (Birkmann et al., 2010), this effect is largely independent of the severity of disasters. Beyond validating the results of the ECA and QCA, our case study analysis reveals that changed opportunity structures, especially for non-state armed groups, are the most relevant causal pathway connecting climate-related disasters to armed conflict onset.
The current context of dam-building, internal radicalization, and prior political disputes make shortages uniquely destabilizing. 
Darling ’19 [Daniel; April 14; Senior International Military Markets Analyst at Forecast International Incorporated, an Aerospace and Defense Consulting Firm Located in Newtown, Connecticut, Where He Covers the Europe and Asia-Pacific Markets; The National Interest, “The Coming Wars over Water,” https://nationalinterest.org/blog/buzz/coming-wars-over-water-52147]
But another looming issue confronting global leaders involves the earth’s most precious resource: water.
In many regions of the globe—from Northern Africa to the Middle East to Central and South Asia—efforts to manage internal freshwater supplies or conserve transboundary water agreements are under strain as scarcity rises in parallel with population growth, consumption and warming temperatures.
A World Bank study on the global water picture in 2016 noted that entire regions may see their gross domestic product decline by up to 6 percent by 2050 due to water-related losses in agriculture, health, income and property. The areas highlighted consist of many of the world’s largest population concentrations, regions with developing economies, intensive and unsustainable agricultural practices and high occurrences of drought.
Dam-building and its downstream effects across national borders—as in the case of Ethiopia’s Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam and China’s water diversion project from the Yarlung Tsangpo River in southern Tibet—threaten to escalate tensions or redefine national claims over disputed regions.
Such disputes could mushroom across the globe in the face of broader demographic and resource shifts.
According to the Pacific Institute’s water conflict chronology database, eighteen water-related incidents occurred in 2018 alone, ranging from violence erupting at protests over water management to outright fighting between competing communities over access to water and herding rights.
These incidents appear destined to become more a norm than an outlier as water resources are consumed faster than rainfall replenishment in some areas and limitations exacerbate longstanding tensions, be they ethnic, tribal or national-based. Delicate tradeoff systems between nations located upstream and downstream of major rivers threaten to be undone by disruptions, as in the case of Central Asian countries sharing parts of the Fergana Valley.
In addition, scarcity issues may create internal security pressures by leading to radicalization amongst vulnerable population sectors.
With water a vital and finite resource, the world’s industrialized nations are naturally protective of local supply and place a premium on water security in instances where water flows across shared borders. When mixed with political disputes or rivalries, resource pressures may act as a catalyst for armed conflict.
Water---Impact---AT: Defense---Ext
State failure is likely---nuclear war. 
Klare ’20 [Michael; January 24; Five Colleges Professor of Peace and World Security Studies at Hampshire College, Ph.D. from the Graduate School of the Union Institute, BA and MA from Columbia University, Member of the Board of Director at the Arms Control Association, Defense Correspondent for The Nation; Real Leaders, “How Rising Temperatures Increase the Likelihood of Nuclear War,” https://real-leaders.com/how-rising-temperatures-increase-the-likelihood-of-nuclear-war/]
Climbing world temperatures and rising sea levels will diminish the supply of food and water in many resource-deprived areas, increasing the risk of widespread starvation, social unrest, and human flight. Global corn production, for example, is projected to fall by as much as 14 percent in a 2°C warmer world, according to research cited in a 2018 special report by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Food scarcity and crop failures risk pushing hundreds of millions of people into overcrowded cities, where the likelihood of pandemics, ethnic strife, and severe storm damage is bound to increase. All of this will impose an immense burden on human institutions. Some states may collapse or break up into a collection of warring chiefdoms—all fighting over sources of water and other vital resources.
A similar momentum is now evident in the emerging nuclear arms race, with all three major powers—China, Russia, and the United States—rushing to deploy a host of new munitions. This dangerous process commenced a decade ago, when Russian and Chinese leaders sought improvements to their nuclear arsenals and President Barack Obama, in order to secure Senate approval of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty of 2010, agreed to initial funding for the modernization of all three legs of America’s strategic triad, which encompasses submarines, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and bombers. (New START, which mandated significant reductions in US and Russian arsenals, will expire in February 2021 unless renewed by the two countries.) Although Obama initiated the modernization of the nuclear triad, the Trump administration has sought funds to proceed with their full-scale production, at an estimated initial installment of $500 billion over 10 years.
Even during the initial modernization program of the Obama era, Russian and Chinese leaders were sufficiently alarmed to hasten their own nuclear acquisitions. Both countries were already in the process of modernizing their stockpiles—Russia to replace Cold War–era systems that had become unreliable, China to provide its relatively small arsenal with enhanced capabilities. Trump’s decision to acquire a whole new suite of ICBMs, nuclear-armed submarines, and bombers has added momentum to these efforts. And with all three major powers upgrading their arsenals, the other nuclear-weapon states—led by India, Pakistan, and North Korea—have been expanding their stockpiles as well. Moreover, with Trump’s recent decision to  abandon the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, all major powers are developing missile delivery systems for a regional nuclear war such as might erupt in Europe, South Asia, or the western Pacific.
All things being equal, rising temperatures will increase the likelihood of nuclear war, largely because climate change will heighten the risk of social stress, the decay of nation-states, and armed violence in general, as I argue in my new book, All Hell Breaking Loose. As food and water supplies dwindle and governments come under ever-increasing pressure to meet the vital needs of their populations, disputes over critical resources are likely to become more heated and violent, whether the parties involved have nuclear arms or not. But this danger is compounded by the possibility that several nuclear-armed powers—notably India, Pakistan, and China—will break apart as a result of climate change and accompanying battles over disputed supplies of water.
Hotspots will erupt globally---models of cooperative resolution are key.
Chellaney ’14 [Brahma; March 13; Professor of Strategic Studies at the Centre for Policy Research; Washington Times, “The Coming Era of Water Wars,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2014/mar/13/chellaney-the-coming-era-of-water-wars/]
Adequate availability of water, food and energy is critical to global security. Water, the sustainer of life and livelihoods, is already the world’s most exploited natural resource.
With nature’s freshwater renewable capacity lagging behind humanity’s current rate of utilization, tomorrow’s water is being used to meet today’s need.
Consequently, the resources of shared rivers, aquifers and lakes have become the target of rival appropriation plans. Securing a larger portion of the shared water has fostered increasing competition between countries and provinces.
Efforts by some countries to turn transnational water resources into an instrument of power has encouraged a dam-building race and prompted growing calls for the United Nations to make water a key security concern.
More ominously, the struggle for water is exacerbating impacts on the earth’s ecosystems. Humanity is altering freshwater and other ecosystems more rapidly than its own scientific understanding of the implications of such change.
Degradation of water resources has resulted in aquatic ecosystems losing half of their biodiversity since just the mid-1970s. Groundwater depletion, for its part, is affecting natural streamflows, groundwater-fed wetlands and lakes, and related ecosystems.
The future of human civilization hinges on sustainable development. If resources like water are degraded and depleted, environmental refugees will follow.
Sanaa in Yemen risks becoming the first capital city to run out of water. If Bangladesh bears the main impact of China’s damming of River Brahmaputra, the resulting exodus of thirsty refugees will compound India’s security challenges.
Internal resource conflicts are often camouflaged as civil wars. Sudan’s Darfur conflict, for example, arose from water and grassland scarcity.
Interstate water wars in a political and economic sense are being waged in several regions, including by building dams on international rivers and by resorting to coercive diplomacy to prevent such construction.
Examples include China’s frenetic upstream dam building in its borderlands, and downriver Egypt’s threats of military reprisals against the ongoing Ethiopian construction of a large dam on the Blue Nile.
Upstream Turkey, inspired by China’s strengthening hydro-hegemony, is accelerating its diversion of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. This will exacerbate water stress in the two violence-torn, downriver states of Syria and Iraq.
Meanwhile, Israel, with its control of the water-rich Golan Heights and the West Bank aquifers, has leveraged its role as water supplier to Palestinians and Jordanians.
The yearly global economic losses from water shortages are conservatively estimated at $260 billion.
Water-stressed South Korea is encouraging its corporate giants to produce water-intensive items — from food to steel — for the home market in overseas lands. This strategy has created a grass-roots backlash against South Korean firms in Madagascar and India’s Odisha state.
A report reflecting the joint judgment of U.S. intelligence agencies has warned that the use of water as a weapon of war or a tool of terrorism would become more likely in the next decade.
Water is a renewable but finite resource. Unlike mineral ores, fossils fuels and resources from the biosphere such as fish and timber, water (unless bottled) is not a globally traded commodity. The human population has doubled since 1970 alone, though, while the global economy has grown even faster.
Consumption growth, however, is the single biggest driver of water stress. Rising incomes, for example, have promoted changing diets, especially a greater intake of meat, whose production is notoriously water-intensive.
In China, South Korea and Southeast Asia, traditional diets have been transformed in the past generation alone, becoming much meatier.
If the world stopped diverting food to feed livestock and produce biofuels, it could not only abolish hunger, but also feed a population larger by four billion, according to a University of Minnesota study.
Compounding the diet-change impacts on the global water situation is the increasing body-mass index of humans in recent decades, with the prevalence of obesity doubling since the 1980s.
Obesity rates in important economies now range from 33 percent in the United States and 26.9 percent in Britain to 5.7 percent in China and 1.9 percent in India.
Heavier citizens make heavier demands on natural resources, especially water and energy. They also cause much greater greenhouse-gas emissions through their bigger food and transport needs.
A study published in the British journal BMC Public Health found that if the rest of the world had the same average body-mass index as the United States, it would be equivalent to adding nearly an extra billion people to the global population, with major implications for the world’s water situation.
The issue thus isn’t just about how many mouths there are to feed, but also about how much excess body fat there is on the planet.
The point to note is that a net population increase usually translates into greater human capital to create innovations, power economic growth and support the elderly, but a net increase in body weight only contributes to state liability and greater water stress.
Preventing water wars demands rules-based cooperation, water-sharing and dispute-settlement mechanisms.
However, most of the world’s transnational basins lack any cooperative arrangement, and there is still no international water law in force. Worse, unilateralist appropriation of shared water resources is endemic where autocrats rule.
Statistical evidence proves disputes escalate. 
Katz ‘8 [David; 2008; Ph.D. and Professor in Public Health Practice at the Yale University School of Medicine; Water, Economic Growth, and Conflict: Three Studies, p. 69-71]
The typical version of the water war hypothesis posits that countries will be willing to wage war over threats to existing water resources that may arise, for instance, from upstream diversions. Some of the more developed of theoretical models incorporate additional explanatory variables such as riparian position, relative military might, measures of relative scarcity, and level of economic development (e.g., Frey and Naff, 1984; Hauge and Ellingsen, 1998). A stronger version of the water war hypothesis claims that countries experiencing acute water scarcity will be compelled by a "hydrological imperative" to obtain additional water supplies from neighboring countries, and will resort to violent means if needed (e.g., Cooley, 1984; Stauffer, 1982; Stork, 1983).
Still other theoretical models stress that water scarcity alone may not in and of itself often serve as a casus belli between nations, but rather, may aggravate existing international or domestic conflicts (e.g., Glcick, 1991). Water scarcity may, for instance, result in population displacement ("environmental refugees"), leading to competition and political destabilization (Homer-Dixon, 1994). Similarly, droughts may reduce returns from agricultural labor, thereby improving the relative returns from initiation of violent competition between groups or revolt, and as such may be a contributing factor to wars (Collier and Hoeffler, 2002). Water scarcity may be a result of a number of factors, including internal population increases, increased use by other riparian nations, increased per capita demand due to changes in standards of living, decreases in quality of available resources, or unequal access to available resources (Homer-Dixon, 1994). In addition, the impacts of climate change on water availability may also contribute to local water scarcity, raising the potential for conflict (Van der Molen and Hildering, 2005).** These theoretical constructs are in line with the larger literature on environmental security."
By far, the majority of the empirical evidence presented in support of the water war hypothesis consists of case studies and anecdotal references. Among the most popular are Israel's bombing of Syrian bulldozers attempting to divert the headwaters of the Jordan River and the Palestinian Liberation Organization's (PLO) attempt to blow up Israel's National Water Carrier (e.g.. Naff and Matson, 1984; Starr, 1991; Gleick, 1993; Lowi, 1993). While the Middle East is the most cited example, other regions have also been cited as having experienced violent conflict over water. Most recently, skirmishes in Sri Lanka have been described as water-related (Bajpaec, 2006; The Economist, 2006; Reddy, 2006), and several commentators, including U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki Moon, have characterized the violence in the Darfur region of Sudan as stemming, at least m part, from struggles over scarce water resources (Ban, 2007).
Until relatively recently, the water war hypothesis lacked any systematic empirical support. Over the past few years, however, several researchers have published large sample size statistical studies on the subject (although such work still pales in comparison to that relying on a few case studies). In one of the first such studies, Hauge and Ellingsen (1998) found water scarcity to be statistically correlated with the outbreak of civil wars between 1980 and 1992 and with armed conflict within nations between 1989 and 1992. Gleditsch et al (2006) found that dry countries have more conflict than humid ones. Toset et al (2000) and Furlong et al (2006) found that, holding other variables constant, countries that share a river are more likely to engage in violent conflict than neighboring countries that do not, and the higher the number of rivers, the higher the likelihood of conflict. Levy et al (2005) found that regions with high levels of variability in rainfall were statistically more prone to high (but not to low) intensity domestic conflict-Miguel et al (2004) also found a correlation between rainfall and violent conflict within Africa. Both Furlong et al (2006) and Hensel et al (2006), while noting the small number of militarized disputes over rivers, nonetheless found that militarized conflict over rivers is more likely when an initiating state is experiencing greater water scarcity.
They’ll coalesce into World War. 
Reilly ‘2 [Kristie; 2002; Editor for a Chicago magazine, citing environmental thinker and activist Vandana Shiva, and Maude Barlow and Tony Clarke, two of North America’s foremost water experts; In These Times, “Not A Drop To Drink,” http://www.inthesetimes.com/issue/26/25/culture1.shtml]
The two books provide a chilling, in-depth examination of a rapidly emerging global crisis. “Quite simply,” Barlow and Clarke write, “unless we dramatically change our ways, between one-half and two-thirds of humanity will be living with severe fresh water shortages within the next quarter-century. … The hard news is this: Humanity is depleting, diverting and polluting the planet’s fresh water resources so quickly and relentlessly that every species on earth—including our own—is in mortal danger.” The crisis is so great, the three authors agree, that the world’s next great wars will be over water. The Middle East, parts of Africa, China, Russia, parts of the United States and several other areas are already struggling to equitably share water resources. Many conflicts over water are not even recognized as such: Shiva blames the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in part on the severe scarcity of water in settlement areas. As available fresh water on the planet decreases, today’s low-level conflicts can only increase in intensity.
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LeBron/Taylor Swift card
Rogé Karma 6/10. Staff writer at The Atlantic. “The U.S. Economy Reaches Superstar Status.” https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2024/06/us-economy-excellent/678630/. 
If the United States’ economy were an athlete, right now it would be peak LeBron James. If it were a pop star, it would be peak Taylor Swift. Four years ago, the pandemic temporarily brought much of the world economy to a halt. Since then, America’s economic performance has left other countries in the dust and even broken some of its own records. The growth rate is high, the unemployment rate is at historic lows, household wealth is surging, and wages are rising faster than costs, especially for the working class. There are many ways to define a good economy. America is in tremendous shape according to just about any of them. 
The American public doesn’t feel that way—a dynamic that many people, including me, have recently tried to explain. But if, instead of asking how people feel about the economy, we ask how it’s objectively performing, we get a very different answer. 
Let’s start with economists’ favorite metric: growth. When an economy is growing, more money is being spent. More stuff is being produced, more services are being performed, more businesses are being started, more workers are being hired—and, because of this abundance, living standards are probably rising. (On the flip side, during a recession—literally, when the economy shrinks—life gets materially worse.) Right now America’s economic-growth rate is the envy of the world. From the end of 2019 to the end of 2023, U.S. GDP grew by 8.2 percent—nearly twice as fast as Canada’s, three times as fast as the European Union’s, and more than eight times as fast as the United Kingdom’s. 
“It’s hard to think of a time when the U.S. economy has diverged so fundamentally from its peers,” Mark Zandi, the chief economist at Moody’s Analytics, told me. Over the past year, some of the world’s biggest economies, including those of Japan and Germany, have fallen into recession, complete with mass layoffs and angry street protests. In the U.S., however, the post-pandemic recession never arrived. The economy just keeps growing.
Not too hot, not too cold card; "risks of a recession are dying on the vine”
Abha Bhattarai 7/25. Economics correspondent for The Washington Post. “U.S. economy grew 2.8% in second quarter, a robust unexpected strengthening.” https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2024/07/25/gdp-q2-economy/. 
The U.S. economy grew at a surprisingly robust 2.8 percent annualized rate in the second quarter, capping two years of solid expansion, despite some signs of softening. 
Growth in the gross domestic product for the quarter ending in June was double the 1.4 percent reading in the previous quarter, but it reflects a general cool-down from last year’s brisk pace, according to Commerce Department data released Thursday morning. 
“Economic growth is solid, not too hot and not too cold,” said Chris Rupkey, chief economist at Fwdbonds, a financial research firm. “The soft patch we had at the beginning of the year has gone away, and with it, the risks of a recession are dying on the vine.” 
Consumer spending, business investments and new inventory drove almost all of the second quarter’s growth. Continued government spending at the federal, state and local levels also helped prop up the GDP reading, which sums up goods and services produced in the United States.
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Shortages don’t cause war.
Biswas ’19 [Asit and Cecilia Tortajada; 2019; Distinguished Visiting Professor of Engineering at the University of Glasgow; Ph.D. and Senior Research Fellow at the Institute of Water Policy at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy, Singapore; International Journal of Water Resources Development, “Water Crisis and Water Wars: Myths and Realities,” vol. 35]
A direct by-product of the current limited thinking has been the increasing focus on ‘water wars’ between countries because of lack of water. This thinking is both linear and wrong. Simply put, the thinking goes that as countries run out of water because of steadily increasing demand, they may go to war over water over the uses and allocations of transboundary river waters. This unwarranted preoccupation with water wars can be seen by simply referring to Google. As of 20 June, ‘water scarcity’ produces 34.2 million results, and ‘water wars’, 654 million – almost 20 times as many. In fact, an eminent development expert, Ismail Serageldin (2009/2010), former vice president of the World Bank and chairman of the Global Water Partnership, predicted in 1995 that ‘the wars of the next century will be about water.’
The fact is that in the entirety of human history, no two countries have ever gone to war over water. The price of water all over the world is very low, and there is no global market or trade for water, unless one considers bottled water, which represents a miniscule fraction of global water use. All countries are steadily realizing that they have to significantly improve their management practices to reduce the demand for all types of water uses and to control water contamination. No country can increase water availability progressively, constantly and cost-effectively ad infinitum. If countries make determined and sustained efforts to improve water management practices, and there are signs that some are gradually doing so, their water problems can be solved. As Biswas (2006) noted in his Stockholm Water Prize Lecture, ‘if ever there is a war between two countries, it will never be because of water. Perhaps the 10th or 15th reason for the war could be water, but not the first three’. In the future, countries will have to manage their water significantly better, because they will have no other choice. ‘Water wars’ is a myth that has been around for at least four decades. There are no signs that they will occur in the foreseeable future anywhere in the world.
‘Floodgates’ are fake---established docket control works. 
Render ’20 [Meredith; January 2020; Professor of Law at the University of Alabama School of Law, JD from the Georgetown University Law Center, BA from Boston College; Notre Dame Law Review, “Fiduciary Injury and Citizen Enforcement of the Emoluments Clause,” vol. 95]
First, as previously discussed, there is reason to be skeptical about the efficacy of the CAP rule in terms of reducing the overall number of cases in the federal courts. 315 Moreover, in addition to the fact that the CAP rule likely does little to reduce the overall number of opportunities for federal courts to judge the behavior of coordinate branches, there is reason to believe that the opening-the-floodgates worry itself is overblown. 316 Not only is the floodgates argument in support of the CAP rule lacking in empirical support, 317 but it may also be lacking in a clear, germane, and substantive content when used by various members of the Court. 318F or example, Professor Marin Levy has observed that "recent cases show the justices vacillating between providing assurances that their decision will not result in a deluge of new claims, and accusing each other of being driven by an improper desire to stave off such a deluge." 319 The floodgate alarm has been used in diverse and internally inconsistent contexts without the mooring benefit of evidentiary support, such that it has taken on more the character of epithet than of a serious constitutional obstacle. 320Justice Ginsburg, writing in dissent, has succinctly summarized this development, stating: "The 'floodgates' argument the Court today embraces has been rehearsed and rejected before." 321
The fact that the floodgate rationale is frequently used to support both sides of a contested determination by the Court suggests that it may lack a stable normative content. 322 The floodgate rationale is, at heart, a prediction about how future litigants will behave if the Court adopts a new rule. Yet the ordinary norms of prediction with their attendant empirical safeguards seem not to obtain. 323 Those invoking the floodgate alarm have not felt obliged to supply evidence of past instances in which the federal courts were in fact "flooded" as the result of similar rule changes, and that the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure were inadequate to address the "flood." 324 Given that members of the Court have so frequently predicted a litigatory deluge as a consequence of a rule change, it would seem a simple matter to confirm that a deluge has, in fact, occurred. 325 However, evidence of past flooding has yet to emerge within the floodgate discourse. 326
It is possible that the reason that the floodgate worry has not been documented may be because it has yet to come to pass. There is ample reason to believe that the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure are generally commensurate to the task of qualitatively stemming the tide of litigation. 327 The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure are designed to weed out duplicative, harassing, frivolous, and meritless cases. 328While no standing rule - including the CAP rule - prevents nonmeritorious cases from being filed in federal court, such cases are generally resolved on a Rule 12(b)(1) motion to dismiss. 329The Rule 12(b)(1) motion to dismiss is also the first opportunity during which a defendant can challenge standing. 330There is no strategic advantage to  [*1009] defendants - in terms of the expenditure of resources - to having a case dismissed for want of standing as compared to any other grounds for dismissal under Rule 12(b)(1). 331Likewise, doctrines and mechanisms designed to conserve both judicial and defendant resources, such as claim preclusion, issue preclusion, abstention, joinder, and case consolidation, all operate to prevent horizonal lawsuits alleging the same nexus of operative facts from going forward simultaneously in multiple district courts - a point that is especially important in the emoluments context where presumably any citizen suit would allege the same operative facts. 332
Court Clog DA---Docket Control---1AR
Docket management works.  
Denning ’17 [Brannon and Sarah Bothma; 2017; Associate Dean and Professor at the Cumberland School of Law at Samford University; B.A. from the University of North Carolina, Asheville, J.D. from the Cumberland School of Law at Samford University, and LL.M. from New York University; Lewis and Clark Law Review, “Zone-of-Interests Standing in Constitutional Cases After Lexmark,” vol. 21]
Justice Scalia's dissent is one version of a familiar judicial trope: that the recognition of a particular type of claim will "open the floodgates," potentially overwhelming lower courts and perhaps even the Supreme Court itself. 281 Recent scholarship, however, has persuasively argued that the particular version of the "floodgates argument" offered up by Justice Scalia is, in fact, the least normatively defensible one.
Professor Marin Levy recently offered a taxonomy of floodgates arguments made by Justices since the 1940s. She generally classifies them as expressing (1) "interbranch concerns"; (2) "intersystemic concerns"; and (3) "court-centered [concerns]." 282 She further subdivided interbranch concerns into those that worry about burdening the executive branch 283 and those that have the courts encroach on the legislative branch. 284 Intersystemic concerns she also subdivided into concerns about taking too many cases from state courts 285 and placing too many cases or obligations in or on state courts. 286 Finally, she distinguished between  [*140]  court-centered concerns in which the Court worries that "a given holding will unleash a flood of new claims - particularly frivolous claims," 287 and those that could flood the courts with what she terms "standard claims," 288 or those "cases in which the merits of the claims in the flood were not in doubt." 289
Justice Scalia's Wyoming dissent would be properly classified as expressing a court-centered concern that meritorious DCCD would flood the courts and - if the Court's original jurisdiction is invoked by states suing other states - perhaps the Supreme Court itself. Justice Scalia implied that complaints the Oklahoma statute was unconstitutional had merit because he readily conceded that Wyoming coal producers would easily have standing to challenge the discriminatory law. 290
Assuming that applying a stringent zone-of-interests standing test in DCCD (and other constitutional) cases would reduce their number, stem any incipient flood of cases, and otherwise promote judicial economy, is that reduction desirable? Defensible?
Professor Levy has her doubts and offers a number of reasons why court-centered concerns about judicial volume are suspect. First, such concerns invoke the "self-regarding or even "self-interested'" reason for not hearing cases "that the federal courts will have additional cases to decide (which is, of course, precisely their official obligation)." 291 Second, "it is unclear just what provision in the Constitution could justify using workload concerns as an independent basis to alter substantive law or decline to hear a case." 292 In addition, Article III seems to grant Congress - not the judiciary - the power to reduce volume by alteration of the courts' jurisdiction. 293 Another commentator put it bluntly: floodgates claims "simply lack[] a proper basis in the law." 294
We think that any analogous attempt to justify the retention of zone-of-interests standing in constitutional cases in the name of judicial economy likewise "needs some sort of affirmative normative justification - a  [*141]  justification that the justices have yet to offer." 295 Prudential standing rules generally close the courthouse door to plaintiffs who have satisfied Article III standing in the name of vague and undertheorized notions of judicial "prudence," which to us are as self-regarding as floodgates arguments and similarly lacking in constitutional foundation. Moreover, if there is to be any prudential withdrawal of jurisdiction from classes of cases, it seems like Congress is the constitutionally appropriate branch to do the withdrawing.
Finally, Levy noted that the judiciary already has tools at its disposal to manage its caseload. The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure permit summary judgment to quickly resolve cases whose facts are not in dispute. 296 Courts can also sanction attorneys who bring frivolous claims. 297 Moreover, the Court has recently tightened pleading requirements in Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly 298 and Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 299 which enable courts to dispose of more cases at earlier stages of litigation. 300 In light of these "legitimate options for managing caseload," Levy concluded, "the Court [should] shy away from using caseload as a reason to shift the direction of the law" to avoid an increase in volume. 301
Work gets delegated OR new resources are added. 
Levy ’13 [Marin; 2013; Associate Professor of Law at the Duke University School of Law, JD from Yale Law School; University of Chicago Law Review, “Judging the Flood of Litigation,” vol. 80]
To be sure, judicial workload is a critical concern. As noted earlier, the lower courts have faced rising caseloads over the last several decades 285 - a fact the justices have emphasized. 286 Today, both federal district and appellate judges must contend with hundreds of filings per year, 287 meaning that their ability to give attention to individual cases is greatly reduced. Employing the tools at hand, district judges have come to rely more heavily on the aid of magistrate judges, 288 and appellate judges have come to rely on the assistance of staff attorneys and other case-management tools to cope with their workload. 289 Still, judges and scholars alike have called for an expansion of the bench 290 and limiting the flow of cases 291 to alleviate the strain on the federal courts. Thus, when the justices express their desire to avoid inviting new claims into federal courts, the underlying concern is not a trivial one. 292 The critical question, though, is  [*1066]  whether considerations of judicial workload can stand as an independent factor in shaping the Court's interpretation of substantive law.
Congress will adjust before any impact.
Levy ’13 [Marin; 2013; Associate Professor of Law at the Duke University School of Law, JD from Yale Law School; University of Chicago Law Review, “Judging the Flood of Litigation,” vol. 80]
Now, it is important to recognize that counseling Courts against considering caseload volume in this kind of decision making does not mean that there is no recourse when it comes to docket concerns. Our system provides several ways to relieve caseload pressure short of the courts not recognizing causes of action or deciding not to hear particular sets of cases. Specifically, our constitutional system gives Congress the authority to adjust laws so as to stem that flow. 305 And Congress has indeed exercised that power. As noted earlier, Congress passed the Supreme Court Case Selections Act 306 to alleviate the Court's then "unmanageable workload" by eliminating most of the Court's mandatory jurisdiction. 307 With respect to the rest of the federal court docket, Congress has repeatedly enacted targeted legislation to reduce frivolous filings. For example, Congress passed the PLRA precisely as a way of "addressing a flood of prisoner litigation in the federal courts." 308 Similarly, part of the purpose of the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 309 was to limit frivolous securities claims. 310 This is not to suggest that Congress could not do more in this vein; rather the point is simply that there is still a branch of government that has the clear authority to take the courts' caseload into account in substantive decision making and has done so repeatedly in the past.
Suing is hard. 
Patrick ’13 [Jeremy; 2013; Lecturer at the University of Southern Queensland School of Law; Capital University Law Review, “A Polemic Against the Standing Requirement in Constitutional Cases,” vol. 41]
The framers were far more concerned with Congress or the President exceeding their powers than they were of the Supreme Court doing so. 17 In any event, the standing doctrine is a ridiculously poor device for ensuring separation of powers because it is essentially random in nature. Standing doctrine instructs federal judges not to decide a subset of cases, but that subset of cases bears no direct relationship with the very different subset of cases that could induce an unwary court to expand its powers illegitimately. In other words, the Judicial Branch already has every opportunity it could ever ask for to aggrandize power unto itself simply by deciding on the merits cases in which an actual injury exists. Carving out an unrelated subset of cases from judicial cognizance has no more effect on the overall separation of powers than if judges were to roll dice for each constitutional case and dismiss the action when snake eyes turn up. Policy arguments that standing is necessary for an adversarial process that sharpens the issues and allows for introduction of the best available evidence simply fails in light of the fact that, historically, many plaintiffs who do have traditional standing litigate the constitutionality of acts or laws for purely ideological purposes and make quite good adversaries for the government. As for the floodgates argument, the time and money involved in shepherding a case through the American legal system is enough to deter all but the most determined litigants, regardless of a standing requirement. Even for wealthy or persistent litigants, courts would retain their traditional ability to dismiss frivolous or vexatious claims. The cases that would make it through are cases in which a serious, arguable claim exists that a statute or governmental act violates the Constitution. Those are the types of cases federal courts should want to hear, as they go to one of the fundamental reasons for the courts' existence.
Court Clog DA---AT: Water Wars---1AR
Even massive shortages cause negotiation, not war---the cost of fighting is way higher than negotiation.
Bernauer ’18 [Thomas; September 10; Ph.D. and Professor of Political Science at ETH Zurich and Director of ETH’s Institute of Science, Technology and Policy; Diplomatic Courier, “Dispelling the Water War Myth,” https://www.diplomaticourier.com/posts/dispelling-the-water-war-myth]
Humans need water. If it is in short supply, conflicts can arise. Contrary to popular belief; however, these types of conflicts almost never lead to war, but rather to cooperation.
Fresh water is one of the most precious of natural resources. Water is available in huge quantities throughout the world, but scarcities can arise on a local level, since rainfall, natural water reservoirs, and demand create an uneven distribution across the globe. A shortage of water can cause conflicting needs to emerge within and between countries.
Do water shortages cause violent conflict?
As early as 200 years ago, in the face of a growing population, the English political economist and demographer Thomas Malthus warned against resource scarcity and the potential for resulting social upheaval. Especially from the 1970s onwards, this gave rise to the argument that the ever-increasing overexploitation of natural resources, above all water, would ultimately lead to massive conflicts and even wars. This is why the term “water wars” has come into widespread use in books, popular science texts, and statements by policy makers. In recent years, there has been a boom in assertions like these, as part of the discourse around climate change.
Cooperation rather than violent conflict
Research on this subject has contributed significantly to bringing such assertions back to reality. Statistical analyses of international and civil wars show that water scarcity is not a relevant variable for predicting this extreme form of conflict.
Several research groups, including my own, have also examined the scale of conflict and cooperation over water resources on an international and national level. Studies such as these analyze a vast number of worldwide media reports. The single most important conclusion is that social and political interactions around water resources adhere to a kind of normal distribution. Water conflicts that are fought out violently are extremely rare. No international or domestic water wars were observed in the available data dating back to the 1940s.
On the other hand, water conflicts in the form of verbal disputes are relatively common. More common, however, are interactions of a cooperative nature. In other words, water scarcity more often leads to cooperation than to conflict.
What do these findings mean for the future?
The factors determining the risk of water-related conflicts have not yet been conclusively identified, though we know that the most important predictors are likely to include: political conflicts over problems that have nothing to do with water; large development gaps within and between countries; and missing or underdeveloped institutions in the water sector within and between countries.
Even if water conflicts have so far, almost never resulted in armed conflicts, could acute water shortages resulting from massive climatic changes not lead to violent disputes about water in the future? This is of course conceivable in principle, but I think it is rather unlikely. In the vast majority of cases, the cost of armed conflict will be considerably higher than the cost of solutions reached at the negotiating table.
There’s a water taboo---intersubjective aversion overrides rationalist pressure.
Madin ’21 [Charlotte Grech-Madin; Spring 2021; Ph.D. from the Department of Peace and Conflict Research at Uppsala University and the UNESCO Category II International Centre for Water Cooperation, Stockholm; International Security, “Water and Warfare: The Evolution and Operation of the Water Taboo,” vol. 45]
Abstract
For much of human history, water was a standard weapon of war. In the post–World War II period, however, nation-states in international conflict have made concerted efforts to restrain the weaponization of water. Distinct from realist and rationalist explanations, the historical record reveals that water has come to be governed by a set of intersubjective standards of behavior that denounce water's involvement in conflict as morally taboo. How did this water taboo develop, and how does it matter for nation-states? Focused process-tracing illuminates the taboo's development from the 1950s to the 2010s, and indicates that (1) a moral aversion to using water as a weapon exists; (2) this aversion developed through cumulative mechanisms of taboo evolution over the past seventy years; and (3) the taboo influences states at both an instrumental level of compliance, and, in recent decades, a more internalized level. These findings offer new avenues for research and policy to better understand and uphold this taboo into the future.
Introduction
Where water was once a standard weapon of armed conflict between nation-states, up until the Korean War, the latter half of the twentieth century witnessed a remarkable strengthening of state consciousness against weaponizing water in conflict. Water weaponization is the use of water as physical arms, typically through deprivation (too little water) and inundation (too much), oriented toward strategic and tactical ends. As this normative inhibition—a “water taboo”—evolved in the post–World War II era, it progressively ruled out the use of water as a weapon in a range of armed conflicts that was once acceptable, and where such use may have been strategically beneficial.
This study contends that a taboo against weaponizing water began to emerge in the 1950s, and has developed into an intricate mosaic of principles built through cumulative mechanisms of taboo evolution. The late 1960s and 1970s were a turning point for the taboo, as water became embedded in an international enterprise to delegitimize inhumane warfare and protect civilians and the environment. Rather than an object to be used at will in conflict, water was flagged as warranting restraint.1 In parallel to this strengthening moral current, nearly all nation-states renounced the weaponization of water and became de facto custodians of water, condemning those few states that continued to weaponize it.2
How did the water taboo evolve in the contemporary period? How does it influence state behavior?3 To be sure, the water taboo is not altogether new, having roots in religious, philosophical, and ancient Mesopotamian legal thought.4 This body of thought lacked cohesion, however, and was most often suppressed by strategic motives to use water. For much of human history, water was a standard weapon that delivered results. Goths cut major aqueducts to besiege Rome and befall the Eastern Roman Empire (537–538 c.e.);5 Goguryeo forces of Korea drowned 300,000 Chinese soldiers to win the Battle of Salsu (612 c.e.);6 Mongols opened dikes to flood and sack Baghdad (1258 c.e.);7 Germans led the Herero people into the Omaheke desert to die of dehydration (1904 c.e.);8 and Axis and Allied powers poisoned water, flooded land, and bombed dams to undermine one another in World War II (1939–45 c.e.).9
Rising scarcity of water has bolstered its military utility. Water is a vital resource that states cannot do without. Over the past half century, water scarcity has accelerated on the wave of population growth, urbanization, and environmental degradation, with half the world's population living in severe scarcity at least one month per year.10 Certainly, nonstate actors have viciously capitalized on water stress. Most recently, from 2014 to 2017 the Islamic State (IS) seized water sources in Iraq and Syria, closing dam gates in Ramadi and Fallujah and contaminating water with oil.11 These tactics sought to “hold the entire region hostage,” effectively creating dependence on IS for water supply and inducing compliance of many pro-government towns.12 In the face of water's historical weaponization and continued utility with rising scarcity, it is intriguing that the water taboo has gathered force and influenced state practice today.
If there’s conflict, it’ll be low-level AND non-escalatory.
Fatini ’18 [Emanuele; March 22; Senior Lecturer and Researcher at the Water Governance Chair Group of IHE Delft; Water Governance Blog at FLOWS, “Why Are Water Wars Back on The Agenda? And Why We Think it’s a Bad Idea!” https://flows.hypotheses.org/1126]
Dubious correlations/causality
We argue that selective use of evidence and/or the disproportionate and ill-informed attention to specific complex and contested rivers is partially responsible for the re-emergence of ‘water wars’ headlines that can obscure what is really going on and mislead the wider public. Recent studies on the negative effects of biased selection of case-studies and on the links/variables describing climate-conflict relationships illustrate how easy it is, as a result, to skew public perceptions. These biases are essentially reductionist and limit wider public understanding of the complexities at stake.
In the Nile, for instance, many processes of cooperation are in parallel with the wider discourse of dispute and conflict but are often ignored in the mainstream media. If they were given more air time, the ‘slide to war’ thesis would look somewhat threadbare and misleading. Some studies do convincingly link climate change and water scarcity to particular local level, low-intensity violence, but these cannot then be extrapolated up and out to larger geographic (e.g. river basin) or political/administrative (e.g. inter-state) contexts. Indeed, exhaustive studies show inter-state water conflict to be extremely rare in most international contexts and cooperation and even peacebuilding are closer to the norm.
Judicial Review
Judicial Review CP---2AC
The CP invalidates a veto, a blatantly unconstitutional act that requires amendment---that blows up overall SOP.
CLA ‘2k [Center for Legislative Archives; last cites 2000; Educational and legal resource housed within the National Archives and Records Administration; Center for Legislative Archives, “The Presidential Veto and Congressional Veto Override Process,” https://www.archives.gov/files/legislative/resources/education/veto/background.pdf]
Background information on the veto process for the teacher:
While the word “veto” does not appear in the Constitution, the power of the President to refuse to sign legislation is clearly outlined in the Constitution:
Every Bill which shall have passed the House of Representatives and the Senate, shall, before it become a Law, be presented to the President of the United States: If he approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall return it, with his Objections to that House in which it shall have originated, who shall enter the Objections at large on their Journal, and proceed to reconsider it. If after such Reconsideration two thirds of that House shall agree to pass the Bill, it shall be sent, together with the Objections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise be reconsidered, and if approved by two thirds of that House, it shall become a Law.
---U.S. Constitution, Article I, Section 7, clause 2
The Framers of the Constitution gave the President the power to veto acts of Congress to prevent the legislative branch from becoming too powerful. This is an illustration of the separation of powers integral to the U.S. Constitution. By separating the powers of government into three branches and creating a system of “checks and balances” between them, the Framers hoped to prevent the misuse or abuse of power. The veto allows the President to “check” the legislature by reviewing acts passed by Congress and blocking measures he finds unconstitutional, unjust, or unwise. Congress’s power to override the President’s veto forms a “balance” between the branches on the lawmaking power.
Independently, the political branches carefully watch judicial overreach---the CP’s unconstitutional invalidation will prompt court stripping and funding cuts, gutting the judiciary and straight turning the net benefit.
Bell ’18 [Lauren; Spring 2018; Professor of Political Science and Dean of Academic Affairs at Randolph-Macon College, M.A. and Ph.D. from the Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center at The University of Oklahoma, B.A. from The College of Wooster; Wayne State University Law Review, “Monitoring or Meddling? Congressional Oversight of the Judicial Branch,” vol. 64]
I. Introduction
In a 2000 column, former member of Congress, Lee Hamilton (DIN) wrote: "[G]ood oversight stands at the core of good government." 1 Hamilton's words express the essential role that the United States Congress plays in holding the rest of the government accountable. Indeed, congressional scholars have long taught that oversight of the executive branch is one of the core functions of the U.S. Congress, and the fields of political science, public administration, and law all have contributed to the considerable scholarly literature on oversight of the executive branch. 2 Fewer studies have explored Congress' efforts to engage in judicial branch oversight, and even fewer still identify legislatively initiated review of judicial branch activities as oversight at all. 3 The Congressional Research Service's own Congressional Oversight Manual (2014 edition) makes no direct mention of Congress' judicial branch oversight activities. 4 The 2017 Constitution Center volume on congressional oversight and investigations devotes a mere 20 pages (under 15 percent of the text) to oversight of federal courts. 5 Yet, even a cursory investigation of legislative-judicial branch relations makes it clear that Congress regularly engages in activities that properly should be considered oversight of the federal judiciary. 6 Moreover, the House of Representatives' standing rules regarding oversight include the review of "court decisions" among the standing committees' oversight responsibilities, 7 making it all the more surprising that the oversight literature has neglected the judicial branch.
In this Article, I argue that federal courts and the administrative agencies that support them are scrutinized in ways that look nearly identical to the type of attention that Congress gives to executive branch agencies. Congress monitors judicial capacity, workloads, and decisions, and uses both its constitutional and statutory authority to influence and rein in the courts as it deems necessary. 8 Yet, the oversight literature has generally neglected Congress' influence on the courts by treating Congress' interactions with the courts as something other than oversight. 9 As a result, opportunities have been missed to apply to the judicial branch what scholars know about oversight in the bureaucratic context.
This Article proceeds as follows: first, I review relevant scholarship on congressional oversight generally, including a brief history of congressional oversight and several theories of executive branch oversight. Next, I review the more modest literature on judicial branch oversight and demonstrate the ways in which the literature on executive branch oversight offers guidance for understanding congressional-court relations. Third, I show that Congress' efforts to control the federal courts are multifaceted and continual. In this section, I offer newly-collected data on judicial branch oversight efforts undertaken by Congress between 2009 and 2017. This data provides evidence that congressional oversight of the judicial branch occurs regularly. Finally, I summarize the arguments made herein, and conclude by arguing that the failure to consider many of Congress' interactions with the courts as oversight has reduced scholars' ability both to understand fully the ways in which Congress engages in oversight. It has also limited our knowledge about legislative-judicial relations more generally.
II. UNDERSTANDING OVERSIGHT
Whether its activities arise from an unusual national event, normal institutional practice, or a duly-enacted law, Congress' oversight work has developed from its need to collect and use information in the process of carrying out the powers granted to it under the Constitution. 10 Today, congressional oversight is carried out under the aegis of an extensive and interwoven set of constitutional, statutory, and common law obligations. 11 But, that was not always the case.
A. A Brief History of Congressional Oversight
Although the framers of the Constitution sought to make each branch of government accountable to the others, they offered little in the way of guidance regarding how such accountability might be obtained. 12 Nothing in the Constitution explicitly grants Congress the authority to engage in oversight or investigations, although Article I, section 8 allows Congress to "make rules for the government" 13 and to "make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution . . . all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof." 14
Early congresses did engage in investigations, even compelling testimony on occasion, 15 but these activities were frequently challenged as exceeding the scope of congressional authority. 16 It was not until 1927 that the U.S. Supreme Court determined that the ability to engage in investigations and to compel witness testimony was certainly intended by the Constitution even if Congress was not granted explicit power to do so. 17 In addition, congressional oversight activity was far rarer and more haphazard during most of Congress' first century than such activities are today. This was the result of both a lack of attentiveness and a lack of capacity. Regarding the former, in his classic Congressional Government: A Study in American Politics, first published in 1885, Woodrow Wilson took Congress to task for focusing too much on legislating and not sufficiently on monitoring the work of the government, writing:
Unless Congress have and use every means of acquainting itself with the acts of and the disposition of the administrative agents of the government, the country must be helpless to learn how it is being served; and unless Congress both scrutinize these things and sift them by every form of discussion, the country must remain in embarrassing, crippling ignorance of the very affairs which it is most important that it should understand and direct. The informing function of Congress should be preferred even to its legislative function. The argument is not only that discussed and interrogated administration is the only pure and efficient administration, but, more than that, that the only really self-governing people is that people which discusses and interrogates its administration. 18
Although Wilson was pointed in his critique of Congress for failing to engage in sufficient monitoring of the rest of government, lack of capacity was a significant reason for its lack of monitoring. In the early congresses, there were few standing committees that could be tasked with consistent oversight of government activities. Congressional scholars Christopher J. Deering and Steven S. Smith note that it was not until the early-to-mid nineteenth century that standing committees were developed in Congress, but that the standing committees did not accumulate significant authority until after 1910. 19 Moreover, as George B. Galloway explained in 1951: "Many of the old standing committees of Congress were minor, inactive committees--'ornamental barnacles on the ship of state,' in Alvin Fuller's phrase." 20 It was not until 1947 that what Deering and Smith call the period of "committee government" 21 began in Congress, following passage of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, which Congress passed to give itself some degree of parity of staffing and information resources with the executive branch, allowed congressional committees to professionalize the oversight activities that they had been developing up until that point. The Legislative Reorganization Act both authorized permanent professional staff for congressional committees 22 and codified the congressional oversight function by requiring Congress' standing committees to exercise "continuous watchfulness" over the activities of the executive branch. 23 As Eric Schickler notes, "[t]his was in response to concern that lagging congressional oversight had allowed federal agencies to usurp the legislative branch's prerogatives during World War II. Congressional investigations expanded in frequency and aggressiveness during this period, challenging the executive branch on numerous fronts." 24 The 1970 Legislative Reorganization Act gave congressional committees even greater resources, while also mandating a broader range of oversight activities, including monitoring programs under their jurisdiction, and producing biennial oversight reports. 25
Today, Congress' oversight powers are broad. They include "congressional budget authorizations, appropriations, confirmations, and investigative processes, and, in rare instances...impeachment." 26 The targets of congressional oversight are most often executive branch departments and agencies, but as we will see, the courts are not immune from congressional scrutiny, although individual judges and justices are generally protected from congressional inquiries into their official conduct. 27 The tools available to Congress to engage in its oversight function are similarly expansive. These tools include the ability to convene hearings in Washington and around the country, issue subpoenas for documents or testimony, charge witnesses with perjury or contempt, and compel witnesses in congressional proceedings. 28 Congressional committees likewise have the capacity to offer witnesses immunity from prosecution and thus can obviate a witness's Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination. 29
Each chamber's rules provide insights into how Congress is supposed to engage in oversight. For example, Rule X of the Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives requires that House standing committees "review and study on a continuing basis the impact or probable impact of tax policies affecting subjects within its jurisdiction." 30 Furthermore, House rules require that "all significant laws, programs, or agencies" within a committee's jurisdiction "are subject to review every 10 years." 31 Rules XXV and XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate impose similar requirements on the Senate's standing committees. 32
B. Theories of Oversight
Congressional review of the bureaucracy has been a significant area of focus for scholars of public administration for at least the past half century. As Joshua D. Clinton, David E. Lewis, and Jennifer L. Selin explain: "The question of political control over the bureaucracy has a lengthy history because of the administrative state's critical role in policymaking. If unelected administrators make policy, they should arguably do so at the behest of democratically elected officials such as members of Congress or the president." 33 The extant literature quantifies the extent to which Congress engages in oversight, explores how effective congressional oversight activities are, and offers theoretical frameworks to explain more fully how and why Congress engages in oversight. It is the latter work that I address in the remainder of this section, since it is most generally applicable to an expansion of the oversight literature to encompass congressional oversight of the judicial branch. I focus on two of the most commonly cited theories of oversight: principal-agent theory and police patrol versus fire alarm oversight.
1. Principal-Agent Theory
In 1984, Terry M. Moe first applied principal-agent theory, which has its roots in economics, to understanding the existence of, and internal controls on, the public bureaucracy. Moe defines principal-agent relationships this way: "The principal-agent model is an analytic expression of the agency relationship, in which one party, the principal, considers entering into a contractual agreement with another, the agent, in the expectation that the agent will subsequently choose actions that produce outcomes desired by the principal." 34 He then applies this definition to the use of the theory to explain political control of the bureaucracy:
Democratic politics is easily viewed in principal-agent terms. Citizens are principals, politicians are their agents. Politicians are principals, bureaucrats are their agents. Bureaucratic superiors are principals, bureaucratic subordinates are their agents. The whole of politics is therefore structured by a chain of principal agent relationships, from citizen to politician to bureaucratic superior to bureaucratic subordinate and on down the hierarchy of government to the lowest-level bureaucrats who actually deliver services directly to citizens. 35
Moe's early work does not fully develop the principal-agent model in the context of understanding political control of the bureaucracy, but it formed a foundation for subsequent explication of the concept. Later, Jonathan Bendor and Terry Moe refined Moe's original theoretical approach by developing a practical workflow for the principal-agent relationship, explaining that "[c]itizens pressure legislators through elections, legislators influence the bureau through budgets and oversight, the bureau affects citizens through the costs and benefits generated by regulatory enforcement and the circle is closed when citizens link their electoral support to legislators' positions on agency-relevant issues." 36 Relatedly, Mathew McCubbins' work addressed the challenges of shirking and slippage, two problems Congress may encounter when it delegates authority to the bureaucracy. 37 The former challenge, in which bureaucratic agents simply do something other than what Congress has asked, results from conflicts between congressional goals and agency goals. The latter challenge, which results from differences in institutional design, may result when it is simply infeasible for the agent to do what Congress wishes. 38 Congress may be motivated to intervene in bureaucratic decisions when it observes either of these conditions, since both result in failures to carry out Congress' will. 39 But because Congress also anticipates these problems, McCubbins notes that Congress will constrain agency decisions by being precise about the institutional, structural, and regulatory arrangements that it sets up. 40
2. Police Patrols and Fire Alarms
The notion that Congress, as principal, should be monitoring agent compliance with its own preferences animated Wilson's call for robust congressional monitoring of the rest of government. 41 In addition, congressional concerns about the lack of agency deference to congressional will, motivated Congress' efforts under its reorganization acts to codify its own oversight authority. 42 But that does not mean that Congress' efforts are fully routinized or effective even today. 43 As a practical matter, it is impossible for Congress to monitor every agency action; information asymmetry, procedural differences between the two chambers, and members' other responsibilities make such monitoring difficult. As a result, members and committees must make strategic decisions about when to engage in oversight. 44
Congressional scholars Mathew McCubbins and Thomas Schwartz categorize congressional oversight activities as falling into one of two categories: "police patrol" oversight and "fire alarm" oversight. 45 Police patrol oversight occurs at Congress' own initiative. It is, according to McCubbins and Schwartz, comparatively centralized and direct. 46 Police patrol oversight is part of Congress' regular monitoring process for the federal agencies described earlier.
Fire alarm oversight works differently. In addition to the regular monitoring that Congress does, congressional rules also require standing committees to "review specific problems with Federal rules, regulations, statutes, and court decisions that are ambiguous, arbitrary, or nonsensical, or that impose severe financial burdens on individuals." 47 This is more consistent with what McCubbins and Schwartz refer to as "fire alarm" oversight. For example, in response to media reports during summer 2017 that members of the President's cabinet were misusing public funds by making short trips via private planes, the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Government Reform requested in September 2017 that White House Chief of Staff John Kelly provide a range of documents detailing "non-career employees" use of private airplanes to make official trips. 48
In contrast with police patrol oversight, fire alarm oversight is less centralized and more dependent on others, including citizens and interest groups, to identify potential problems with federal programs. As Hugo Hopenhayn and Susanne Lohmann explain: "A political principal who suffers an informational disadvantage vis-a-vis a regulatory agency can nevertheless use information supplied by the media, interest groups, and constituents to monitor whether the agency is acting in her best interests." 49
Because legislative time is scarce, and information about bureaucratic activities is not always easily obtained, fire alarm oversight offers Congress multiple advantages. One benefit of this fire-alarm approach is that members of Congress do not have to pay careful attention to what is happening in the bureaucracy because they will be alerted to potential problems by interest groups, constituents, and the media. Scarce member and committee time may not need to be spent on routine monitoring, since members know that there are others watching. As now-Justice Elena Kagan wrote in 2001: "Such a system allows Congress to pass on many of the costs of monitoring administrative action to non-governmental entities." 50 In addition, when Congress does act in response to complaints from external sources, its members may score political points with the person or group that identified the concern by responding to fire alarms in ways the groups prefer. As Charles Shipan notes, intervening in bureaucratic decisions "allows [Congress] to claim credit with their constituents and with important interest groups." 51
C. The Challenges of Oversight
Existing theories of oversight not only help to explain when and how Congress engages in oversight, they also help us to understand why Congress is challenged in its oversight ability. 52 While the theoretical elegance of principal-agent theory offers a framework to think about the legislature-agency relationship, the reality of Congress-bureaucracy interactions is rarely that tidy. For one thing, Congress is not the only political branch watching. Presidents also monitor their subordinates in the bureaucracy; but presidents frequently differ in their goals from those of Congress, which leaves agency personnel in the difficult position of trying to please multiple masters simultaneously. As political scientist Andrew Whitford explains, "[b]ureaucrats are caught between the conflicting demands of the legislated desires of Congress and the policy agendas of presidents because they both carry out the law and work for the president." 53 Kagan traces the start of significant presidential involvement with the bureaucracy to the start of the Ronald Reagan administration in 1981, locating that period as the date when presidents became more active in using the bureaucracy to accomplish their policy goals. She writes:
The more the demands on the President for policy leadership increase and the less he can meet them through legislation, the greater his incentive to tap the alternate source of supply deriving from his position as head of the federal bureaucracy. Administrative action is unlikely to provide a President with all he could obtain through legislation: Congress, after all, has set bounds on administration through prior statutory enactments. But as compared with legislative stasis, administrative action looks decidedly appealing. More, administrative action has the potential to spur legislative action by calling public attention to Congress' failure to act on the relevant issue. 54
Because both Congress and the President are watching, bureaucrats must be responsive to multiple principals simultaneously. But interbranch conflict may also reduce the effectiveness of either branch to monitor effectively the work of the federal agencies. As Ogul and Rockman explain: "By virtue of the competitiveness between its branches, U.S. government is unusually political and possibly subject to excesses of parochial influences. The oversight process...lacks coordination and gives prevailing programs in general, if not in all of their particulars, an advantaged status." 55 Moreover, even within Congress, the overlapping nature of committee jurisdictions means that Congress may not be internally consistent in the messages it delivers to the agencies it monitors. For example, Clinton, et al., identified 108 committees and subcommittees in Congress that have oversight authority for the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. 56 This fragmented approach to oversight means that Congress may have trouble communicating a single preference to an agency, a problem that is exacerbated because interest groups, the media, and the public also are not monolithic in the signals they send to Congress. All of this adds complexity to institutional and member-level decisions about how to respond to signals from those sounding fire alarms about agency activities.
Finally, as Rosenberg notes, "investigative oversight is very hard, sometimes dirty, and often unrewarding in the ways that are today so important for a legislator's political survival." 57 Even in the absence of challenges within the principal-agent relationship, Congress' lack of resources, reduced staff capacity, and increasing difficulty achieving executive branch compliance with congressional requests has made congressional oversight of the executive branch difficult. The courts, likewise, have permitted Congress to delegate increasing amounts of legislative authority to the executive branch and have upheld challenges to congressional efforts to reclaim it. 58 Moreover, an unintended consequence of relying on fire alarms rather than police patrols to monitor the executive branch may be a further reduction in Congress' ability to achieve compliance with its preferences. That is because, as Epstein and O'Halloran explain: "In many cases agencies rationally adjust their proposals to appease interest groups and avoid a fire alarm." 59
As the preceding discussion makes clear, congressional oversight of the executive branch has been the subject of significant study over a period of several decades. The studies reported here are a fraction of the extant literature. Yet, there is virtually nothing in this body of literature that incorporates congressional intervention in the judicial branch. As a result, the literature provides little clarity regarding how to think about the same congressional actions when they occur in connection with the judicial branch, rather than the executive branch. In the next section, I discuss the ways in which both the theory and practice of executive branch oversight has been and can be applied to the judicial branch as well.
III. OVERSIGHT OF THE JUDICIAL BRANCH
As noted in the Introduction, few oversight scholars or practitioners include congressional interactions with the courts in their work on this important congressional activity. But, both the scope of Congress' efforts to monitor and influence the courts, as well as the clear application of extant theories of executive branch oversight to court-Congress interactions argues for a more holistic, integrated approach to thinking about congressional oversight as inclusive of Congress' review of the judicial branch. Before turning to a discussion of the various forms of congressional response to the judicial branch, this section develops the argument that many of Congress' activities related to the courts are substantially similar enough to its activities in the executive branch oversight process to warrant including the courts in the oversight literature.
To begin with, it is clear many congressional interactions with the courts are similar to congressional interactions with the executive branch. While Congress cannot directly investigate individual judges with whose decisions its members disagree and cannot reduce the pay of or easily remove most federal judges from office, 60 Congress can do many things to affect the scope and function of the federal courts, just as it can in its oversight of the executive branch. As Walter J. Murphy writes in his classic Elements of Judicial Strategy:
Congressmen have an impressive array of weapons which can be used against judicial power. They can impeach and remove the Justices, increase the number of the Justices to any level whatever, regulate court procedure, abolish any tier of courts, confer or withdraw federal jurisdiction almost at will, cut off the money that is necessary to run the courts or to carry out a specific decision or set of decisions, pass laws to reverse statutory interpretation, and propose constitutional amendments either to reverse particular decisions or to curtail directly judicial power. Furthermore, senators share to some extent the President's power to appoint judges to all federal courts. 61
As Murphy makes clear, Congress' management of the affairs of the judicial branch has the potential to involve far more significant reach into the courts' staffing, structure, and workload than the extent to which Congress can influence the same inside the executive branch. 62 And when Congress attempts to use the "weapons" Murphy mentions, it does so most frequently through each chamber's Committee on the judiciary. 63 Thus, oversight of the judicial branch is less likely to suffer from the problem of competing and overlapping jurisdiction within the Congress, which may make congressional oversight of the judicial branch even more successful than congressional oversight of the executive branch.
Because Congress engages in similar efforts at monitoring both the executive and judicial branches, the theories of executive branch oversight discussed earlier are also applicable to the judicial branch. The previous section's lengthy discussion of congressional oversight generally can also help to contextualize the activities that dominate the legislative-judicial relationship.
For example, principal-agent theory is also helpful for understanding congressional efforts at limiting federal courts. While Congress does not delegate its own authority to the courts, as is may do with the bureaucracy, judicial politics scholars Kirk Randazzo, Richard W. Waterman, and Jeffrey A. Fine find that "Congress can operate as a viable principal to federal judges if the legislators decide to craft unambiguous statutes." 64 Thus, when the courts strike down an act of Congress, or interpret a statute in ways contrary to what Congress intended--forms of slippage similar to what occurs in the bureaucratic implementation process--it is likely to be just as motivated to correct what it perceives as a judicial mistake. As McCubbins writes in the bureaucratic context, "Congress, in structuring its relationship with a regulatory agency, will attempt to induce agency compliance through the application of rewards and sanctions. Rewards and sanctions arise largely through the exercise of its constitutionally defined powers of authorization, appropriation, and appointment." 65
Likewise, the distinction between police patrol and fire alarm oversight is helpful in thinking about the ways in which Congress monitors the judicial branch. Police patrol oversight--that is, oversight activities that are initiated regularly by Congress--include such activities as appropriating funds for the courts, monitoring judicial workloads and authorizing courts and judgeships in response. Congress also uses the Senate confirmation process to make prospective judgments about the shape and direction of the courts' future decisions. These regular activities are largely diffuse by their nature; that is, Congress can use them to shape the federal courts generally. But Congress is less capable of influencing the outcome of particular cases through these activities. 66
Police patrol-style oversight is only one form of congressional intervention into the judicial branch. Congress also responds to fire alarms in the context of the courts, as interest groups and constituents seek congressional response to judicial decisions with which they disagree. These fire alarms lead to two additional types of oversight activities available to Congress: responding legislatively to a specific judicial decision and stripping the courts' jurisdiction to hear particular types of cases. Political scientist Tom S. Clark notes in his study of congressional efforts to curb the Supreme Court: "Interest groups concerned with the judiciary and its role in American politics closely monitor legislative activity concerning the Courts and draw their supporters' attention to legislators' actions and positions. Indeed, previous scholarship demonstrates that constituent preferences are a primary determinant of legislative responses to, and attacks on, the judiciary." 67 Because interest groups so closely monitor the work of the federal courts, it is likely that like bureaucratic agencies, the courts are able to prevent congressional intervention in their decisions by consciously (and conscientiously) avoiding decisions that violate majoritarian norms or that are attentive to particularistic group interests. Just as the courts may be attentive to interest group preferences that they are aware of, they may be equally attentive to congressional signaling about group or public preferences. Professor Clark finds that Congress itself sends important signals to the Court about public support for its decisions when it introduces court-curbing legislation and that the Court responds under certain circumstances. Clark writes:
When the Court fears it will lose public support, it will adjust its behavior in light of congressional signals about the Court's level of public support. However, the magnitude of that effect is mediated by the political context in which those signals are sent. Instead of responding to Court curbing more strongly when it is facing its ideological opponents, the Court responds most strongly when the Court curbing comes from its ideological allies. 68
Together, the literature demonstrates that signals from interest groups and Congress provide federal courts with important information about the extent to which their decisions will be accepted and, relatedly, the extent to which they are likely to come under attack by members of Congress or congressional committees that are unhappy with their decisions. This means that in the context of monitoring the judicial branch, fire alarm oversight may be a particularly effective means for responding to perceived judicial overreach on the part of powerful interests that Congress cares about.
When read together it is clear that many of the same theories that explain congressional oversight of the executive bureaucracy can likewise explain Congress' relationship with the federal judiciary. However, there is an important caveat to note before continuing. The relationship between Congress and the courts is susceptible to the same factors that influence congressional watchfulness over the executive branch. At the same time it is also complicated by strongly-held, but somewhat contradictory, principles: judges and courts are entitled to independence in their decision making and that despite this independence, courts ought to defer to legislative majorities whenever possible. Charles Geyh articulates this as a "dynamic equilibrium," in which
Congress may possess the power to render the judiciary subservient, but having concluded that doing so would be inappropriate, it has stayed its hand most of the time. Perpetuation of norms that guard against "inappropriate" or "improper" congressional intrusions upon the judiciary's autonomy has been aided by the courts' timely sensitivity to and deference to Congress and the political process, which has made such intrusions largely unnecessary. 69
That is to say that Congress may restrain its own willingness to monitor the courts in the same way it would normally monitor the executive branch out of deference to the norm of judicial independence. But the courts, recognizing their vulnerable position vis-à-vis the elected branches may likewise limit their own activities to those unlikely to draw the ire of the political branches. Expounding on that theme, Murphy adds: "Even where [a justice] had doubts about the validity of congressional action, he would be restrained in nullifying the statute by his concept of the proper role in a democratic system of government." 70
The relationship between the courts and Congress exists at the nexus of constitutional powers, statutory rules, and institutional norms. As I turn next to an analysis of the specific oversight activities Congress engages in vis-à-vis the courts, it becomes clear that not only in theory but also in many important practices, Congress treats the courts, particularly the Supreme Court, much like it treats the executive branch agencies it oversees. Congress is actively involved in the judicial appointments process, in monitoring the courts' budgets, and in watching and responding to judicial decisions. Yet, the literature rarely treats these actions as per se oversight, focusing on them instead as constitutional imperatives rather than efforts at political control of the judiciary. In the subsections that follow, I detail the ways in which several of these activities ought properly to be considered oversight of the judicial branch.
Judicial Review CP---Stripping---1AR
Political branches will backlash with vicious countermeasures against the court.
Verdugo ’21 [Sergio; 2021; Associate Professor of Law at the Universidad del Desarrollo, Chile, JSD from New York University, LLM from the University of California, Berkeley, LLB from Universidad del Desarrollo; Columbia Journal of Transnational Law, “How Judges Can Challenge Dictators and Get Away with It: Advancing Democracy while Preserving Judicial Independence,” vol. 59]
Examples of political backlash abound in the literature. A challenged regime may respond in several non-mutually exclusive ways. 25 First, it may ignore the judicial decision. Second, it may overrule the judicial decision, either by enacting statutory legislation or reforming the constitution. Third, it may punish the individual judges and assert its control over the courts with a variety of tactics, including substituting judges, curbing courts' authority, initiating impeachments, reducing judges' remunerations, cutting the judicial budget (or not increasing it with inflation), and so on. Regimes can also deploy these strategies prospectively, before judges become a threat to them.
Subtler means and informal practices also exist. These generally involve threats, bribery, or pressure, including "telephone law" practices in which influential politicians without formal authority over judges ask them to decide cases in certain ways. 26Informal practices such as disregarding judges' tenures can make even formal guarantees of judicial independence irrelevant. 27In Argentina, these practices became the norm in the 1950s and 1960s as the political branches coordinated to punish judges and push the courts not to challenge the president. 28A regime may also use informal practices in conjunction with formal action against the judiciary. For example, several Argentinian Supreme Court judges also became the targets of impeachment trials after issuing unfavorable rulings. 29
Outside of Argentina, Latin American countries in general have a long history of political backlash against the judiciary. The Chilean strongman Carlos Ibanez purged a considerable part of the judiciary between 1927 and 1932. 30In Bolivia, the Evo Morales regime gradually dismantled the Constitutional Tribunal through political harassment, impeachments, resignations, and its refusal to fill judicial vacancies. 31In Peru, Alberto Fujimori's allies took a similar course of action in 1997 when they impeached the three judges that had opposed the President's plan for reelection. 32Years earlier, during the country's 1992 constitutional crisis, Fujimori had temporarily shuttered Peru's highest courts. 33In Ecuador, the 2008 constituent assembly dissolved both the Constitutional Tribunal and the Supreme Court while replacing them with new courts that were friendlier to President Rafael Correa. 34
Political backlash also occurs in other parts of the world. In Niger, President Mamadou Tandja disbanded the Constitutional Court and appointed new judges after the Court invalidated a plebiscite on extending his term. 35In Thailand, Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra influenced the Constitutional Court with "a combination of appointments, intimidation, and bribery, particularly focusing on the Senate, which played the linchpin role in appointments." 36
The most famous contemporary cases, however, have taken place in Eastern Europe. 37In Hungary, for example, Prime Minister Viktor Orban lowered the mandatory retirement age for judges, and packed the country's Constitutional Court with judges friendly to his regime. 38In Poland, the PiS regime targeted the Constitutional Tribunal "as its first and foremost enemy," 39and took actions such as refusing to recognize appointed judges, enacting statutes to exempt new laws passed by the PiS-controlled legislature from constitutional review, requiring the Tribunal to adopt its decision by qualified majorities, and refusing to publish judicial decisions. 40When President Boris Yeltsin was "frustrated" with the Constitutional Court in the nascent Russian Federation, he used the 1993 constitutional convention as an opportunity to promote the reduction of judicial powers. 41Although the Court's final design was not the one Yeltsin proposed, 42the 1993 Constitution still expanded the size of the Court, which allowed Yeltsin to appoint judges friendly to him. 43
To be sure, despite its proliferation in authoritarian and hybrid regimes around the world, political backlash against constitutional court judges can also exist in truly competitive democracies. 44 
<<FOOTNOTE 44 BEGINS>>
There is an extensive literature discussing how constitutional courts are sanctioned in liberal democracies such as the United States. See generally Whittington, supra note 25; William N. Eskridge, Dynamic Statutory Interpretation, 135 U. PA. L. REV. 1479 (1987); John A. Ferejohn & Barry R. Weingast, A Positive Theory of Statutory Interpretation, 12 INT'L REV. L. & ECON. 263 (1992) (arguing that political actors' capacity to react to judicial decisions can influence judicial interpretation and that rulings that fail to take the political environment seriously are unlikely to stand for long); Jeffrey A. Segal, Separation-of-Powers Games in the Positive Theory of Congress and Courts, 91 AM. POL. SCI. REV. 28 (1997) (discussing evidence of judicial voting behavior to test whether judges tend to defer to Congress' positions or whether judges vote sincerely). 
<<FOOTNOTE 44 ENDS>>
For example, evidence suggests that the U.S. Supreme Court at times refrains from striking down federal laws when it faces a hostile Congress that could compromise its authority. 45 Although the most high-profile example of political backlash in a democratic context is President Franklin Roosevelt's court-packing plan for the U.S. Supreme Court in the 1930s, 46 lawmakers in democratic settings also have other means to reprimand an oppositional court, such as legislative override of judicial decisions or even constitutional amendments aimed at reversing judicial doctrines. 47
At minimum, it’ll create a constitutional crisis---that devastates the judiciary.
Schwartz ’12 [Karissa; June 2012; Symposia Editor, Cardozo Law Review. J.D. Candidate (June 2012), Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, B.A., Summa Cum Laude, The George Washington University; Cardozo Law Review De Novo, “Sound the Alarm: The Constitutional Crisis of Judicial Compensation,” vol. 101]
Introduction
When legal scholars refer to a "constitutional crisis," they speak about a substantive legal showdown between branches of the government, such as President Roosevelt's "court packing" plan, 1 the presidential subpoena issued by Congress during the Watergate era, 2 or the election recount in Bush v. Gore. 3 Chief Justice Roberts has recently sounded the alarm about an ongoing constitutional crisis that threatens the viability of the judicial branch of government. 4 This constitutional crisis undermining the strength and independence of the federal judiciary is the failure to raise judicial pay. 5
Over the years, federal judicial salaries have stagnated, while inflation has risen. 6 Since 1993, judicial pay has fallen 10.8% behind inflation while the pay of most other federal workers has increased by 18.5%. 7 Consequently, judicial pay has declined substantially and, in doing so, has impacted the makeup of the judiciary. 8 The inadequate levels of judicial pay not only threaten the judiciary's composition but also the quality of justice in the United States. 9
Critics argue that there is no need to increase judicial salaries, since judicial salaries are already higher than those of other occupations. 10 Former Chief Justice Rehnquist answered this critique by identifying the disparity in judicial compensation as compared to the rest of the legal profession. 11 In addition, Chief Justice Roberts has noted that a federal judge is aware he is making financial sacrifices to serve the nation; however, there comes a point when those sacrifices become an undue financial burden. 12 The national cost to minimize the financial burden on judges is minimal compared to the intangible cost of minimizing American justice. 13 Thus, in order to maintain a judicial system made up of diverse and competent individuals, we must adequately compensate our judiciary lest we lose the most qualified individuals to higher paying occupations. 14
There’s tons of available levers for retaliation---rogue courts will be targeted.
Farhang ’18 [Sean; October 2018; Professor of Law, Public Policy, and Political Science Associate Professor of Political Science at U.C. Berkeley, PhD in Political Science from Columbia University, JD from the New York University School of Law, MA in Philosophy from New York University, BA in Economics from U.C. Berkeley; California Law Review, “Legislating for Litigation: Delegation, Public Policy, and Democracy,” vol. 106]
3. Sanctions are Less Effective with Courts
Agencies. After passage of a law, at the implementation stage, Congress has an "awesome arsenal" of weapons to punish disobedient bureaucrats. 80 Two of the most important are appropriations and investigatory or oversight hearings. Congressional decisions about agency funding through annual appropriations bills provides an especially potent mechanism of influence. The club of budget cuts can be targeted either at an agency in general, or more specifically at particular programs or activities within it, if Congress wishes to issue a more focused sanction. 81 The appropriations authority can be used as a "backdoor legislative veto" because, if an agency takes actions opposed by Congress, a subsequent appropriations measure can prohibit the expenditure of any funds to support the specific administrative activity in question. 82
Congress can also use public (and sometimes televised) hearings and investigations to "subject recalcitrant bureaucrats to public humiliation that devastates their careers," 83 a weapon that can be directed at specific administrators that Congress wishes to target. As two US Senators characterize this power, oversight hearings allow them to "drag realities out into the sunlight and demand a full accounting from those who are permitted to hold and exercise power." 84 Such public ventilation of attacks and allegations of wrongdoing can have adverse consequences for both agencies and specific administrators.
One notable feature of Congress's sanctioning power is that it "can be used with the discrimination of a stiletto or the explosive power of a bomb, and this flexibility rescues the legislature from the immobilism of … too devastating a weapon to employ for any but the most drastic confrontations." 85 That is, Congress can calibrate its sanctions against bureaucracy to its purpose.
Courts. Federal judges are far more difficult to sanction because (1) they have life tenure and salary protection, (2) sanctions against them are costlier and less effective because of the generality of their jurisdiction, and (3) it is politically riskier to attack federal courts than bureaucrats because of their higher levels of public legitimacy. 86
a. The Insulation of Life Tenure and Salary Protection
Perhaps most obviously, life-tenured federal judges enjoy a level of security from job loss unique in American government, and constitutional insulation from reduction in salary. For all practical purposes federal judges cannot be fired and their salaries cannot be reduced. The very purpose of this design in the American constitution was to insulate them from political attack. 87 Based on congressional dissatisfaction with judicial decisions, federal judges cannot be called into hearings for public humiliation that devastates their careers. As compared to bureaucrats, federal judges have a higher level of discretion to make policy choices without fear of direct personal attacks on their job security, income, or future professional opportunities. 88
b. The Insulation of General Jurisdiction
While Congress is extremely limited in its ability to target and punish individual judges, it certainly has tools to attack the federal judiciary, as an institution, without amending a law. While judicial salaries are expressly protected from being reduced, Congress could let inflation erode them. 89 Congress could refuse to confirm new judges as vacancies in already-authorized judgeships arise, driving up caseload pressures. 90 Most significantly, through annual appropriations, Congress could slash funding for the judicial infrastructure. 91 In order to function effectively, the federal judiciary needs money for buildings, law clerks and other staff, and technological infrastructure, and appropriation of such funds is annually within Congress's discretion. Congress could devastate the federal judiciary as we know it without passing a new law.
Judicial Review CP---Stripping---AT: Not Perceived---1AR
Congress closely watches the courts for overreaching decisions.
Bell ’18 [Lauren; Spring 2018; Professor of Political Science and Dean of Academic Affairs at Randolph-Macon College, M.A. and Ph.D. from the Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center at The University of Oklahoma, B.A. from The College of Wooster; Wayne State University Law Review, “Monitoring or Meddling? Congressional Oversight of the Judicial Branch,” vol. 64]
B. Monitoring Decisions
Multiple previous studies document the extent to which members of Congress are attentive to the actions of the federal courts. Writing in the Yale Law Review in 1991, William Eskridge noted:
Congress and its committees are aware of the Court's statutory decisions, devote significant efforts toward analyzing their policy implications, and override those decisions with a frequency heretofore unreported. Congressional overrides are most likely when a Supreme Court interpretation reveals an ideologically fragmented Court, relies on the text's plain meaning and ignores legislative signals, and/or rejects positions taken by federal, state, or local governments. 123
Congress' efforts to rein in the courts for decisions with which it disagrees dates as far back as Chisholm v. Georgia, 124 after which Congress passed, and the states ratified, the Eleventh Amendment. 125 After the Civil War, Congress attempted to require a two-thirds majority of the Court for any decision to invalidate an act of Congress. 126 Nevertheless, as recently as the early 1990s, scholarship on Congress had largely neglected to analyze congressional responses to Supreme Court decisions. By the mid-1990s, as if in response to Eskridge's claim that political science had ignored congressional response to Supreme Court decisions, 127 political scientists Joseph Ignagni and James Meernik painstakingly documented the efforts by Congress to overturn Supreme Court decisions via legislation. 128 Nancy Staudt, Renà Lindstädt, and Jason O'Connor, who treat congressional response to Supreme Court decision-making as oversight, found that Congress actively responded to fifty-four percent of Supreme Court decisions involving tax law between the period 1954 and 2004, 129 including efforts either to override or codify the Court's decision in thirty-six percent of cases. 130
Judicial Review CP---Veto---1AR
It’s flagrantly unconstitutional---the courts can’t do it.
Lemons ’21 [Clyde; 2021; Retired attorney with over forty-years of experience, teaches constitutional law to college students, lawyers, and police officers; Quora, “Could the Judicial Branch declare a Presidential Veto to be unconstitutional?” https://www.quora.com/Could-the-Judicial-Branch-declare-a-Presidential-Veto-to-be-unconstitutional]
No.
Article I, section 7 of the Constitution grants the President the authority to veto legislation passed by Congress. The Congress can override a veto by a 2/3s vote.
The only remedy Congress has if the president vetos a law is for Congress to override the veto. Additionally the Courts have taken the position that it is not their job to legislate, but to interpret laws passed via the legislative process. They can find that a law is unconstitutional, however, stating the obvious if a law is vetoed, there is nothing for the court to interpret.
Project 2025
Project 2025---2AC
No link! Project 2025 doesn’t endorse PERA or any specific IP legislation---it’s a series of bullet points that are uninformed about other proposals.
Zimmerman ’24 [Evan; July 25; J.D. from the University of California at Berkeley, B.A. in Economics from the University of Chicago; Nonobvious, “Project 2025 Has a Lot to Say About Patents,” https://blog.withedge.com/p/republican-platform-patents-2024-project-2025]
It is now a Presidential election year, which means a lot of policy proposals coming out of the major parties. Usually, the parties synthesize their views more broadly into a document called a Platform. It typically covers the main bases, such as broader economic concerns, major tentpole policies the party would pursue if it won, and geopolitical concerns. Patents are important for innovation, yet despite the bipartisan desire to expand productivity, it often gets short shrift. And it is a shame given that the patent office is one of America’s longest standing institutions.
Although the Republican Platform does not address patents, the Heritage Foundation’s Project 2025, which is the unofficial but influential Republican shadow platform prepared by former Trump aides, does have a lot to say in its section on the Commerce Department. This is particularly interesting given that there have been several important patent bills introduced this term, like PERA and PREVAIL. So perhaps it is unsurprising that the detailed version of the plan has a lot to say about how it would approach these issues, as well as other priorities. This week in Nonobvious, we’re going to go over what the Republicans may have planned for the patent system.
What Heritage Has Been Cooking
What Project 2025 makes clear is that conservatives have decided to make patents a priority.
The first main proposal is to review patent eligibility requirements and PTAB rules. While Project 2025 doesn’t endorse PREVAIL or PERA, this is nonetheless evidence that Thom Tillis (and perhaps former Trump Administration officials) have the ear of leading conservatives. While these proposals are bullet points without extreme detail, there are still some important indicators as to where the authors are thinking.
When it comes to patent eligibility, the authors (who explicitly mention Section 101) indicate that their focus is on enhancing American leadership in key technology areas. Three areas they highlight are quantum computing, 5G, and AI. Regular readers of Nonobvious will know that the 5G patent wars are very strong; nearly every week, our Weekly Novelties section includes a major 5G patent lawsuit, SEP dispute, or cross-licensing agreement. Similarly, quantum computing does not seem to be hampered by 101. AI will be much more affected by PERA, but it is worth noting that AI patents are being issued at a blistering rate. I was disappointed to not see biotech get a mention, particularly given that Mayo was the opening shot in the war on eligibility and that it is one of America’s leading areas of technology relative to China.
When it comes to PTAB, Project 2025 emphasizes the “speed and transparency” of IPRs. This indicates that they don’t fully understand the purpose of PREVAIL. Although more speed and transparency are always good, the main complaints with the PTAB have to do with the ease of raising issues, even from uninterested parties at any point in the life of the patent, which standards are applied during IPR (as opposed to litigation), and whether the judges make appropriate decisions. There is also a question of whether the PTAB has made it easier to fix otherwise invalid claims. None of these have to do with speed or transparency; the PTAB is much faster than litigation already and the public record for IPR is much better than federal courts. This suggests to me someone at the Heritage Foundation spoke to someone in Congress and wanted to get a Project 2025 endorsement for PTAB reform but that the staff did not fully care to understand what needed to be fixed.
It’s not a ‘voting issue.’ Combatting conservative ideas requires detailed and well-defended alternatives, not myopic obsession with ‘right-wing bad.’
Paul ’24 [Pamela; July 17; Columnist, author or editor of eight books, studied history at Brown University; New York Times, “‘Finish the Job’ Is a Terrible Slogan,” https://www.nytimes.com/2024/07/17/opinion/democrats-2025-election.html]
And this isn’t 2020. The domestic and global situation Biden inherited from the Trump administration has changed radically, with significant economic, technological, environmental and global political developments that are only accelerating. Biden continues to say “We need to do more,” but what he hasn’t said is more what.
Biden’s first term has seen significant achievements on climate, the economy and infrastructure. But tying up loose ends on Biden’s first term isn’t enough to rouse Democrats, independents and Never Trump Republicans, regardless of whether Biden is the party’s candidate.
What the Democratic Party needs is its own version of Project 2025, the nearly 900-page blueprint put forth by the Heritage Foundation, a right-wing think tank whose stated goal is “institutionalizing Trumpism.” A tighter and brighter version that gets Democrats off their back feet and articulates goals that go beyond defeating Trumpism.
Such a plan would address issues meaningful to all Americans — but especially to those Americans who don’t see the powerful impact government can have on their safety, economic security, families and futures. One that offers some Obama-era optimism, that lapsed sense that the country was moving in the right direction and the government exists to serve us.
According to a 2024 Pew survey, Americans’ top policy priorities are “strengthening the economy,” “defending against terrorism,” “reducing the influence of money in politics,” “reducing health care costs,” “improving education,” “making social security financially sound,” “dealing with immigration” and “reducing the availability of illegal drugs.”
What are the Democratic Party’s big, bold plans to address those concerns going into the next election? On the campaign trail thus far, we’ve heard remarkably little about short- or long-term plans for any of these challenges. Instead, we’ve heard about the need to make more people — not just the wealthy and the donor set — feel the effects of policies the Biden administration has already enacted.
But it’s not enough. Low unemployment rates aren’t meaningful when too many Americans earn abysmal wages, some working multiple jobs with low security just to get by. How meaningful is a booming economy when prices remain high and steep interest rates make it even harder to afford a home? And what plans do we have for homeless people beyond sweeping them off the streets?
There’s also the sorry state of the home we all share. When you combine the desires to “improve the energy system,” “protect the environment” and “deal with climate change,” the environment, broadly speaking, ranks high in that same Pew poll. Yet the environment was hardly mentioned during the first presidential debate.
Incremental changes to large-scale problems aren’t enough. We need big, innovative ideas to build a fairer and more equitable system. At a time of appalling income inequality, tax rates remain low for wealthy Americans and large corporations. When it comes to bettering the world, billionaires and private foundations dictate the agenda far more than a government intended to represent the public interest.
Last week’s assassination attempt is only the latest manifestation of our country’s galling record on gun violence. At his most recent news conference, President Biden had a good line with “Control guns, not girls.” But we need more than T-shirt slogans. We need a real plan to end gun violence — and no doubt, Americans’ professed desire to reduce the influence of money in politics reflects a desire to reduce the influence of the gun lobby, along with the paralyzing grip of the pharmaceutical industry, Big Tech, oil and gas, and insurance.
Curbing the influence of those industries while passing legislation to streamline and bolster the federal government’s key regulatory agencies — the F.D.A., the I.R.S., the F.T.C., the E.P.A. — would go a long way toward prioritizing the needs of citizens over corporations.
Then there are the issues that don’t necessarily rank high in polls, but which are critical to the country’s health. Too many of these challenges have simply fallen off the public’s radar and conscience, perhaps a reflection of a lack of trust and hope in the government to attend to the country’s biggest and most intractable problems.
One out of every five prisoners in the world lives in this country, according to a 2020 analysis by the Prison Policy Initiative. Nearly one in 100 Americans is in prison or jail, with many more juveniles and adults caught up in a dysfunctional, punitive and discriminatory justice system. When was the last time Democrats proposed a comprehensive plan for prison reform, recidivism reduction and re-entry programs? Small, local and private efforts can never have the reach or impact of a powerful federal initiative. We all pay for the ideological skew of our justice system.
We also need better ideas around education, from early childhood to the public school system, from vocational schools to community colleges. The best public universities should be tuition-free, well funded and focused not merely on training employees but also on educating citizens. We talk a lot about young people who feel overwhelmingly anxious, stressed, helpless and pessimistic. We’ve told them all about what to fear. But what reason have we given them to feel empowered and optimistic?
There is a lot more that could be added to this list, which doesn’t even touch on foreign policy. And Democrats will of course quibble over the particulars of what a blueprint for 2025 and beyond will look like. But without laying out ambitious ideas we have nothing to look forward to other than defeating Trumpism. The motivation there is fear of what could happen rather than enthusiasm for what should happen. To get the electorate excited about a Democratic future requires more than that.
Independently, Mossoff is qualified---he’s a renowned academic who’s been extensively cited in scholarly literature AND by courts and agencies.
Berman ’20 [Bruce; January 12; Chairman and Co-Founder of the Center for Intellectual Property Understanding, Ph.D. from Columbia University; IP Close Up, “Intellectual Property Scholar and Educator, Adam Mossoff, is Named to the CIPU Board of Directors,” https://ipcloseup.com/2020/01/12/intellectual-property-scholar-and-educator-adam-mossoff-is-named-to-the-cipu-board-of-directors/]
Mr. Mossoff is Professor at George Mason University’s Antonin Scalia School of Law. He is founder and past-Executive Director of the Center for the Protection of Intellectual Property. His academic research has been cited by the Supreme Court, by the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, and by federal agencies.
Professor Mossoff has been invited to testify several times before the Senate and the House on proposed patent legislation, and he has spoken at numerous congressional staff briefings.
“CIPU is fortunate to welcome one of the leading voices of IP quality and standards,” said Bruce Berman, CIPU founder and Chairman.” Professor Mossoff’s work on behalf of both IP owners and creators, as well as the general public, is renowned, as is his commitment to IP awareness.”
Professor Mossoff’s writing on patent law and policy has appeared in The New York Times, Forbes, The Hill and many other media outlets, as well as main scholarly journals. He is a member of the Academic Advisory Committee of the Copyright Alliance, and has served as past Chair of of the Intellectual Property Committee of the IEEE-USA. He is currently a Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, where he chairs Hudson’s Forum for Intellectual Property.
Wipeout
No Universe Destruction---2AC
There’s no chance that anything we do could possibly destroy the Universe
Dr. Tom Head 14, PhD from Edith Cowan University, M.A. in Humanities from California State University, Dominguez Hills, M.Th. Student in Practical Theology, University of South Africa, expected 2022, Author of Conversations with Carl Sagan, Author of World History 101, BA from Excelsior College, Author or Coauthor of 29 Nonfiction Books, Columnist, Scriptwriter, Research Paralegal, “Why We Can’t Accidentally Destroy the Universe”, Mysterious Universe, 9/15/2014, https://mysteriousuniverse.org/2014/09/why-we-cant-accidentally-destroy-the-universe/
Stephen Hawking’s recent remarks regarding the possibility that our descendants might one day destroy the universe by disrupting the Higgs field with a larger-than-Earth supercollider has gotten people thinking: is there anything we could do now that would destroy the universe?
The answer to that question is, by all appearances, a pretty clear no. Here are two good reasons why:
1. The universe is really, really durable.
Last April, astronomers witnessed gamma-ray burst (GRB) 130427A and, short of being bigger than other gamma ray bursts they’d observed, it wasn’t particularly remarkable: just a star 20 to 30 times the Sun’s mass collapsing and exploding in a way we can’t fully understand, creating a black hole and outshining local objects from millions of light years away. This sort of thing happens fairly regularly all over the universe, and was presumably more common for most of the universe’s history.
Although these gamma-ray bursts occur on a scale and with a power that exponentially exceeds anything humanity can produce (and anything humanity is likely to produce for a very long time), they don’t appear to do any tangible harm to the structure of the universe itself.
2. We don’t have the technology to do anything the natural world isn’t already doing. 
If we can’t endanger the universe with raw explosive power, can we can endanger it by tinkering with the natural order of things? Maybe, if we ever figure out how, but everything humanity has ever done so far has fallen well within the parameters of the natural order of things.
Even nuclear fission, the go-to example of humanity harnessing the power of the gods, is nothing new; it occurred naturally in 17 underground sites in West Africa two billion years ago, no Manhattan Project needed. And the Large Hadron Collider, wonderful though it is, just stimulates weak, observable versions of processes that naturally occur in local space on a regular basis. There is, in the words of Ecclesiastes, nothing new under the Sun. All we’re ultimately doing is rearranging our environment, much like other nestmaking animals do; we have yet to create anything that is, in a cosmic sense, out of the ordinary. And as the universe is unlikely to be destroyed by something that it ordinarily produces on its own, it should be safe from us for a long time to come.
No Universe Destruction---1AR
It’s way too big
Rajat Kumar Chaudhuri 17, Studied Astrophysics & Outer Space at the Indian Institute of Astrophysics, “Can Something Human-Made Destroy The Universe?”, Quora, 6/30/2017, https://www.quora.com/Can-something-human-made-destroy-the-universe [language modified]
Okay, I need to ask one question.
How much power does the Sun produce ?
The Sun's output is 3.8 x 10^33 ergs/ second , or about 5 x 10^23 horsepower. How much is that? It is enough energy to melt a bridge of ice 2 miles wide, 1 mile thick, and extending the entire way from the Earth to the Sun , in one second .
In 1 sec the sun generates more energy than has been used in all of [hu]mankind's history. Just 1 second of the Sun's energy output would power the US for at least 9,000,000 years.
Precisely the total energy output of the sun in one second could be equal to 6,126,984,126,984 Little Boys or 1,838,095,238 Tsar Bombas (largest atomic bomb ever produced at 50 megatons). And its just our Sun. There are billions of trillions of stars more massive than Sun holding energy beyond our imagination.
Now, coming back to your question. Can something made by humans destroy the universe. Hell No.
Using all the nukes available (most lethal human weapons) we can possibly destroy all the planets in our solar system (because Russia and USA got a huge pile of them), but universe is far away from our reach.
Even something as powerful and lethal as Gamma-ray burst can only affect just one galaxy. There are billions of known galaxies in the observable universe itself, which is approximately 10^23 times smaller than whole universe.
Humans can possibly come to know the whole universe, but destroying it looks like a work of fiction.
No capability---they overestimate human power
Fabrice Neyret 17, CNRS Senior Researcher at INRIA Institute and LJK lab, PhD in Computer Sciences from Orsay University & INRIA Institute, Master’s Degree in Maths from Nancy University, Engineering Degree from Telecom Paris, Quora, 6/29/2017, https://www.quora.com/Can-something-human-made-destroy-the-universe
Can something human-made destroy the universe?
Ultra-unlikely. And none using any stuff we produced up to now.
We often overestimate human power. The most incredible collision energy in our particle accelerators is less than everyday cosmic-ray collisions in atmosphere. Nuclear explosions are about the energy of a thunderstorm. And in the universe there are phenomenons a lot more cataclysmics than the ones occurring on Earth. So if any of these events could have destroyed universe, it would have already happened for long. Since human capabilities are alot lot lot weaker, I think we are safe (from *this* fate).
Catastrophe here can’t reach other parts of a massive space
Taksh Jyoti 15, Studied at KCPS, “Is It Possible To Destroy The Universe?”, Quora, 8/24/2015, https://www.quora.com/Is-it-possible-to-destroy-the-universe
Theoretically or in practical humans do not have the energy enough to destroy the whole universe . All the nuclear weapons on earth can't even destroy the Jupiter.
But there can be many natural events that can cause the extinction of the universe . First of them can be a super super massive black holes .
Secondly there can be collisions of galaxies but the likelihood of it happening is very rare .
The important thing to know is that the universe is expanding , thus an apocalypse in part of the universe will not affect the other end. 
But Scientists have a belief that once the universe stops expanding it will start contracting to the single point from where all it began , that is the reverse of big bang.
Constant expansion means it’ll never reach all parts and stuff just regenerates
Albert Lombard 17, Senior Systems Engineer and Sales and Marketing Manager at GEW Technologies, BA in Electrical Engineering from the University of Pretoria, Diploma in Datametrics, Computer Science, and Information Technology from the University of South Africa, “Can Something Human-Made Destroy The Universe?”, Quora, 6/30/2017, https://www.quora.com/Can-something-human-made-destroy-the-universe
Hard to imagine. Just to get a gut-feeling. Our milky way galaxy has between 100 and 400 billion stars. The current consensus is that the average star count is about 100 billion (10^11) stars per galaxy (somewhere between dwarf galaxies with a few billion stars and supergiant galaxies like IC1101 that has 100 trillion (10^14) stars). Now if the galaxy count of the Hubble extreme deep field is extrapolated over the entire celestial sphere, one comes to 100 billion galaxies, however there are recent findings that the estimate may be out be a factor of 10 so there may be 1 trillion (10^12) galaxies in the OBSERVABLE universe. So if you make the sums, it is estimated that there may be about 10^11 X 10^12 = 10^23 stars only in the OBSERVABLE universe. Also the estimated size of the observable universe is 93 billion light years in diameter (46.5 billion light years radius), giving a volume of 4.2X10^32 cubic light years!
Now given the unimaginable feat of destroying even one star, can you imagine this tribe of hairless apes destroying 10^23 stars spread over a volume of 4.2X10^42 cubic light years?! Oh yeah, and even if they can destroy stars and travel at the speed of light, after traveling 46 billion years to get to the edge of the observable universe, it would have expanded by another few billion light years.
And another thing, in the wake of the trial of destruction of the hairless apes, the gas and dust of the destroyed stars will just collapse and form new stars!
Extinction Bad---2AC
Extinction is the worst possible impact by eradicating all current and possible value---it’s profoundly evil, even if they win all of their arguments
Phil Torres 20, Affiliate Scholar at the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Founder of the X-Risks Institute, Writer Appearing in Skeptic, Free Inquiry, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Salon, Truthout, Erkenntnis, Metaphilosophy, “Can Anti-Natalists Oppose Human Extinction? The Harm-Benefit Asymmetry, Person-Uploading, and Human Enhancement”, South African Journal of Philosophy, Volume 39, Issue 3, p. 8-10 [language modified]
But claiming that there should not be any more people does not imply that the population should be zero. As already stated: life-extension technologies could enable people to live indefinitely long lives – that is, to attain what I call “functional immortality”, whereby one lives until she either succumbs to injury, commits suicide, or perishes due to the heat death of the universe.8 This gestures the “dual policy” at the heart of no-extinction anti-natalism: first, we should stop procreating entirely (anti-natalism), and second, we should develop safe and effective life-extension technologies (pro-immortalism). This should appeal to Benatar himself given his anti-Epicurean view that death is (often) bad and, as such, one ought to (typically) avoid it. The reason is that, when evaluating an outcome, any harm at all “will be decisive”. Since “we (usually) have an interest in continuing to exist…death may be thought of as a harm, even though coming into existence is also a harm” (Benatar 2006, 213). This links to an important distinction between “lives worth starting” and “lives worth continuing”. Although life is much worse than most of us realise, many lives are not so bad as to warrant suicide. Thus, they are worth continuing even though they were not worth starting, much like a movie that is worth finishing but not having started. (If only you had known the movie was bad, you would have stayed home rather than venturing out to the theatre.)
But just as there are human lives worth continuing, there are arguments for why human existence is worth continuing, even if it would have been better for our evolutionary lineage never to have been. The strongest argument against human extinction, if sound, comes from total utilitarianism. The first to articulate this idea was Henry Sidgwick [1874] 1962, although more recent versions proceed by calculating how many people could come to populate Earth or our future light cone, with some claiming that up to 10^46 “human lifetimes” could exist per century within our galactic supercluster (Ćirković 2002). Since people are the substrate or “containers” of well-being (or value), the more people there are with net positive amounts of well-being, the better things will go from the “point of view of the universe”. But creating new lives is incompatible with anti-natalism, so this line of argumentation is a non-starter in the present context. There is, however, an alternative approach that focuses not on the total number of people but on the quality of their lives – rather than merely “lives not so bad as to warrant suicide”, there could exist future life conditions that are extremely good and hence very much worth continuing.
Why believe that life in the future could improve? There are at least two reasons. First, there is at least some evidence that violence has declined over the past several centuries, if not longer (see Ferguson 2012 for criticisms). Since the middle of the twentieth century, the rights of many groups has expanded in the West, including women, minorities, LGBTQ people, and non-human animals – a process driven by what Steven Pinker (2011) names the “moral Flynn effect”. If this trend continues, we should expect the world to become even more peaceable and tolerant in the future; as Martin Luther King Jr. (1958) hypothesised, “the arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice”. Second, some transhumanists argue that radical human enhancements could significantly improve the human condition by augmenting core human capacities like cognition, emotion, wisdom, and morality (Bostrom 2008; Persson and Savulescu 2012). Transhumanist philosophers tell us that such enhancements could create a posthuman condition that is far superior in uncontroversial ways than the present human condition, which is marked by pervasive ignorance, violence, foolishness, and iniquity. Together, these two trends could greatly decrease the “magnitude”, to borrow Benatar’s term, of harm in the world. In doing so, they would yield a future situation marked by far more well-being than there is today, which is good from a total (and average) utilitarian perspective.
But one need not embrace utilitarianism to strongly oppose human extinction. I have elsewhere explored these arguments in great detail, so I will here offer only some brief summaries, directing readers to my prior work. The point is to underline that there are multiple lines of argumentation that (a) are compatible with Benatarian anti-natalism, and (b) independently converge on the conclusion that human extinction, if it were to occur, would constitute an immense tragedy. A few of these are:
(i) The argument from unfinished business. This states that, to quote Edmund Burke (1790, 359), civilisation is “a partnership not only between those who are living, but between those who are living, those who are dead, and those who are to be born”. That is to say, humanity is “building something” over time – a morally better society, a complete scientific picture of the universe, a world with no more scarcity, and so on – such that it behoves us not to end up being the failing link in the chain of generations.
(ii) The argument from cosmic uniqueness. According to a recent study that replaces the variables in the Drake equation with probability distributions, there is a very high probability that we are the only intelligent life forms in the Milky Way galaxy, if not the visible universe (Sandberg et al. 2018). To quote Parfit (2017, 437) once more:
if we are the only rational beings in the Universe…it matters even more whether we shall have descendants or successors during the billions of years in which that would be possible. Some of our successors might live lives and create worlds that…would give us all…reasons to be glad that the Universe exists.
(iii) The argument from normative uncertainty. There could be reasons, whether distinctly moral or not, for maintaining that human extinction would be extremely undesirable, but that the philosophical enterprise from the pre-Socratics to the present has not yet discovered. This gives us reason to hope that humanity does not go extinct, even if we believe that it should or that extinction would not ultimately be that bad. Tomorrow, a young genius could flip over a stone to find a novel insight that “radically changes the expected value of pursuing some high-level subgoal” (Bostrom 2014a).9
(iv) The argument from value-ladenness. Samuel Scheffler (2016; 2018) argues that most of us care about the continuation of our evolutionary lineage far more than we realise – that we have a “love for humanity”. This is supposedly revealed by the putative fact that most of us would become despondent if told, with certitude, that humanity would go extinct several decades after our deaths. As Scheffler writes, referring to future generations, “we have an interest in their survival in part because they matter to us; they do not matter to us solely because we have an interest in their survival” (Scheffler 2018, 57).
(v) The argument from final value. As Johann Frick (2017) observes, people commonly attribute “final value” (when something is valuable for its own sake) to a range of phenomena like languages, species, and cultures. This suggests, he argues, that humanity, “with its unique capacities for complex language use and rational thought, its sensitivity to moral reasons, its ability to produce and appreciate art, music, and scientific knowledge, its sense of history, and so on, should be deemed to possess final value” (Frick 2017, 359). Since it would be nonsensical to value things but “see no reason of any kind to sustain them or retain them or preserve them or extend them into the future” (Scheffler 2007, 106), we should conclude that “it would be very bad, indeed one of the worst things that could possibly happen, if, for preventable reasons, the end came much sooner rather than later” (Frick 2017, 344).
(vi) The argument from harm reduction in the wild. Some argue that there exists far more pain than pleasure in the natural world, in part because of r-selected species that give birth to tens or hundreds of offspring each reproductive cycle, only a relative few of which survive. If humanity exists long enough into the future, it could potentially develop ways to intervene in the ecosystem hierarchy to reduce the magnitude of harm in the biosphere.
Many more arguments for ensuring our survival could be adduced. In contrast, there are few compelling reasons for either indifference toward human extinction or seeing this outcome as desirable. Perhaps the two most notable are the argument from negative utilitarianism and the argument from anthropogenic destruction (which ties into Benatar’s misanthropic case for anti-natalism). The first claims that all that matters morally is the total amount of suffering in the world, independent of the total amount of well-being. Thus, if possible, one should become a “world-exploder” who destroys not just all sentient life on Earth, but the potential for sentient life to exist in our future light cone. (One realistic way of doing this might be to weaponise a particle accelerator. If the universe is in a “false vacuum” state, then it is theoretically possible to tip it into a “true vacuum” state by nucleating a “vacuum bubble” that expands in all directions at the speed of light, obliterating everything it encounters.10) The second claims that humans have destroyed so much of the biosphere that we deserve to perish. There are several fringe groups motivated by this view, such as the Gaia Liberation Front, that advocate for the involuntary annihilation of humanity; other groups, such as the Voluntary Human Extinction Movement (VHEMT), argue that humanity should voluntarily cease procreating for the sake of the “Gaian system”. (Thus, VHEMT are anti-natalists but for reasons unrelated to the harm-benefit asymmetry.)
Considering these for and against arguments together, there is, I believe, overwhelming reason to advocate for the continued existence of humanity. To quote Derek Parfit (1984, {452–453),
civilization began only a few thousand years ago. If we do not destroy [hu]mankind, these few thousand years may be only a tiny fraction of the whole of civilized human history. The difference between [nearly all and actually all people dying] may thus be the difference between this tiny fraction and all of the rest of this history. If we compare this possible history to a day, what has occurred so far is only a fraction of a second.
Extinction Bad---1AR
Extinction causes the painful death of billions, destruction of future generations, and loss of all value
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Would it be wrong if humanity were to go extinct like most species that have so far existed? If so, how wrong, and for what reasons? The present paper aims to synthesize a wide range of arguments for why human extinction would be very bad, if not one of the worst things that could possibly happen. We will call this “Conclusion C.” Although there are some moral and axiological positions that see the extinction of humanity as desirable, such as Benatarian anti-natalism, our aim will be to show that there are multiple independent lines of reasoning that all converge upon Conclusion C, and thus imply that humanity ought to make the avoidance of extinction a top global priority this century and beyond. Here it is useful to distinguish between (E) the event or process of going extinct, and (S) the state or condition of being extinct. At the very least, all of the most prominent moral theories identify (E), if caused or allowed by moral agents, as wrong; other theories, however, affirm the moral badness of both (E) and (S), even going so far, in certain cases, to assert that most of what is bad about human extinction is the subsequent loss of value that could have been realized if only we had survived.
 This topic is not one of mere philosophical curiosity. As one of us has elsewhere shown, the very idea of human extinction is a quite recent addition to our shared conceptual repertoire; e.g., not even Charles Darwin entertained the idea in his work on human evolution. Consequently, very little scholarly 3 attention has focused on the ethical implications of either (E) or (S). Yet the most informed probability estimates of human extinction occurring this century suggest that this could be the most dangerous moment of our species’ 200,000-year history. For example, Nick Bostrom (2005) estimates that the likelihood of extinction before 2100 is not less than 20 percent; an informal survey of experts at the Future of Humanity Institute (FHI) yields a median probability of 19 percent (Sandberg and Bostrom 2008); and Toby Ord conjectures a 1-in-6 chance of extinction before 2100 (see Wiblin 2017; author). For ease of discussion, we can call this the “unique hazards hypothesis,” defined as follows:
Unique hazards hypothesis: Humanity finds itself in a period of historically unprecedented dangers to our survival.
If this hypothesis is even remotely accurate, then the question of whether and to what extent Conclusion C is well-supported by cogent philosophical argumentation is not only of paramount importance but extremely urgent as well. Thus, the present paper aims to fill-in a significant lacuna in the contemporary 4 literature on existential risks, offering a robust point-of-departure for future discussions of whether and to what extent human extinction would be tragic.
 This paper will proceed as follows: Section 2 examines five potential reasons why human extinction might be tragic. Section 3 explores how the four main classes of moral theories would evaluate these reasons. Section 4 addresses the issue of normative uncertainty in the context of human extinction. It should become clear by the end of this fairly exhaustive tour through a philosophical labyrinth of argumentation that one need not espouse any particular moral or axiological perspective to see human extinction as a tragedy of immense proportions. Indeed, some lines of reasoning that converge upon Conclusion C are not only independent but mutually exclusive, meaning that people with incompatible moral or axiological commitments can still agree that ensuring our survival into the far future should constitute a global priority for human civilization.
Section 2. Five Potential Tragedies of Human Extinction
 There are at least five aspects of human extinction that moral and axiological theories could appeal to in arguing that such an event would constitute a tragedy of the highest order. These are:
2.1 Human extinction will very likely harm those alive at the time. Although no scientific surveys of normative beliefs about human extinction have been conducted, there are reasons for suspecting that most people would pre-theoretically see (E) as tragic for at least one morally relevant reason, namely, that it would entail the death of ~7.6 billion people (as of this writing); yet many would also see this as only slightly worse than a catastrophe that kills a much smaller number of people. Even more, most probably wouldn’t view (S) as being bad at all.5 Taking these in reverse order, many philosophers and non-philosophers alike hold “person-affecting” intuitions according to which we should care most, or only, about the effects of our actions on currently existing people and consequently little, or not at all, about those who will only exist in the future. Thus, since no one will be around to bemoan the non-existence of humanity, who cares? On the other hand, while many agree that any bodily or psychological harm that going extinct causes would be bad, the badness of such harm does not scale multiplicatively as the number of deaths increases due to cognitive biases like “scope neglect” and “psychophysical numbing” (see Slovic 2017). The first bias refers to our inappropriate emotional responses to large numbers and the second denotes the rapid decline in compassion for other humans as the absolute number of casualties rises above one. Thus, most people interpret the difference between 0 and 1 deaths as greater than the difference between 2,154,489,204 and 2,154,489,205 deaths; most people would rather spend some quantity of resources to prevent a single death rather than to prevent 2,154,489,204 deaths from becoming 2,154,489,205. Yet there is no reason why this should be carried over into our moral evaluations as such, and once we evaluate human extinction according to the actual number of people who will die it seems that, even if we do hold person affecting views, an extinction event would still be one of the worst things that could ever happen.
 Furthermore, even if people preserve such biases, there remains the fact that an event of this sort could, depending on the timing, cause the death of oneself or living creatures that one cares about, such as parents, siblings, friends, pets, or celebrities. Consider that if the risk of human extinction were only 0.1 percent per year—a relatively conservative estimate—and if the only life one cared about was one’s own, then one should still be willing to take precautions against such extinction that are at least as costly as those one takes against dying in a road traffic accident, since the chance of death from both causes would be comparable (Global Challenges Foundation 2017; author) But death itself isn’t the only personal harm 6 that the scenario above could entail. People often seek to acquire a form of “vicarious immortality” by contributing in some way to culture, sports, academia, and so on; the thought of such accomplishments, or “traces,” persisting through time give many people a deep sense of meaning in life. Or, as Wilhelm Ostwald’s put it in 1906, “every man leaves after his death certain things in the world [that are] changed by his influence,” adding that “there is a very general desire in mankind to leave such impressions.” Along 7 these lines, Ernest Partridge (1981) argues that human beings manifest a
desire to extend the term of one’s influence and significance well beyond the term of one’s lifetime—a desire evident in arrangements for posthumous publications, in bequests and wills, in perpetual trusts (such as the Nobel Prize), and so forth. In such acts and provisions, we find clear manifestations of a will to transcend the limits of personal mortality by extending one’s self and influence into things, associations, and ideals that endure.8
This gestures at yet another idea that Janna Thompson (2009) calls “lifetime-transcending concerns,” or “interests concerning states of affairs that will, or could, occur in the future beyond one’s lifetime.” It follows that merely believing that humanity will go extinct in the foreseeable future could lead to a sense of despondency by undercutting the promise of vicarious immortality. In the words of Allen Tough (1991), if humanity fails to survive, “then most other values and goals will lose their point. No other goals are more important than humanity’s survival at a satisfactory level.” Elsewhere he writes that “if humanity goes out of existence or back to the caves, then our personal efforts and achievements also disappear. Career success, national prestige, battlefield victories, business as usual, books, paintings, and children will not provide any of us with long-lasting benefits if human civilization destroys itself.”9 Thus, not only would human extinction entail actual mortality, but it would also eliminate vicarious immortality.
2.2 Human extinction will cause a great loss in the quantity of human welfare and other values. Many of the scholars and philanthropists who are most committed to averting human extinction are motivated not only by the harm of (E), but also by considerations of the lost value inherent in (S). There are several possible routes to this conclusion depending on one’s interpretation of the astronomical value thesis:
Astronomical value thesis: The potential value of the future could be astronomically huge, if only
we play our cards right.
The question immediately arises as to what “value” means, and one answer is: “Whatever you would like it to mean.” The point is that if humanity survives and spreads through the universe, there could be far more of whatever one values in the future than in the contemporary world. In fact, philosophers have argued that, insofar as one genuinely values a property P, one should strive to ensure its continued existence into the future, if not work to multiply the number of instances of the universal (see Scheffler 2007, 2018). It follows that one should see human extinction as bad not just because of the possible bodily and 10 psychological harm that going extinct could cause, but because of the loss of potentially astronomical amounts of value that we could actualize. In this way, given what it means to value something and that 11 people do value thing, the descriptive proposition of the astronomical value thesis yields the normative proposition of Conclusion C.
A popular moral interpretation of the axiological component of the astronomical value thesis comes from what is called the “Total View.” This identifies value as a property of individual lives, 12 where “value” can be defined in very many ways including hedonistic, desire-satisfaction, or objective list-theoretic terms. The central idea is that morally good acts are those that increase the total amount of value across all lives, present and future. A weaker interpretation of “astronomical value” arises from what is called the “Simple View.” On this view, value is still a property of individual lives, but one is not necessarily committed to maximizing it. Rather, all this view implies about morally good acts is that some lives are “good” and that the addition of any of these lives would always be in itself good and make the world better in at least one way. It follows that, on either of these views, since human extinction would 13 permanently preclude the realization of potentially vast amounts of future value, “to end the human race would be about the worst thing it would be possible to do,” a sentiment that goes back at least to Henry Sidgwick (1907). From this perspective, the difference between 99 and 100 percent of humanity dying out is far greater than the difference between 1 and 99 percent perishing (Parfit 1984). The reason is that, as H.G. Wells—the founder of future studies —put it in 1902, is that 14
all the past is but the beginning of a beginning, and that all that is and has been is but the twilight of the dawn. It is possible to believe that all that the human mind has ever accomplished is but the dream before the awakening. We cannot see, there is no need for us to see, what this world will be like when the day has fully come. We are creatures of the twilight.
Indeed, according to Carl Sagan, if humans remain on Earth with an average lifespan of 100 years, there could come to exist 500 trillion humans in the future. But it appears likely that, if we survive the next few centuries, humanity will spread into the cosmos, which could vastly increase the total number of people— and thus the total amount of well-being in the universe. For example, Bostrom (2003b) calculates that if a single star can sustain ~10 billion people, then the Virgo Supercluster could house ~100 sextillion future humans per century; yet there are about 10 million superclusters in the observable universe and 1 billion trillion stars in total. (We will leave it to readers to do the math!) Even more, if mind-uploading is possible, then based on calculations of the computational capacity of planets that are converted into giant supercomputers, there could exist ~100 decillion (or 1038) people per century in the Virgo Supercluster alone, although Milan Ćirković (2002) puts the number even higher at 10 quattuordecillion (or ~1046). If such people have worthwhile lives, then the potential well-being that our descendants could realize in the future could be truly astronomical. Notice here that even if one highly discounts future lives, the sheer 15 number that could come into existence still suggests that existential risk reduction ought to be highly prioritized.
2.3 Human extinction will cause a great loss in the quality of human welfare and other values. The astronomical waste thesis, though, does not need to be understood solely in terms of the total number of people with worthwhile lives that could come to exist in the future. Indeed, it should also take account of the potential for people in the future to acquire lives that are not merely worthwhile but extraordinarily, perhaps unimaginably (from our current vantage point), good. There are two trends worth mentioning here, the first being societal: As Steven Pinker (2011) outlines in great detail, humanity has made significant moral progress throughout history, and especially since the end of World War II. One happy symptom of this is the steady, if uneven, decline of violence. According to Pinker, humanity is not only in the midst of the “Long Peace” but also the “New Peace,” during which organized conflicts of all kinds—civil wars, genocides, repression by autocratic governments, and terrorist attacks—[have] declined throughout the world.” Although Pinker does not extrapolate these trends into the future, there are some reasons for expecting them to continue. For example, Pinker identifies the primary driver of moral progress in recent decades as the Flynn effect, the long term increase in human intelligence observed during the twentieth century. While this appears to have slowed, stopped, or reversed in certain regions of the world (see, e.g., Bratsberg and Rogeberg 2018), it is very likely that future innovation will yield safe and effective cognitive and moral enhancements. If the former augments our capacity for “abstraction from the concrete particulars of immediate experience,” which is “the cognitive skill that is most enhanced in the Flynn effect,” then we might expect a further expansion of our circles of moral concern (Pinker 2011). There could be similar gains from moral bioenhancement, which Ingmar Persson and Julian Savulescu (2012) describe as any biomedical intervention that augments our moral dispositions of altruism and a sense of justice (or fairness). The first consists of empathy—the cognitive property that Pinker focuses on—and sympathetic concern—the motivational element of moral action. Although Persson and Savulescu’s proposal has proven to be controversial for both philosophical and practical reasons (see author), it is not unthinkable that future breakthroughs yield highly effective mostropics, i.e., morality-boosting drugs, and that these drugs become as commonly ingested as fluoride is via the public drinking water.
 This leads to the second trend, which is transhumanist: Human enhancement technologies could enable a phase transition from humanity to posthumanity, where posthumans are beings with significantly augmented capacities in the broad domains of cognition, emotion, and healthspan (see Bostrom 2008). For example, nootropics, transcranial magnetic stimulation, brain-computer interfaces (BCIs), genetic modifications, iterated embryo selection, mind-uploading, and so on, could potentially increase our intellectual abilities, while advanced biotechnology and molecular nanotechnology could stop or even reverse aging, thus enabling people to live indefinitely long lives. The result could be a population of beings 16 who experience degrees of well-being that far exceed the intensity and amount that any current human could possibly attain. Even more, enhancement technologies could expand our “cognitive space” such that our posthuman progeny have mental access to concepts that are in principle beyond our ken (see author). It follows that, insofar as (say) some theory T requires a concept C to understand, and insofar as C falls outside of our current cognitive space but within the cognitive space of a species of posthuman, then that species could devise T—a theory about which we might be second-order ignorant, meaning that we can’t even know that we can’t know T. Thus, insofar as one values knowledge, there could be any number of marvelous new ideas in the future that forever linger beyond our epistemic reach.
 This being said, people have been speculating about utopian futures in which people live qualitatively (much) better lives since at least the nineteenth century, and it has become natural to view these with a strong degree of skepticism. Yet 200 years ago, very few individuals were permitted the freedom of thought and self-expression that many now take for granted; violence, sickness, and disability where far more common than they are today; people’s understanding of the world around them was quite impoverished and their access to science, art, and technology almost unimaginably lower than such access is today. Even if twenty-first century utopian visions remain unrealized, the prospects for a qualitative improvement in future people’s lives, we would argue, ought not be underestimated. Thus, there both quantitative and qualitative aspects to, at the very least, a Totalist interpretation of the astronomical value thesis.
2.4 Human extinction will remove our rational/moral agency from the earth/universe. The physicist Enrico Fermi once observed that the sheer size of the universe should entail that interstellar civilizations are relatively common, and we should be able to detect them with our current technology, however so far we have found no real evidence of their existence. This is known as the “Fermi Paradox.” Yet there is a growing body of research that resolves (or dissolves) the paradox by arguing that intelligent life could be rare in the universe; at the extreme, humanity could be something of a cosmic hapax os, i.e., a “thing existing only once.” Peter Ward and Donald Brownlee (2000), for example, defend a version of the “rare 17 Earth hypothesis,” and a more recent analysis calculates that there is a 38 to 85 percent chance that humanity is alone in the observable universe and a 53 to 99.6 percent chance that humanity is alone in our galaxy (Sandberg et al. 2018). It follows that, as Toby Ord declares, “it’s very possible that we might be the most amazing and rare part of the whole universe, the only part of the universe capable of understanding the universe itself and appreciating its wonders” (quoted in Wiblin 2017).
For some, this observation provides additional support for the notion that humanities extinction would be a tragedy of cosmic proportions. As Derek Parfit (2016) argues,
if we are the only rational beings in the Universe, as some recent evidence suggests, it matters even more whether we shall have descendants or successors during the billions of years in which that would be possible. Some of our successors might live lives and create worlds that, though failing to justify past suffering, would give us all, including some of those who have suffered, reasons to be glad that the Universe exists (emphasis added)18
Extinction causes horrible deaths for billions of people, deprives utility of many happy lives, and robs the potential of future generations
Dr. Elizabeth Finneron-Burns 17, Teaching Fellow in Political Theory at the University of Warwick and Affiliated Researcher in Philosophy at the Institute for Futures Studies in Stockholm, DPhil in Political Theory at Oxford, “What’s Wrong With Human Extinction?”, Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 47:2-3, p. 329-332
2. What could be wrong with human extinction?
Many, though certainly not all, people might believe that it would be wrong to bring about the end of the human species, and the reasons given for this belief are various. I begin by considering four reasons that could be given against the moral permissibility of human extinction. I will argue that only those reasons that impact the people who exist at the time that the extinction or the knowledge of the upcoming extinction occurs, can explain its wrongness. I use this conclusion to then consider in which cases human extinction would be morally permissible or impermissible, arguing that there is only a small class of cases in which it would not be wrong to cause the extinction of the human race or allow it to happen.
2.1. It would prevent the existence of very many happy people
One reason of human extinction might be considered to be wrong lies in the value of human life itself. The thought here might be that it is a good thing for people to exist and enjoy happy lives and extinction would deprive more people of enjoying this good. The ‘good’ in this case could be understood in at least two ways. According to the first, one might believe that you benefit a person by bringing them into existence, or at least, that it is good for that person that they come to exist. The second view might hold that if humans were to go extinct, the utility foregone by the billions (or more) of people who could have lived but will now never get that opportunity, renders allowing human extinction to take place an incidence of wrongdoing.
An example of this view can be found in two quotes from an Effective Altruism blog post by Peter Singer, Nick Beckstead and Matt Wage:
One very bad thing about human extinction would be that billions of people would likely die painful deaths. But in our view, this is by far not the worst thing about human extinction. The worst thing about human extinction is that there would be no future generations.
Since there could be so many generations in our future, the value of all those generations together greatly exceeds the value of the current generation. (Beckstead, Singer, and Wage 2013)
The authors are making two claims. The first is that there is value in human life and also something valuable about creating future people which gives us a reason to do so; furthermore, it would be a very bad thing if we did not do so. The second is that, not only would it be a bad thing for there to be no future people, but it would actually be the worst thing about extinction. Since happy human lives have value, and the number of potential people who could ever exist is far greater than the number of people who exist at any one time, even if the extinction were brought about through the painful deaths of currently existing people, the former’s loss would be greater than the latter’s. Both claims are assuming that there is an intrinsic value in the existence of potential human life. The second claim makes the further assumption that the forgone value of the potential lives that could be lived is greater than the disvalue that would be accrued by people existing at the time of the extinction through suffering from painful and/or premature deaths.
Extinction causes billions to die painful deaths and extinguishes a huge amount of future generations that have massive value
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We won’t try to address those questions here. Instead, we’ll focus on this question: How bad would human extinction be?
One very bad thing about human extinction would be that billions of people would likely die painful deaths. But in our view, this is, by far, not the worst thing about human extinction. The worst thing about human extinction is that there would be no future generations.
We believe that future generations matter just as much as our generation does. Since there could be so many generations in our future, the value of all those generations together greatly exceeds the value of the current generation.
Considering a historical example helps to illustrate this point. About 70,000 years ago, there was a supervolcanic eruption known as the Toba eruption. Many scientists believe that this eruption caused a “volcanic winter” which brought our ancestors close to extinction. Suppose that this is true. Now imagine that the Toba eruption had eradicated humans from the Earth. How bad would that have been? Some 3,000 generations and 100 billion lives later, it is plausible to say that the death and suffering caused by the Toba eruption would have been trivial in comparison with the loss of all the human lives that have been lived from then to now, and everything humanity has achieved since that time.
Similarly, if humanity goes extinct now, the worst aspect of this would be the opportunity cost. Civilization began only a few thousand years ago. Yet Earth could remain habitable for another billion years. And if it is possible to colonize space, our species may survive much longer than that.
Some people would reject this way of assessing the value of future generations. They may claim that bringing new people into existence cannot be a benefit, regardless of what kind of life these people have. On this view, the value of avoiding human extinction is restricted to people alive today and people who are already going to exist, and who may want to have children or grandchildren.
Why would someone believe this? One reason might be that if people never exist, then it can’t be bad for them that they don’t exist. Since they don’t exist, there’s no “them” for it to be bad for, so causing people to exist cannot benefit them.
We disagree. We think that causing people to exist can benefit them. To see why, first notice that causing people to exist can be bad for those people. For example, suppose some woman knows that if she conceives a child during the next few months, the child will suffer from multiple painful diseases and die very young. It would obviously be bad for her child if she decided to conceive during the next few months. In general, it seems that if a child’s life would be brief and miserable, existence is bad for that child.
If you agree that bringing someone into existence can be bad for that person and if you also accept the argument that bringing someone into existence can’t be good for that person, then this leads to a strange conclusion: being born could harm you but it couldn’t help you. If that is right, then it appears that it would be wrong to have children, because there is always a risk that they will be harmed, and no compensating benefit to outweigh the risk of harm.
Pessimists like the nineteenth-century German philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer or the contemporary South African philosopher David Benatar accept this conclusion. But if parents have a reasonable expectation that their children will have happy and fulfilling lives, and having children would not be harmful to others, then it is not bad to have children. More generally, if our descendants have a reasonable chance of having happy and fulfilling lives, it is good for us to ensure that our descendants exist, rather than not. Therefore we think that bringing future generations into existence can be a good thing.
The extinction of our species—and quite possibly, depending on the cause of the extinction, of all life—would be the end of the extraordinary story of evolution that has already led to (moderately) intelligent life, and which has given us the potential to make much greater progress still. We have made great progress, both moral and intellectual, over the last couple of centuries, and there is every reason to hope that, if we survive, this progress will continue and accelerate. If we fail to prevent our extinction, we will have blown the opportunity to create something truly wonderful: an astronomically large number of generations of human beings living rich and fulfilling lives, and reaching heights of knowledge and civilization that are beyond the limits of our imagination.
Extinction robs present and future people of happiness and destroys all value to existence
Dr. Simon Beard 19, Postdoctoral Researcher at the Centre for the Study of Existential Risk at University of Cambridge, PhD in Moral Philosophy from the London School of Economics, “Featured Profile: Simon Beard”, Demography, Ethics & Public Policy, 3/20/2019, https://www.demographyethicsandpublicpolicy.org/posts [typo corrected in brackets]
If humanity were to go extinct, how bad would that be? How should we prioritize research and resources across many different threats to the long-term future of our species? How can we make trade-offs between the number of people who are alive now and the number who will ever be born? These are the ethical questions that form the backbone of my research.
Existential risk research aims to promote the long-term interests of humanity by better understanding the threats to our future and how we might respond to them. It owes its existence in no small part to the field of Population Ethics since it was in the writings of people like Henry Sidgwick and Derek Parfit on this subject that people first began to engage with the mismatch between the limited efforts being taken to mitigate the risk of human extinction and the enormous ethical costs that such a catastrophe would bring.
My research into this area began via the same route and my own attempt to resolve some of the intractable problems currently facing certain views about population ethics. In particular, my PhD thesis explored the hypothesis that there may be multiple irreconcilably different values that governed what it would be best for us to do when it came to future generations. Some of these are reducible to a single conception of ‘utility’ or ‘well-being’ while others cannot be so reduced, although they may still form part of a broader conception of what we call ‘Quality of Life’. Human extinction, I argued, would be doubly tragic because it would not only involve the loss of all the potential future happiness that members of our species might go on to experience, but also these other, less tangible, goods that related to our growing achievements, our aesthetic sense and our ability to engage ethically with the universe around us.
I still believe that this is, if not the right answer then, at least a step in the right direction to understanding the tragedy of human extinction. However, since I started working more deeply in this field, as a Research Associate at the Centre for the Study of Existential Risk, I have come to question whether my role as a philosopher should be coming up with the right answers at all, or whether I can put my talents to better use helping others to understand the implications of their own ethical position. I have thus started to work a lot more at understanding as much as I can about the nature of the threats that we face and on connecting these to the wide variety of ethical perspectives that exist in the world.
In a recent paper, co-authered with Phil Torres, we examine a range of these perspectives, from virtue ethics, Kantian deontology, contractualism and consequentialism, and argue that there are at least five ways in which we might view human extinction as bad, and that all of these perspectives gave us reasons to be extremely sensitive to at least two of these; although no perspective seemed to care about all of them. These were:
1.    Human extinction would likely involve a massive loss of life and also a loss of au[t]onomy and hope to very many people. It would thus be amongst the greatest harms that we could conceivably cause for most people now living.
2.    Human extinction would remove rational agency and human understanding [from] form the world as we know it, and potentially from the entire universe. It would be the frustration of every, or at least almost every, purpose or intention people have ever had
3.    Human extinction would be the end of our collective story as a species and a violation of the intergenerational social contract in which we gratefully receive the benefits and wisdom of those who have come before us and seek to pass on even more of these to those who will come after us
4.    Human extinction will cause many potential future people, who could have experienced even more potential future happiness, never to exist
5.    Human extinction will remove from the world all of the best things in life that we have special reasons to value and treasure, from science and art to romantic love and universal compassion.
Extinction Bad---Future Generations
Future generations should be valued as equal to current lives and have astronomical value. Avoiding extinction’s key.
Phil Torres 17, Affiliate Scholar at the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Founder of the X-Risks Institute, Writer Appearing in Skeptic, Free Inquiry, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Salon, Truthout, Erkenntnis, Metaphilosophy, and Sir Martin Rees, President of the Royal Society, Fellow of Trinity College and Emeritus Professor of Cosmology and Astrophysics at the University of Cambridge, Morality, Foresight, and Human Flourishing: An Introduction to Existential Risks, p. Google Books [language modified]
1.4 Why Care about Existential Risks?
Nothing is too wonderful to be true, if it be consistent with the laws of nature.
—Michael Faraday
The global population today is 7.5 billion. Let's say that a pandemic spreads across Europe, killing 100 million people. How bad would this be? Most would agree that it would be quite devastating. Now let's say that 100 million more people die from the disease. How bad would this be? It seems like this second wave of deaths would be just as bad as the first: 200 million people dying is twice as horrible as 100 million people dying. Now imagine this continuing 74 times (where 74 x 100 million = 7.4 billion), with each instance of 100 million deaths being an equivalently bad moral tragedy. The global population would then be only 100 million people. Again, we can ask: If this last group were to die from the pandemic, how bad would it be? Would it be just as bad as each past instance of 100 million people dying—or might it be worse7.
The philosopher Derek Parfit, echoing Sagan's idea discussed in the preface of this book, argues that the last 100 million people dying would not only be worse than all the other instances of 100 million people dying, but profoundly worse. The reason is that, as Parfit writes,
Civilization began only a few thousand years ago. If we do not destroy [hu]mankind, these few thousand years may be only a tiny fraction of the whole of civilized human history. The difference between [nearly all and actually all people dying] may thus be the difference between this tiny fraction and all of the rest of this history. If we compare this possible history to a day, what has occurred so far is only a fraction of a second.57
We can add to Parfit's thesis an alternative scenario, given the second disjunct of our definition of existential risks: consider a world in which there are no incidents of mass dying but some unfortunate event causes civilization to sink into a permanent state of technological deprivation. The result would be that we fail to reach technological maturity and exploit our cosmic endowment of negentropy (where "negentropy" is a portmanteau of "negative entropy," i.e., the stuff that enables living systems to create and maintain order in the universe).58 From the transhumanist point of view, the result would be, all things considered, no less tragic than if humanity were to go extinct.59
A key idea here is that the potential value of our posthuman future could be unimaginably huge. For example, one estimate suggests that a total of "a hundred thousand billion billion billion"—that is, a 1 followed by 32 zeros, or 100,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000—humans could someday populate the universe.60 These people might colonize a large fraction of our future light cone, use enhancement technologies to radically augment their cognitive and moral capacities, live indefinitely long lives through rejuvenation therapies, upload their minds to achieve a kind of digital immortality, and perhaps even convert entire planets into supercomputers that run simulations in which conscious beings live happy, worthwhile lives (thereby increasing the total amount of well-being in the cosmos, which some ethical theories prescribe).61 As Parfit puts the point, "Life can be wonderful as well as terrible, and we shall increasingly have the power to make life good. Since human history may be only just beginning, we can expect that future humans, or supra-humans, may achieve some great goods that we cannot now even imagine."**2 In a phrase, the expected value of the future is astronomically high given the potential number and nature of our posthuman descendants. Let's call this the astronomical value thesis.63
This leads Bostrom to argue that "the loss in expected value resulting from an existential catastrophe is so enormous that the objective of reducing existential risks should be a dominant consideration whenever we act out of an impersonal concern for humankind as a whole." In other words, we should behave according to the following "rule of thumb for such impersonal moral action," dubbed Maxipok:
Maximize the probability of an "OK outcome," where an OK outcome is any outcome that avoids existential catastrophe.64
One can think of our predicament as follows: the present moment—a century that the Long Now Foundation writes as "02000" to encourage "deep time" thinking—is a narrow foundation upon which an extremely tall skyscraper rests.65 The entire future of humanity resides in this skyscraper, towering above us, stretching far beyond the clouds. If this foundation were to fail, the whole building would come crashing to the ground. Since this would be astronomically bad according to the above thesis, it behooves us to do everything possible to ensure that the foundation remains intact. The future depends crucially on the decisions we make today, just as the present depends on the decisions made by our ancestors, and this is a moral burden that everyone should feel pressing down upon their shoulders.66
While one might accept that every human perishing tomorrow would be an unthinkable catastrophe, one might also object that there is no particular reason to value the lives of people who do not yet exist. Why should current people care about generations that are born 100, 10,000, or even 100 million years from today? What obligations do we really have to future people in some far-off, exotic futureland? Many moral philosophers respond that when one exists should be irrelevant to that person's moral status. By analogy, where one exists should be—it appears correct to assert—irrelevant to whether or not one matters ethically: e.g., the suffering of a child in Johannesburg is just as bad as the suffering of a child in Copenhagen, Beijing, or Honolulu. And since modern physics reveals that space and time form a unified four-dimensional continuum (called "spacetime"), there don't appear to be any fundamental reasons for privileging one dimension over another, meaning that "affecting a temporally distant individual in the future is similar to affecting a spatially distant individual" right now.67 If one rejects "space discounting" (or devaluing the lives of people who are spatially distant from us), one should also reject "time discounting" (or devaluing the lives of people who are temporally distant from us).
Furthermore, as the risk expert Jason Matheny observes, time discounting future lives yields conclusions that "few of us would accept as being ethical."68 For example, if one were to discount future "lives at a 5% annual rate, a life today would have greater intrinsic value than a billion lives 400 years hence"—i.e., a single person dying this evening would constitute a worse moral tragedy than a global catastrophe that kills 1 billion people in four centuries. Similarly, a 10 percent annual discount rate would entail that one person today is equal in value to an unfathomable 4.96 x 1020 people 500 years from now.70 This line of reasoning appears to be not only misguided but outrageously wrongheadedly from which it follows that discounting human lives is deeply problematic.71
The impact is hundreds of trillions of lives
Dr. John Leslie 10, University Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at the University of Guelph, Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada, “The Risk that Humans Will Soon Be Extinct”, Philosophy, Volume 85, Number 4, ProQuest
The spatiotemporal details of any extinction process would be of great ethical significance. The tens of millions of deaths in the Second World War and how they were distributed among the warring parties would be far less significant, I'd say, than whether half a billion humans managed to live onwards for a century when an unstoppable slide towards extinction had begun, and whether the process started with the swift extinction of those nations which had done least to cause the fatal nuclear exchange, greenhouse calamity or whatever. All the same, I suggest the following. Whether the extinction process took only a fraction of a second, spreading outward at almost the speed of light from a single centre (once again read onwards), or was instead a matter of many decades and much geographical complexity, would be far less important than the fact that humans would be dying out before beginning serious efforts to spread across their galaxy.
This is because such efforts would probably succeed; because the number of human lives which would then be lived would probably be in the hundreds of trillions, assuming that our much modified descendants could be counted as 'humans'; and because most of the lives would probably be more worth living than ones in our technologically primitive era. The weightiest of all ethical imperatives could be Spread Through The Galaxy! The extinction of the human race before galactic colonization could begin would be immensely tragic because of the vastly many worthwhile lives that would then have no possibility of being lived.
Many a professional philosopher has suggested, in contrast, that the loss of a future containing countless richly satisfactory human lives would be hardly any loss at all. Its drawback would be simply that folk would have hoped in vain that the future would contain such lives. Its ugliness, that's to say, would lie in its non-fulfilment of things wished by the dead, as when computer error sends Aunt Jane's fortune to the orphanage, not the Home for Abandoned Cats she recommended to her executors. Just what, the philosophers inquire, could anyone have lost through not being born, for just who wouldn't have been born? People possess identities only after coming into the world, they protest, and only people with identities can lose anything.
Note, though, that the very same philosophers declare (a) that it would be wicked for people to give birth if they could be confident that those born (whoever they were, so let's here forget the little matter of their identities!) would have lives that were very miserable, and (b) that generating such lives would be more evil, the greater the number of those lives. But, I ask, isn't there too weird an asymmetry here? Little or no duty, say our philosophers, to generate humans likely to have lives richly worth living even if you could generate trillions of them by snapping your fingers, because they wouldn't have identities until generated, and yet there's a firm obligation not to generate humans likely to be miserable, and above all not to generate many of them. Well, to accept that sort of thing you must perhaps be a professional philosopher.
It seems to me, anyhow, that the duty to attempt galactic colonization is immensely strong-assuming, that's to say, that there'd not be trillions of extraterrestrials in danger of extermination or enslavement. Might humankind plausibly become extinct before the process could get started? Galactic colonization will probably begin within a couple of centuries if we don't annihilate ourselves during that period. What chance, then, does the human race stand of surviving for another two hundred years?
This outweighs, even if future lives aren’t valued equally or there’s a low probability of astronomical propagation
Benjamin Todd 17, Master’s Degree in Physics and Philosophy at the University of Oxford, CEO and Co-Founder of 80,000 Hours, Former Investment Analyst at Orbis Investment Advisory, Former Research Assistant at Eastman Kodak, “Presenting the Long-Term Value Thesis”, 80,000 Hours, 10/24/2017, https://80000hours.org/articles/future-generations/
Why think the future matters more than the present?
What are the things you most value in human civilization today? People being happy? People fulfilling their potential? Knowledge? Art?
In almost all of these cases, there’s potentially a lot more of it to come in the future:
1. The Earth could remain habitable for 600-800 million years,1 so there could be about 7 million future generations, and they could lead great lives, whatever you think “great” consists of. Even if you don’t think future generations matter as much as the present generation, since there could be so many of them, they could still be our key concern.
2. Civilization could also eventually reach other planets — there are 100 billion planets in the Milky Way alone.2 So, even if there’s only a small chance of this happening, there could also be dramatically more people per generation than there are today. By reaching other planets, civilization could also last even longer than if we stay on the Earth.
3. If you think it’s good for people to live happier and more flourishing lives, there’s a possibility that technology and social progress will let people have much better and longer lives in the future (including those in the present generation). So, putting these first three points together, there could be many more generations, with far more people, living much better lives. The three dimensions multiply together to give the potential scale of the future.
4. If what you value is justice and virtue, then the future could be far more just and virtuous than the world today.3
5. If what you value is artistic and intellectual achievement, a far wealthier and bigger civilization could have far greater achievements than our own.
And so on.
This suggests that, insofar as you care about making the world a better place, your key concern should be to increase the chance that the future goes well rather than badly.
This isn’t to deny that you have special obligations to your friends and family, and an interest in your own life going well. We’re only talking about what matters insofar as you care about helping others in general. Philosophers often say what matters “from the point of view of the universe” or according to “impartial altruism”. We think everyone should care about the lives of other people to some degree, even though it might not be your only goal.
People often assume the long-term value thesis is especially about the possibility of there being lots of people in the future, and so only of interest to a narrow range of ethical views (especially utilitarian totalism), but as we can see in the list above, it’s actually much broader. It just rests on the idea that if something is of value, it’s better to have more of what’s valuable rather than less, and that it’s possible to have much more of it in the future. This might include non-welfare values, such as beauty or knowledge. The arguments are also not about humans; rather, they concern whatever agents in the future might have moral value, including other species.
People also often think that the long-term value thesis assumes the future will have positive rather than negative value. Quite the opposite is true — the future could also contain far more suffering than the present, and this implies even more concern for how it unfolds. It’s important to reduce the probability of bad futures as well as increase the probability of good ones.
You can see a more rigorous presentation of the arguments in Chapter 3 of On the Overwhelming Value of Shaping the Far Future, by Nick Beckstead.
Now let’s consider three of the most common objections.
1. Will the future actually be big?
The argument relies on the possibility of there being much more value in the future. But you might doubt that civilization can actually survive very long, or that we will ever live on other planets, or that people’s lives can be much better or worse than those of people today.
There’s a lot of reason to doubt these claims. Let’s look at them in a little more depth.
First, what’s not up for debate is the possibility that the future could be big. It’s a widely accepted scientific position that the Earth could remain habitable for hundreds of millions of years, and that there are hundreds of billions of planets in the galaxy. What’s more, there’s no reason to think it’s impossible that civilization could discover far more powerful technology than we have today, or that people could live far better and more satisfying lives than they do today.
Rather, what’s in doubt is the likelihood that these developments come to pass. Unfortunately there is no definitive way to estimate this likelihood. The best we can do is to weigh the arguments for and against a big future, and make our best estimates.
If you think the civilization is virtually guaranteed to end in the next couple of hundred years, then the future won’t have much more value than the present. However, if you think there’s a 10% chance that civilization survives 10 million generations till the end of the Earth,4 then (in expectation) there will be one million future generations. This means the future is at least 100,000 times bigger than the present. This could happen if there’s a chance civilization reaches a stable state where the risk of extinction becomes low.
Humans Good---Heat Death---2AC
Universal heat death is inevitable and destroys all life---human survival is key to engineer a way out
Michael Hanlon 15, Science Journalist Whose Work Appeared in The Sunday Times and The Daily Telegraph, Science Editor at the Daily Mail, Author of In the Interests of Safety, Degree in Earth Sciences from Dundee University, Former Editor at the Daily Express and the Irish News, “Save the Universe”, Aeon, 4/2/2015, https://aeon.co/essays/what-can-we-do-to-save-the-universe-from-certain-death
We are doomed. Our best efforts to reproduce, to conserve, protect and survive will, in the end, come to nought. We could sort out climate change, dispose of our nuclear arsenals, ban research into killer AIs, and still the end would come, as surely as night follows day.
The problem is physics itself. Our home – our planet, our Solar System and indeed our entire Universe – has a finite lifespan. All that is will be destroyed, either in fire or, as observations suggest now seems more likely, in a lingering, depressing ‘heat death’. The stars will all go out, and the expanding cosmos will be no more than a colossal, black and freezing void in which nothing of interest ever happens again. The laws of nature insist upon it.
Or do they? Human ingenuity has carried us a long way before now. What’s more, any final cosmic calamity is likely to be a very long way into the future. We have time to prepare.
It strikes me, then, that a Save the Universe Project might not be such a fanciful idea. Just as, in the end, the only sustainable solution to climate change might well require us to venture great engineering projects on a planetary scale, the task of engineering a viable home of thought that will last an eternity will fall to our distant descendants – or to other intelligent beings that might share our universe. The cosmic threats to intelligence are too vast and remote for us to tackle now – but we can start scouting the territory, and seeing the shape of possible solutions.
To understand how the Universe could be engineered to remain life-friendly for eternity, we need to understand what the fate of the cosmos would be if no one tried to interfere. Let’s start with home.
Earth is about 4,600 million years old, roughly the same age as our Sun and the rest of the Solar System. Our planet has been home to life for 3 billion years and to humans for 200,000. Right now, the Sun, the source of almost all our heat and light, is about halfway through its life. This might seem to suggest that the story of life on Earth has more than 4 billion years to run. But this is not so.
As the Sun consumes its hydrogen fuel, it will get hotter. Eventually this natural stellar warming will sterilise our planet. Earth currently lies in our System’s ‘Goldilocks Zone’, a narrow band in which temperatures are just right: high enough for water not to freeze (for the most part) and low enough for it not to boil. In a billion years, we will find ourselves near the inner edge of the zone. Temperatures will climb a few degrees per millennium. This process will be accelerated by the natural feedback loop of global warming, as the oceans start to evaporate and gigatonnes of water vapour, a potent greenhouse gas, enter the atmosphere.
The senile Sun will bloat and expand, searing our planet’s surface until even the rock glows red. Earth’s story is over
A few hundred million years hence, large parts of the Earth will be uninhabitable. The Equatorial seas will be a sterile bath nudging 80°C/176°F. What this means is that, rather disappointingly, life’s journey on Earth is already three-quarters done. This fact was only recently appreciated. You might want to sit with it for a moment.
Right to the last, life will adapt magnificently. But in the end, the final great extinction event will get the better of it. In a billion years, our planet will be a hot, humid hell, riven by searing hurricanes, its continents mostly desert. From space, it will no longer be a pretty blue-green ball but a yellowish orb, a glint of bare rock around the equator, the skies full of dust. By 1,200,000,000AD, in a strange symmetry, the ancient Earth will start to resemble its own earliest self. No animals, no plants: just a few hardy bacteria eking out a precarious existence in superheated saline pools. Eventually the remaining seas will boil. The senile Sun will bloat and expand, engulfing Mercury and Venus and searing our planet’s surface until even the rock glows red. The Earth’s story is over.
But that needn’t be the end of life in the Universe.
Let us assume that our planet is not unique; that intelligent life is fairly common. Our Sun will not be the last star to die. Recent findings from NASA’s Kepler Space Telescope suggest that there might be as many as a billion Earth-like planets in the Milky Way alone. There is time left for countless civilisations to rise and fall, long after the death of old Earth.
No refuge is permanent, of course. In time, the stars – all septillion of them (in the observable universe) – will stop shining. Big, hot stars such as our Sun consume hydrogen fuel in periods ranging from a few tens of millions of years to a few billion. New generations of such stars will be born long after ours runs amok. But eventually, the Universe’s supply of accessible free hydrogen will run out. The last survivors will be the red dwarfs, the commonest of stars. The remarkable thing about red dwarfs is their longevity. Some will last 20 trillion years – 4,000 times longer than our Sun. Any planets orbiting red dwarfs (and we know there are plenty of them) will, potentially, have heat and light to allow life of some kind to exist for that long.
But even red dwarfs are mortal. In 100 trillion years, the very last generation of hydrogen-burning astral bodies will have been born from the few remaining gas clouds. By 200 trillion AD the last stars will go out. From now on, the Universe is almost black and impossibly cold. Life, if any survives, will have fallen on hard times indeed.
Now we move into more uncharted waters. It is worth saying here that we are still not entirely sure what the ultimate fate of the cosmos might be. It used to be thought that there was enough matter (including dark matter) and energy in the Universe for its combined gravitational pull to slow down the cosmic expansion, bring it to a halt and eventually bring all the stars back together again in a reverse-rerun of the Big Bang – the so-called Big Crunch. In fact, there doesn’t seem to be quite enough stuff for this to happen. But there are other, disastrous, possibilities.
In 1999, Robert Caldwell, a physicist at Dartmouth College in New Hampshire, pointed out that dark energy, which propels the Universe’s expansion, might one day be much stronger. According to some calculations, a stronger version of dark energy, called phantom energy, could literally tear apart the entire Universe, atom by atom – a disaster called the Big Rip. This could happen as ‘soon’ as 20 billion years from now.
But let us for the sake of argument assume that there are no crunches or rips in our future. The downside of this relatively gentle scenario is that the future will be an impossibly gloomy and boring place. As Professor Martin Rees, the Astronomer Royal put it to me: ‘If the cosmic acceleration continues … the observable universe gets emptier and more lonely. Distant galaxies will not only move further away, but recede faster and faster until they disappear.’
As the galaxies vanish over each other’s horizons, and after the last red dwarfs die, the cosmos will be ruled by strange, even dimmer entities – ‘brown dwarfs’, lone, Jupiter-sized planets that never got hot enough to turn into stars. The heat of their interiors could keep a civilisation going for a billion billion years. Then there are the white-dwarf remnants of old dead stars, and ‘degenerate’ monsters – the black holes and neutron stars. Across swathes of space bigger than our Milky Way, the brightest objects will glow with the same energy as a 40-watt electric light bulb.
By the time the Universe is a quadrillion quadrillion years old, the only power sources will be the remnants of stars and planets. Their very protons, the core building blocks of matter, will start to decay, releasing tiny puffs of energy. But even these last outposts on Eternity Road will, in the end, crumble. Entropy will win. The Universe will end, not with a bang, but with a whimper, maybe 10 googol years from now (a googol is a one with 100 noughts after it).
That is, if no one tries to do anything about it.
So, what can be done? Should life surrender to its sad, entropic fate, or should we (for ‘we’ are the only entities we know of who might be able to make a difference) at least begin to think about postponing – perhaps indefinitely – the death of the only home we have? It sounds ridiculous, and out of keeping with the current philosophy to ‘leave nature be’. But the truth is, we face eternal annihilation if we do nothing.
We can certainly delay our demise in our Solar System. As the Sun warms, we could move outwards – to the conveniently placed Mars, or to the moons of Jupiter or Saturn. A billion years’ hence, a balmy Mars will be as warm as Earth is today. Three billion years on, and Titan, Saturn’s icy companion, might be a mild, watery paradise with a thick atmosphere and none of the deadly radiation that afflicts Jupiter’s inner moons.
If we find that we are terribly attached to dear old Earth we could simply move it into a new orbit. Propelling asteroids or comets at near-miss distance would allow us to use their gravitational pull to act as a celestial tugboat, dragging the Earth out of the fiery clutches of our Sun.
But that just buys us time – 3 or 4 billion years. Note that no one is assuming that anything resembling humans will be alive then. I am talking about our successors – either a replacement species, or possibly sentient machine intelligences that have taken over from thinking meat. Either way, we, or they, will need to find a new home.
By then our descendants might have found common cause with extrasolar alien intelligences, assuming they exist. Far-seeing minds will know, as we do, that not even the red and brown dwarfs will last forever. From now on, the battle will not be against the heat of dying suns, but against cold. With no stars, any lifeforms or machines will have to find new ways of powering themselves and their civilisations.
Lack of resources will be a huge issue – on the cosmic scale just as it is here on Earth today. Even with no phantom energy, the rate at which the Universe is expanding will keep accelerating. That’s bad news, according to Fred Adams, an astrophysicist at the University of Michigan who has written extensively about the long-term fate of the Universe: in time, the vast bulk of matter and energy that we can theoretically access will simply disappear over our event horizon. The riches of the cosmos will be causally disconnected from ‘our’ backwater forever. ‘This isolation imposes important restrictions on resources,’ Adams told me. ‘All you get [in the very distant future] is what is currently in the local group of galaxies. This constraint limits the amount of gas to make new stars, for example. As a result, life will have a harder time surviving to extremely long times.’
Fortunately, useful energy is woven into the bedrock of creation. Over long enough periods of time – and time is one thing not in short supply – the minute amounts of energy generated by processes such as proton decay can be harvested and made to do useful work.
In 1960, Freeman Dyson, then a physicist at Princeton, proposed that any sensible civilisation would build great solar-panelled shells around its parent star, to ensure that none of its blaze of light went to waste. Even at this late stage in the life of the Universe, intelligent beings could build similar ‘Dyson spheres’ to harvest the trickle of energy released by black holes. Hawking radiation, a quantum artefact generated by the creation of virtual particles at the Event Horizon, is feeble stuff: a largish Black Hole would ‘glow’ at a temperature of only a few tens of billionths of a degree. But in the dark future, we will have to take what we can get.
Still, even the black holes are not immortal. By radiating, they lose mass, eventually exploding – the last bursts of visible light in the Universe. The cosmos now enters what Adams calls the ‘Dark Era’. There is no atomic fusion to make light, because there are no more atoms. All that remains is very long wave radiation, plus the smallest elementary particles, smeared out over impossibly large volumes of space. Today, the average density of matter in the visible Universe is a few hydrogen atoms per cubic metre; by 1 googol AD, that figure will have fallen to one miserable electron or positron in a volume far, far bigger than today’s visible Universe.
What hope for any intelligence now? Remember that, even if we or our machine descendants (or those of any alien intelligences) have constructed the sturdiest apparatus to ensure survival, nothing can outlive the evaporation of matter itself. This is where we have to think the impossible.
Paul Davies, an astrophysicist at Arizona State University, argues that the answer might be simply to decamp to a new universe when the old one is no longer fit for purpose. We, or rather ‘we’, would have to start making plans for this long before the Dark Era; but moving might be our only hope.
‘Either the origin of the Universe was a natural or a supernatural event,’ Davies explained to me. ‘Assuming, as a scientist would, that it was natural, then it must be possible for a sufficiently advanced civilisation to do it, too.’ The prevailing view among cosmologists at this time is that the Big Bang was just one of many bangs scattered throughout space and time. ‘So the conditions for producing one are generic,’ Davies said. ‘In principle, we could do it too, and make a baby universe. Get it right and this baby would expand into something like our Universe is today.’
‘It’s necessary for the beings to decamp to the baby universe through the umbilical wormhole before it pinches off’
This will not be easy. Making a new universe, or tunnelling through to another, natural, part of the multiverse, would require a colossal amount of energy: think of something like the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at CERN in Switzerland scaled up to the size of a Solar System, harnessing the power of entire stars or tamed black holes. This would tax the resources of the most advanced civilisations foreseeable, and it would be the work of millennia – probably hundreds of millennia, using machinery scarcely imaginable in its scale and complexity. It would be the greatest engineering project in history.
Davies says: ‘It’s necessary for the beings to decamp to the baby universe through the umbilical wormhole before it pinches off. So this is the ultimate in emigration – getting out for good. Actually doing this, by concentrating huge amounts of energy, wouldn’t be easy, and it would certainly be expensive, but we have billions of years to save up for it, as this Universe will do okay for a while yet.’
There are other equally outlandish possibilities. A few years ago, as CERN was about to turn on its LHC, some anxious souls fretted that the machine could inadvertently create an Earth-eating black hole or – and this is pertinent here – trigger some sort of ‘phase change’ in the fabric of the cosmos itself that would create a sphere of destruction spreading out from Earth at the speed of light. Oops.
The LHC, mighty as it is, was far too feeble to do anything of the sort. But build something thousands of times bigger and who knows? It might be possible to unleash a field that in some way interferes with the cosmic expansion. Freeman Dyson has suggested that by saving up a large but finite amount of energy, it should be possible to power some sort of conscious thought for a subjective eternity, even as the Universe dies a heat death.
The fact that people have even considered saving – or escaping from – our dying Universe is remarkable, and a testament to the physics that can predict conditions a billion years hence better than the weather next week. The project is not really about saving the Universe, but about saving the life within it, life without which, after all, the cosmos is just gas and rocks and vacuum. It might prove that the ultimate answer to the problem of life, the universe and everything is not, as Douglas Adams joked, 42, but simply finding a way to keep the show on the road forever.
Humans Good---Heat Death---1AR
Universe collapse is terminally inevitable---only an advanced human civilization can re-engineer the rules or escape---this also disproves the existence of advanced aliens because they’ve likely peaced out in the same way by now
George Dvorsky 15, Chair of the IEET Board of Directors, Canadian Futurist, Science Writer, and Bioethicist, Contributing Editor at io9, “Will Our Descendents Survive the Destruction of the Universe?”, 12/9/2015, https://ieet.org/index.php/IEET2/more/Dvorsky20151209
Billions of years from now, the universe as we know it will cease to exist. The good news is, that gives us a lot of time to prepare, and maybe even figure out a way to cheat cosmic death. Here are some possible ways our descendants might survive a cosmological apocalypse.
The Universe, like the organisms that reside within it, is a mortal entity. Born in the Big Bang, it will eventually meet its fate through an equally cataclysmic process, whether it be in the form of a Big Rip, a Big Crunch, or an eternal deep freeze. Regardless, all life as we know it will be extinguished.
Unless, of course, our highly advanced offspring can find a way to escape the confines of the cosmos—or more radically, change the rules of the cosmological game.
Building a Basement Universe
Our great-great-great-grandchildren, many times over, could leave our current universe by migrating to a natural or artificially created “basement universe.” A future civilization would link the new universe to the old one with a wormhole, and use it for living space, computing—or to escape an old, decaying universe. 
“In, through...and beyond.” Disney’s The Black Hole (1979)—a good idea, but poorly executed.
This may seem outlandish, but this idea has been explored by some serious scientists, including theoretical physicists who take the occasional deep dive into black hole theory and inflation cosmology.
Theoretical physicist Lee Smolin of the Perimeter Institute and Stanford string theorist Leonard Susskind have speculated that universes spawn other universes in a natural, evolutionary process, known as cosmological natural selection (CNS). They argue that the cosmos is not just randomly ideal for the development and proliferation of intelligent life—but in fact, our universe may have actually evolved to be that way.
Smolin suggests that baby universes are reproduced through black holes, and that our Universe is nothing more than a glorified black-hole generator. Making baby universes via black holes is thus the “utility function” of the universe. Likewise, Susskind’s theory invokes black holes, but he adds the nature of “inflation”, the force that causes the early universe to expand rapidly.
Given that universes could emerge naturally from the singularities of black holes, some theorists have wondered if it might be possible for us to build our own “basement” universes. The process of artificially creating universes was first proposed by theoretical physicists Edward Farhi and Alan Guth in 1987. Writing in The New York Times, Malcolm W. Browne explains:
...Guth likens the universe in which we live to the two-dimensional surface of a sphere which, because of its immense size, appears to us to be almost perfectly flat. There are circumstances, he says, in which an ‘’aneurysm’’ could develop on this surface, a region in which space and time bulge like a tumor, eventually pinching itself off from its parent into a new universe.
To a hypothetical observer inside the bulge, conditions might initially resemble those of the Big Bang explosion from which our own universe is thought to have arisen. But to observers in our own universe, Dr. Guth said, the aneurysm would merely resemble a black hole — a supermassive object whose immense gravity prevents the escape even of light. After a certain amount of time the black hole would evaporate, leaving no trace of the place where a new universe had been born.
But once the bulge separates from the host universe, the new universe will exist in a totally separate space/time continuum. Any communication between the two universes would be impossible.
In their paper, “An Obstacle to Creating a Universe in the Laboratory,” Guth and Farhi sheepishly concede that a tremendous amount of energy density would have to be acquired for this to happen. As the authors write in their paper, “The requirement of an initial singularity appears to be an insurmountable obstacle to the creation of an inflationary universe in the laboratory.”
As Guth notes in the NYT article, “Such an achievement is obviously far beyond our technology, but some advanced civilization in the distant future might...well, you never know. For all we know, our own universe may have started in someone’s basement.’’
More encouragingly, philosopher Nick Bostrom and cosmologist Milan M. Ćirković put out a paper in 2000 arguing that an advanced civilization might actually be able to not only engage in this kind of universe-engineering—but it might also be able to transfer information directly into this baby universe. This information could conceivably include uploaded minds, which would make the prospect of immortality a very tantalizing one, indeed.
Transcension
And it’s not crazy to imagine that we could send our minds through a black hole, once they were uploaded to a computer.
Fifteen years, ago physicist Seth Lloyd argued that black holes are the densest and most efficient computational devices capable of existing in our universe. His “ultimate laptop” consists of a kilogram of compressed matter shrunken down to an absolutely miniscule black hole. Owing to Hawking radiation, this computation engine would only last for a fraction of a second (10-19 seconds to be exact), but during that time it would perform about 1032 operations on a 1016 bits. 
Inspired by this idea and those of Smolin and Susskind, futurist and systems theorist John Smart has connected the prospect of baby universes, whether they be natural or artificial, to the Fermi Paradox, i.e. the realization that we have yet to see signs of extraterrestrial intelligences when we should have by now. It’s conceivable, he says, that all advanced extraterrestrial life rejects its universe of origin, in favor something more interesting in the Great Beyond. Smart calls this the Transcension Hypothesis.
The Big Chill will destroy the Universe---but humans can stop it
Orion Jones 14, Managing Editor at Big Think, Writer, and Editor, MFA from Catholic University, BS in Global Studies from the University of Iowa, “Can Humans Create a New Universe to the Save Our Current One?”, Big Think, 7/6/2014, https://bigthink.com/ideafeed/can-humans-create-a-new-universe-to-the-save-the-current-one
What's the Latest?
After we've saved our planet from the effects of climate change, extended the human lifespan exponentially, and created the means for quick interstellar travel, humanity will set its sights on the ultimate goal: saving our universe from certain destruction. In his new book, The Beginning and the End, the young French philosopher Clément Vidal places age-old questions of value in the context of our present scientific and cosmological knowledge. "Are Good and Evil relevant notions on the cosmological scale? What is the meaning of our lives if all trace of our civilization is destined to disappear with the Universe?"
What's the Big Idea?
For Vidal, the ultimate goal of science must be to prevent the death of universe, which is scheduled to fizzle out in an event called the Big Chill about a googol years from now (that's 1 followed by 100 zeros). The best way to nullify the effects of our own dying universe would be to create a new one through the use of artificial cosmogony, meaning that once we understand more fully how this universe came into existence, we develop the technology to start another of our own. This probably entails, according to Vidal, existing as a disembodied collective consciousness--achieving a concept called the noosphere.
It’s try-or-die---extinction is inevitable because of heat death---only continued human development can engineer a way out
Jim Holt 4, M.A. in Mathematics from the University of Virginia, Faculty Fellow in the Philosophy Department at Columbia University, Contributor to The New York Times, The New York Times Magazine, The New York Review of Books, The New Yorker, The American Scholar, and Slate, “Star Trek and the Lifeboat Scenario”, Slate Magazine, 3/4/2004, https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2004/03/star-trek-and-the-lifeboat-scenario.html
Tipler’s idea of an infinite frolic just before the Big Crunch was seductive to me—more so, at least, than Dyson’s vision of a community of increasingly dilute Black Clouds staving off the cold in an eternal Big Chill. But if the universe is in a runaway expansion, both are pipe dreams. The only way to survive in the long run is to get the hell out. Yet how do you escape a dying universe if—as little Alvy Singer pointed out—the universe is everything?
A man who claims to see an answer to this question is Michio Kaku. A theoretical physicist at City College in New York, Kaku looks and talks a bit like the character Sulu on Star Trek. (He can be seen in the recent Michael Apted film about great scientists, Me and Isaac Newton.) He is not the least bit worried about the fate of this universe. “If your ship is sinking,” he said to me, “why not get a lifeboat and leave?” We earthlings can’t do this just yet, Kaku observed. That is because we are a mere Type 1 civilization, able to marshal the energy only of a single planet. But eventually, assuming a reasonable rate of economic growth and technological progress, we will graduate to being a Type 2 civilization, commanding the energy of a star, and thence to being a Type 3 civilization, able to summon the energy of an entire galaxy. Then space-time itself will be our plaything. We’ll have the power to open up a “wormhole” through which we can slip into a brand new universe.
Humans Good---Heat Death---Yes Heat Death
Experimental observation shows heat death is most likely 
Jasper Hamill 17, Tech and Science Editor at Metro, Reporter for Forbes, The Daily Mirror, The Herald, and The Register, “Brian Cox Says The Universe Will End In The Eternal Darkness Of ‘Heat Death’ When All The Stars Burn Out To Leave A Bleak, Featureless Void”, The Sun, 7/31/2017, https://www.thesun.co.uk/tech/4122260/brian-cox-says-the-universe-will-end-in-the-eternal-darkness-of-heat-death-after-the-stars-burn-out-and-black-holes-eat-each-other/
THE universe is doomed to end up a barren, dark and empty void with no stars to light up the gloom.
That's the prediction from Professor Brian Cox, who told The Sun Online that the universe will end its days in a grim process called "heat death".
Brian and Professor Jeff Forshaw, professor of Theoretical Physics at the University of Manchester, have just published a book called Universal: A Journey Through The Cosmos, which tells the story of everything from the Big Bang onwards.
We asked him about the theory of "heat death", which suggests that in billions of years, all the stars in the universe will burn out or turn into black holes which will eventually eat each other up.
The supermassive black holes left after this feeding frenzy will then evaporate, leaving a barren void of eternal nothingness.
This theory about the grim fate of our universe hinges around the "theory of inflation", which suggests the universe will continue growing and growing rather than eventually collapsing in on itself in a cataclysmic "Big Crunch".
"The universe will probably end in heat death," said Professor Cox, who is a professor of Particle Physics at the University of Manchester and also works at CERN.
"We have seen through experimental observation that its expansion rate is increasing.
"If that continues, there will ultimately be no structures left."
Humans Good---AT: Computer Simulations
Simulations will be net-positive---they’ll be biased toward pleasure
Michael Dickens 15, BS in Mathematical and Computational Sciences from Stanford University, Software Engineer at Affirm, “Is Preventing Human Extinction Good?”, Philosophical Multicore, 8/15/2015, https://mdickens.me/2015/08/15/is_preventing_human_extinction_good/
Bad/Good: We create suffering/happy computer simulations
We could potentially create much more happiness or suffering than exists in wild animals by running large efficient computer simulations. These could be net positive or negative depending on what sorts of simulations dominate.
On this Felicifia thread, Carl Shulman raises the point that most sentient simulations will probably be happy:
Scientific simulations concerned with characteristics of intelligent life and civilizations would disproportionately focus on intelligent life, and influential intelligent life at that, with a higher standard of welfare.
If we adopt the reasonable prior belief that pain and pleasure balance out in minds optimized for feeling pain or pleasure, then if we run simulations of new kinds of minds (beyond animals), we should expect pain and pleasure to balance out. We perhaps have reason to favor pleasure because we seem more likely to intentionally create happy simulations for their own sake but unlikely to create suffering simulations without some other purpose.
Aliens thump
Milan M. Ćirković 18, Research Professor at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade, and Research Associate of the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, “Space Colonization Remains The Only Long-Term Option For Humanity: A Reply to Torres”, Futures, http://philsci-archive.pitt.edu/15207/1/SpaceColonization_v4.pdf
6. Extraterrestrial life and utilitarian arguments
Torres’s argument fails to mention the possibility of extraterrestrial life and especially extraterrestrial intelligent life; in this he is quite similar to many other philosophers discussing the future of humanity (e.g., Kahane 2014; Klee 2017). This is important in two different respects. The first is that by relinquishing space colonization, humans obviously leave all available cosmological resources to other intelligent species. (Of course, some of them might be swayed by arguments of extraterrestrial Torresanalogs and relinquish space colonization, but there is no guarantee that all of them will do so, esp. since – as shown above – the arguments are not that persuasive!) This will enable dramatic expansion of an alien colonizing species, which will fill the universe with their own values, entirely different from human/posthuman values. This might or might not be desirable – depending on the character of alien values – but in any case, it would not be particularly appealing from the narrow human perspective. Those averse to s-risks should clearly be against this scenario, since there are no guarantees that aliens would not be more efficient than humans in inflicting suffering onto themselves and others.
Humans Good---AT: Evolutionary Regression
No evolutionary regression and it’s not worse than extinction
Paul Raven 10, Reviews Editor of Interzone, Master's in Creative Writing, Editor in Chief of the SF/futurist webzine Futurismic, “What Could Be Worse Than Human Extinction?”, Futurismic, 12/14/2010, http://futurismic.com/2010/12/14/what-could-be-worse-than-human-extinction/
From a philosophical perspective, human extinction is just about the worst thing we can imagine… and it’s a fairly recent fear, too, with our conception of existential risk kick-started by the threat of mutually assured destruction. But what about a slow slide back into an animal state from our current civilisational peak? An evolutionary regression triggered by the impoverishment of the environment we mastered momentarily? [via BigThink]
Civilization obscures our similarity to other animals. We tend to hold ourselves to different standards because we see ourselves as above nature.  Many people find the slaughter of food animals objectionable. Yet no one is advocating intervention to save the gazelles from the lions or the rabbits from the foxes. Is the suffering of animals in the wild less important? Should we venture out in search of prey animals to rescue from their predators, and sick or injured animals in need of medical care? No, it would seem. It’s okay when nature imposes suffering on animals, but not when we do it. Similarly, it’s not okay when we are the subjects of nature’s cruelty.
Civilization has bestowed our species with a distorted self-image. Many people seem to have the impression that we operate independently of nature. We are fortunate that we’ve been able to act as though we are independent for as long as we have. If we don’t adjust our way of living so that it becomes sustainable, however, nature will eventually do this for us.
The worst case scenario is not that humans will become extinct, but that we will come to experience the cruel will of nature as other animals do. We can’t rule out the possibility that we will become more similar to our primate cousins in intelligence, behavior, and quality of life. We may be enjoying the peak of human intelligence, morality, and technological advancement.
On the face of it, this is just another finger-waggy “if we don’t sort things out soon… ” warning, but I think you can detach the results from the cause – there are any number of reasons we might find civilisation as we know it receding into the patchwork memories of the past. Indeed, given our tendency to prattle on about “the good old days”, you could probably convince a lot of people it was already happening…
But in recent years that nostalgic view of the-past-as-idyll has become more and more of an irritant to me. Despite the very real problems facing human beings as individuals and as a species, I think conditions and opportunities for the average person have been improving steadily for a long time (even though those improvements, like William Gibson’s future, are – sadly – not evenly distributed). This is perhaps the same myopia that makes us see the decline of the Western economies as a global recession: because things aren’t quite as easy for us in particular as they were a few decades back, then we’re obviously bound for hell in a handbasket, AMIRITES?
Well, I’m not so sure; I think we have it in us a species to survive, prosper and spread beyond the gravity well. But to achieve that, I suspect we’ll need to start thinking of ourselves as a species rather than as individual nations… which may turn out to be the greatest challenge we’ve ever come up against, rooted as it is in the very evolutionary processes that made us what we are.
Still – it’s worth a shot, wouldn’t you say? 
The world is getting better!
Dr. Steven Radelet 18, Distinguished Professor in the Practice of Development at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, Master’s and Ph.D. Degrees in Public Policy from Harvard University and Bachelor’s Degree in Mathematics from Central Michigan University, “Doomsday Delusions: The Case for Optimism in a Pessimistic Age”, Foreign Affairs, November/December 2018, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/reviews/review-essay/2018-10-15/doomsday-delusions
Anyone glancing at a newspaper these days finds a litany of woes: war, crime, disease, terrorism, and environmental disasters, all sandwiched between predictions of the coming collapse of market capitalism and liberal democracy. U.S. politicians on both the right, such as President Donald Trump, and the left, such as Senator Bernie Sanders of Vermont, warn that the United States and the world are sliding toward calamity. Pessimism rules the day.
The world does indeed face challenges. Yet by almost any measure, life for most people has been getting better in almost every way. Levels of war and conflict are near historic lows. People are living longer and healthier lives and are better educated than ever before. Incomes for most families are higher than at any time in history. One billion people around the world have been lifted out of extreme poverty in the last two decades, and although income inequality has worsened within many Western countries, across the globe, income is more equal than it has been in centuries. Far fewer people than ever go hungry, and the world now grows more food than it needs. Women have more opportunities, democracy has expanded, and basic human rights are more widely respected than ever before. Electricity, automobiles, the Internet, modern medicines, and simple conveniences have made most people’s lives far easier than their great-grandparents could have imagined. And after centuries of being largely confined to the West, since the 1980s, such benefits have spread across the world—not just to China and India but also to Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Ghana, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mongolia, Mozambique, Peru, South Africa, South Korea, and dozens of other countries. 
Amid the prevailing pessimism, few people—especially in the West—are aware of the extent of this progress. That ignorance matters. For as three terrific recent books—Gregg Easterbrook’s It’s Better Than It Looks, Hans Rosling’s Factfulness, and Steven Pinker’s Enlightenment Now—make clear, continuing this progress is possible but not guaranteed; if people fail to appreciate the institutions and policies that have generated this success, citizens and policymakers are more likely to abandon them going forward. A full understanding of the unprecedented progress in human development is essential to ensuring that it continues.
ALWAYS LOOK ON THE BRIGHT SIDE OF LIFE
Easterbrook, a writer for The Atlantic, focuses primarily on the United States, while also examining global patterns. He wants to explain why the country’s politics have gotten so gloomy at a time of such prosperity. In his view, Trump succeeded in 2016 in part because he convinced voters that their country was near collapse: its economy broken, its borders overrun by illegal immigrants, its cities rife with crime. That none of these things were true did not matter. Instead, these falsehoods won Trump accolades for “telling it like it is.” Easterbrook notes that Sanders played into some of the same sentiment by arguing that the country was getting worse for all but the wealthiest few. 
Easterbrook attacks this pessimism by documenting a series of crises that past commentators predicted but that never happened: humanity has not starved, nor has it run out of energy; there are no runaway plagues; pollution has not made the world’s air unbreathable or its water undrinkable; and dictators have not taken over. Just the opposite has occurred. Technology, far from bringing annihilation, has made nearly every aspect of human life safer and easier. Violent crime in the United States has fallen by almost 30 percent since 1993. More Americans, especially minorities and women, have greater freedom than ever before. Air pollution in the United States has fallen sharply over the last 50 years: levels of lead are down by 99 percent, carbon monoxide is down by 77 percent, and smog is down by 33 percent. The share of the world’s population that is malnourished has fallen from 50 percent to 13 percent since the 1960s. Between World War II and 1990, there were an average of ten military coups each year; since then, there have been about three each year as democracies have replaced dictatorships.
Easterbrook recognizes that not all is well. The United States and other countries must contend with climate change, inequality, and other threats. But his core argument is that to tackle those problems, the world needs to recognize its successes and draw the right lessons about how they were achieved. He pushes back against those who confuse optimism with naiveté. “Optimism,” he believes, “is the conviction that problems can be solved if we all roll up our sleeves and get to work.” He devotes a full chapter to addressing climate change and another to overcoming inequality.
Easterbrook is clearly exasperated by popular myopia. He lays a large part of the blame on the media, where “if it bleeds, it leads,” and part of it on politicians who demonize their opponents, cast nearly everything as a failure, and hark back to an idealized past. Research centers and government agencies, he says, “lean towards doom predictions because they justify more funding.” Demographic changes add to the pessimism: Western societies are getting older, and Easterbrook argues that older people tend to be gloomier. And he asserts that part of it is simple human nature: “People want to believe the worst about society.”
Humans Good---AT: Lab Universes
Lab universes are impossible
Dr. Zeeya Merali 17, PhD in Theoretical Cosmology, Freelance Science Writer and Author of A Big Bang in a Little Room: The Quest to Create New Universes, “Creating a Universe in the Lab? The Idea Is No Joke”, Discover Magazine, 6/19/2017, http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/crux/2017/06/19/build-a-universe-in-the-lab/#.XCTdaVxKjHw
At the other end of the philosophical spectrum, I met with Don Page, a physicist and evangelical Christian at the University of Alberta in Canada, noted for his early collaboration with Stephen Hawking on the nature of black holes. To Page, the salient point is that God created the Universe ex nihilo – from absolutely nothing. The kind of cosmogenesis envisioned by Linde, in contrast, would require physicists to cook up their cosmos in a highly technical laboratory, using a far more powerful cousin of the Large Hadron Collider near Geneva. It would also require a seed particle called a ‘monopole’ (which is hypothesized to exist by some models of physics, but has yet to be found).
The idea goes that if we could impart enough energy to a monopole, it will start to inflate. Rather than growing in size within our Universe, the expanding monopole would bend spacetime within the accelerator to create a tiny wormhole tunnel leading to a separate region of space. From within our lab we would see only the mouth of the wormhole; it would appear to us as a mini black hole, so small as to be utterly harmless. But if we could travel into that wormhole, we would pass through a gateway into a rapidly expanding baby universe that we had created. (A video illustrating this process provides some further details.)
We have no reason to believe that even the most advanced physics hackers could conjure a cosmos from nothing at all, Page argues. Linde’s concept of cosmogenesis, audacious as it might be, is still fundamentally technological. Page, therefore, sees little threat to his faith. On this first issue, then, cosmogenesis would not necessarily upset existing theological views.
But flipping the problem around, I started to wonder: what are the implications of humans even considering the possibility of one day making a universe that could become inhabited by intelligent life? As I discuss in my book A Big Bang in a Little Room (2017), current theory suggests that, once we have created a new universe, we would have little ability to control its evolution or the potential suffering of any of its residents. Wouldn’t that make us irresponsible and reckless deities? I posed the question to Eduardo Guendelman, a physicist at Ben Gurion University in Israel, who was one of the architects of the cosmogenesis model back in the 1980s. Today, Guendelman is engaged in research that could bring baby-universe-making within practical grasp. I was surprised to find that the moral issues did not cause him any discomfort. Guendelman likens scientists pondering their responsibility over making a baby universe to parents deciding whether or not to have children, knowing they will inevitably introduce them to a life filled with pain as well as joy.
Other physicists are more wary. Nobuyuki Sakai of Yamaguchi University in Japan, one of the theorists who proposed that a monopole could serve as the seed for a baby universe, admitted that cosmogenesis is a thorny issue that we should ‘worry’ about as a society in the future. But he absolved himself of any ethical concerns today. Although he is performing the calculations that could allow cosmogenesis, he notes that it will be decades before such an experiment might feasibly be realized. Ethical concerns can wait.
Many of the physicists I approached were reluctant to wade into such potential philosophical quandaries. So I turned to a philosopher, Anders Sandberg at the University of Oxford, who contemplates the moral implications of creating artificial sentient life in computer simulations. He argues that the proliferation of intelligent life, regardless of form, can be taken as something that has inherent value. In that case, cosmogenesis might actually be a moral obligation.
Looking back on my numerous conversations with scientists and philosophers on these issues, I’ve concluded that the editors at Nuclear Physics B did a disservice both to physics and to theology. Their little act of censorship served only to stifle an important discussion. The real danger lies in fostering an air of hostility between the two sides, leaving scientists afraid to speak honestly about the religious and ethical consequences of their work out of concerns of professional reprisal or ridicule.
We will not be creating baby universes anytime soon, but scientists in all areas of research must feel able to freely articulate the implications of their work without concern for causing offense. Cosmogenesis is an extreme example that tests the principle. Parallel ethical issues are at stake in the more near-term prospects of creating artificial intelligence or developing new kinds of weapons, for instance. As Sandberg put it, although it is understandable that scientists shy away from philosophy, afraid of being thought weird for veering beyond their comfort zone, the unwanted result is that many of them keep quiet on things that really matter.
Humans Not Key---1AR
They should have already done it! That means either the impact isn’t true, or aliens don’t exist.
Richard A. Posner 4, Circuit Judge on the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit and Senior Lecturer at the University of Chicago Law School, LLB from Harvard University Law School, Catastrophe: Risk and Response, p. 31
The possible catastrophes examined by the assessors were not limited to a strangelet disaster. They included creating a black hole that would swallow the earth and maybe the rest of our solar system as well, and destroying the entire universe by causing a phase transition. What we call "space" may conceivably "exist in different 'phases,' rather as water can exist in three forms: ice, liquid, and steam. . . . Some [physicistsl have speculated that the concentrated energy created when [subatomic] particles crash together could trigger a 'phase transition' that would rip the fabric of space itself,'1 destroying all the atoms in the entire universe.48 However, these consequences seem much less likely even than a strangelet disaster. One minor though intriguing reason for thinking this is that if there is intelligent life elsewhere in the universe, as seems highly likely from the sheer number of planets (see the introduction), some civilization more advanced than our own would already have built a particle accelerator as powerful as RHIC, precipitating a phase transition that would have destroyed the universe.
Aliens fill-in---they’ll do everything humans do, but worse!
Dr. Milan M. Ćirković 19, Research Professor at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade, and Research Associate of the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, Ph.D. in Physics from the State University of New York at Stony Brook, M.S. in Earth and Space Sciences from the State University of New York at Stony Brook, B.Sc. in Theoretical Physics from the University of Belgrade, “Space Colonization Remains The Only Long-Term Option For Humanity: A Reply To Torres”, Futures, Volume 105, January 2019, ScienceDirect
6. Extraterrestrial life and utilitarian arguments
Torres’s argument fails to mention the possibility of extraterrestrial life and especially extraterrestrial intelligent life; in this he is quite similar to many other philosophers discussing the future of humanity (e.g., Kahane, 2014; Klee, 2017). This is important in two different respects. The first is that by relinquishing space colonization, humans obviously leave all available cosmological resources to other intelligent species. (Of course, some of them might be swayed by arguments of extraterrestrial Torres-analogs and relinquish space colonization, but there is no guarantee that all of them will do so, esp. since – as shown above – the arguments are not that persuasive!) This will enable dramatic expansion of an alien colonizing species, which will fill the universe with their own values, entirely different from human/posthuman values. This might or might not be desirable – depending on the character of alien values – but in any case, it would not be particularly appealing from the narrow human perspective. Those averse to s-risks should clearly be against this scenario, since there are no guarantees that aliens would not be more efficient than humans in inflicting suffering onto themselves and others.
Animal Exploitation---2AC
Extinction is the worst outcome for non-human life by obliterating them as well---the better option to the removal of suffering, not removal of sufferers, which requires continued existence, innovation, and improvement
Dr. Thomas Moynihan 20, Researcher at the Future of Humanity Institute at the University of Oxford, DPhil from the University of Oxford, “Solve Suffering by Blowing up the Universe? The Dubious Philosophy of Human Extinction”, Global Policy, 11/19/2020, https://www.globalpolicyjournal.com/blog/19/11/2020/solve-suffering-blowing-universe-dubious-philosophy-human-extinction
At a time when humans are threatening the extinction of so many other species, it might not seem so surprising that some people think that the extinction of our own species would be a good thing. Take, for example, the Voluntary Human Extinction Movement, whose founder believes that our extinction would put an end to the damage we inflict on each other and ecosystems more generally.
Or there’s the South African philosopher David Benatar, who argues that bringing people into existence always does them harm. He recommends we cease procreating and gradually desert the Earth.
But humans aren’t the only beings to feel pain. Non-human animals would continue suffering without us. So, driven by a desire to eliminate suffering entirely, some people have shockingly advocated taking the rest of nature with us. They recommend that we actively abolish the world, rather than simply desert it.
This disturbing and extremist position goes surprisingly far back in history.
Benevolent world-exploders
Around 1600 years ago, Saint Augustine suggested that humans stop procreating. He endorsed this, however, because he wanted to hasten the Last Judgement and the eternity of joy thereafter.
If you don’t believe in an afterlife, this becomes a less attractive option. You’d have to be motivated exclusively by removing suffering from nature, without any promise of gaining supernatural rewards. Probably the first person to advocate human extinction in this way was Arthur Schopenhauer. He did so 200 years ago, in 1819, urging that we “spare” the “coming generations” of “the burden of existence”.
Schopenhauer saw existence as pain so he believed we should stop bringing humans into existence. And he was clear about the result if everyone obeyed: “The human race would die out.”
But what about the pain of non-human animals? Schopenhauer had an answer, but it wasn’t a convincing one. He was a philosophical idealist, believing that the existence of external nature depends on our self-consciousness of it. So, with the abolition of human brains, the sufferings of less self-aware animals would also “vanish” as they ceased to exist without us around to perceive them.
Even on Schopenhauer’s own terms, there’s a problem. What if other intelligent and self-conscious beings exist? Perhaps on other planets? Surely, then, our sacrifice would mean nothing; existence and painful perception of it would continue. It fell to Schopenhauer’s disciple, Eduard von Hartmann, to propose a more complete solution.
Abolishing the universe
Hartmann, born in Berlin in 1842, wrote a system of pessimistic philosophy that was almost as lengthy as his impressive beard. Infamous in his own time, but completely forgotten in ours, Hartmann proposed a shockingly radical vision.
Writing in 1869, Hartmann rebuked Schopenhauer for thinking of the problem of suffering in only a local and temporary sense. His predecessor’s vision of human extinction “by sexual continence” would not suffice. Hartmann was convinced that, after a few aeons, another self-conscious species would re-evolve on Earth. This would merely “perpetuate the misery of existence”.
Hartmann also believed that life exists on other planets. Given his belief that most of it was probably unintelligent, the suffering of such beings would be helpless. They wouldn’t be able to do anything about it.
So, rather than only destroying our own kind, Hartmann thought that, as intelligent beings, we are obligated to find a way to eliminate suffering, permanently and universally. He believed that it is up to humanity to “annihilate” the universe: it is our duty, he wrote, to “cause the whole kosmos to disappear”.
Hartmann hoped that if humanity did not prove up to this task then some planets might evolve beings that would be, long after our own sun is frozen. But he didn’t think this meant we could be complacent. He noted the stringency of conditions required for a planet to be habitable (let alone evolve creatures with complex brains), and concluded that the duty might fall exclusively on humans, here and now.
Euthanasia shockwaves
Hartmann was convinced this was the purpose of creation: that our universe exists in order to evolve beings compassionate and clever enough to decide to abolish existence itself. He imagined this final moment as a shockwave of deadly euthanasia rippling outwards from Earth, blotting out the “existence of this cosmos” until “all its world-lenses and nebulae have been abolished”.
He remained unclear as to exactly how this goal would be achieved. Speaking vaguely of humanity’s increasing global unification and spiritual disillusion, he hinted to future scientific and technological discoveries. He was, thankfully, a metaphysician not a physicist.
Hartmann’s philosophy is fascinating. It is also unimaginably wrong. This is because he confuses the eradication of suffering with the eradication of sufferers. Conflating this distinction leads to crazy visions of omnicide. To get rid of suffering you don’t need to get rid of sufferers: you could instead try removing the causes of pain. We should eliminate suffering, not the sufferer.
Indeed, so long as there are intelligent beings around, there’s at least the opportunity for a radical removal of suffering. Philosophers such as David Pearce even argue that, in the future, technologies like genetic engineering will be able to entirely phase it out, abolishing pain from the Earth. With the right interventions, Pearce contends, humans and non-humans could plausibly be driven by “gradients of bliss”, not privation and pain.
This wouldn’t necessarily need to be a Brave New World, populated by blissed-out, stupefied beings: plausibly, people could still be highly motivated, just by pursuing a range of sublime joys, rather than avoiding negative feeling. Pearce even argues that, in the far future, our descendents might be able to effect the same change on other biospheres, throughout the observable universe.
So, even if you think removing suffering is our absolute priority, there is astronomical value in us stickin around. We may owe it to sufferers generally. 
Moral and tech evolution will inevitably stop animal exploitation and prevent wild animal suffering---that’s a far bigger impact
Tobias Leenaert 16, Cofounder of Ethical Vegetarian Alternative, Longtime Speaker, Trainer, Strategist, Author of How to Create a Vegan World: A Pragmatic Approach, “Would You Press The Button To Make Humanity Go Extinct?”, The Vegan Strategist, 10/26/2016, http://veganstrategist.org/2016/10/26/would-you-press-the-button-to-make-humanity-go-extinct/
I often hear people entertaining the thought of making humanity disappear from the universe because, as a species, we are causing a lot of suffering, to ourselves and other sentient beings and the planet. One thought experiment goes like this: if you could make humanity painlessly disappear with the pressing of a button, would you press it? Or, slightly reframing the experiment so that you can make an abstraction of your own responsibility: would you stop someone else from pressing the button?
In the animal rights/vegan movement, more people seem to be in favor of human extinction than among the general population (just my anecdotal experience). That’s not hard to understand. People become animal rights activists and/or vegans because they have learned about the horrible suffering humans inflict on animals, for food, clothing, research or entertainment. It is tempting to think that the planet would be a better place without Homo sapiens, and given that in our thought experiment, no humans would really suffer (it’s just a matter of an instant, and no humans are left to deplore the new situation), we might say: where’s the harm?
Now, from the viewpoint of the notoriously tricky field of population ethics, there’s a lot of stuff to say here. Apart from the consequences for other species and the environment, we could talk about whether the universe in general is a worse or a better place with humans gone. If there is, on average, more value than disvalue in humans’ lives, it might seem that the net result is negative. But if there’s more misery than happiness, this could be good. We could also think about the value of future people being born. They will obviously not be born if we let humanity go extinct. I won’t go into this minefield here, because I do not have strong opinions about these issues, because I can’t seem to wrap my head around them, and mainly because here I want to touch on some other factors.
These are the reasons why I would not press the button.
1. Humans may do a lot of damage, but they’re also wonderful.
We all know the horrors that we cause in the world: to other people and annually to 65 billion farmed animals (excluding fish). We screw up our environment and use a lot of finite natural resources. There’s no need to write a long and depressing list here. However, we can also focus on all the good that we do. Never in the history of our planet – or, as far as we know, the universe – has there been a species that invests so much time in making things better for others. Look at the millions of people active in the non-profit sector. Look at those trying to help the weakest and the poorest. Look at all the beautiful things we do. Seeing Homo sapiens in this light, it becomes really problematic and unfair to just call us a shipwreck of a species that only does damage.
2. Humans still have a lot of potential to improve.
In many ways our history is just beginning. Moments ago we were mere apes in trees. We developed culture, learning and education only recently. We – in the richer countries at least – only recently managed to create comfortable environments where we no longer need to worry about food and shelter, so that we can spend more time on other things. Violence is declining and this era is, counterintuitively to some, the most peaceful era in history (read Steven Pinker’s The Better Angels of Our Nature). We’re still expanding the circle of our moral concern. We’ll probably have to work less in the future and will devote even more time to creating change for ourselves and others. And there is the promise (at least for techno-optimists) of future technological advancements that can help us have a huge positive impact on ourselves and our planet.
3. Humans might be able to help other species further down the road.
In the future, given more moral growth and technological improvements, rather than having a net negative impact on other species, our impact could become net positive. Arguably the biggest source of suffering for animals is nature/the natural condition. Animals die by the billions because of hunger, disease, parasitism, the climate, predation (see my post The extremely inconvenient truth of wild animal suffering). Maybe in the future, we can limit some of this suffering. The same applies if at some point in our more distant future, we bump into sentient life on other planets. Chances are there is suffering there, and if by that time we have advanced enough morally and technologically, we may be able to help. Of course there is the chance that some other species in our corner of the universe is already at that level, thus making our own progress less important. But certainly in the event that we’re the only “advanced” ones around (in this region of the universe), it becomes very important that we survive and grow to help. It would be a pity if everything we have and everything we are was lost, and the universe would need to restart with another species to reach our level of development. Lots of time and lives lost.
As you see, I’m thinking a bit ahead. And why not? Some will believe this is speculation and science fiction that has no relevance for the problems and suffering at hand. But if we don’t destroy ourselves, we have to assume we’re going to be here for a long, long time still. And in that time, a lot is possible.
We’re on our way. We’re children still, growing up, getting better. It’s going to take ages or millennia, but we humans might just turn out to be the best thing for the universe. Let’s not press that button just yet.
Asteroids will inevitably wreck non-human life---survival allows space colonization that stops it
Dr. Gonzalo Munevar 19, Emeritus Professor at Lawrence Technological University, Ph.D. from Berkeley in Philosophy of Science, “An Obligation to Colonize Outer Space”, Futures, February 2019
Now, some philosophers have argued that we have no obligations to human beings who are not even born, but that is surely mistaken.14 Otherwise we would have no obligation, say, to prevent the accumulation of dangerous materials next to the new-born wing of a hospital, on the grounds that those materials will not reach a critical stage in less than ten years. A possible explosion then will kill people not yet born now. And there might even be some who think that humanity is not worth saving. Making a case for what is right amounts to providing reasons for action, compelling reasons for those who might be called upon to make great efforts.15 And it is difficult to imagine that humanity as a whole will come to hate itself to the degree of accepting extinction. As for those who love spiders and ragweed more than their fellow humans, they might consider that large cosmic collisions in the past may have wiped out between 75% (65 M years ago) and 96% of marine species on Earth (presumed collision at the end of the Permian, 252 M years ago).16 We will not be saving just ourselves. And, incidentally, by colonizing space we will also be taking other terrestrial life with us into the heavens, for we will need plants and at least small animals for food, just as we will want flowers and other ornamental vegetation. Some insects and many bacteria will be essential to the survival of the other terrestrial life, and so they must also accompany us. In the case of a final disaster, it is likely that people would try to save as much of terrestrial life as they could place in space.
Extinction causes explosions at every nuclear reactor, chemical plant, and petroleum refinery---tanks the environment
Steve Donoghue 7, Managing Editor of Open Letters Monthly, Reviewed Books for The Washington Post, The National, The Wall Street Journal, The Boston Globe, Historical Novel Review Online, and The Quarterly Conversation, Writer and Reader Living in Boston, “Wishful Thinking”, Open Letters Monthly – An Arts and Literature Review, 7/1/2007, https://www.openlettersmonthly.com/issue/wishful-thinking/
The more environmentally conscious have all had the thought, whether they admit it or not: what would the world be like if there were no humans here?
That question is at the heart of a wonderful, relevatory book by Alan Weisman titled The World Without Us.
Weisman’s premise is simplicity itself: imagine what would happen to the world if humanity abruptly disappeared. He doesn’t spend more than a moment speculating as to the means of that disappearance—that’s left to a much darker book than this one, which is, despite its subject matter, inherently optimistic.
Weisman is a veteran freelance journalist, not a scientist, and this fact hugely aids his book: instead of flogging a pet theory, he exercises his considerable skills in getting all the right people to give the quotes of their lives.
What if humans vanished tomorrow? That’s the question he poses to all the experts he interviews—hydrologists, microbiologists, paleoecologists, conservationalists, archeologists, and dozens of others, and the answers he gets, and the pictures they paint, are stark, indelible, and eye-opening.
The book’s premise would seem to make it the perfect vessel for an extended tirade against [hu]mankind’s many environmental abuses. Early on he Weisman seems ready to set up such an approach:
In the 1960s, British atmospheric scientist, chemist, and marine biologist James Lovelock proposed his Gaia hypothesis, which describes the earth as behaving like a super-organism, its soil, atmosphere, and oceans composing a circulatory system regulated by its resident flora and fauna. He now fears that the living planet is suffering from a high fever, and that we are the virus.
But there’s no rancor in Weisman’s approach; he’s too busy with the facts to let rancor get in the way of a great story.
The story here is: if humankind were to miraculously disappear tomorrow, what specifically would happen to the rest of the world? The question itself is fanciful, admittedly: a catastrophe that would very quickly eliminate only humans is unbelievably unlikely—even a super-virus would invariably leave pockets of humanity still alive. Weisman’s hypothetical is in this sense overly neat, an exercise designed as much to extract real-world solutions as to play out imaginary scenarios. This book is in the best sense of the term a call to action rather than a doomsday scenario. This central attitude is present throughout the book: fully understanding the enormous hurts mankind is currently doing to the planet is the best way to stop or even reverse them.
So: what if humans suddenly up and vanished? In very specific terms, what would happen?
That’s where the fun begins (one of the greatest charms of Weisman’s book is its sense of fun), getting some of the world’s smartest people to speculate about a human-free tomorrow.
Turns out the changes would happen pretty much immediately. Needless to say, the many types of head and body lice who’ve specifically evolved to feast on the sloughed-off skin cells (you’ve got thousands of such microscopic creatures on your eyelashes right now) would be fatally discommoded. Two or three days later the subways of New York, most of which are kept dry by manual pumps, would flood. This would be the case for most of the world’s subways systems (although not, amazingly, the English Channel Tunnel, which was carved from a single geologic layer and so wouldn’t flood—although Weisman points out it would be pitch-dark 35-mile trek for any enterprising animal wanting to cross over; Weisman might be wrong about the pitch-black part, since some of the Chunnel’s iron-bracketed battery-run lighting fixture’s will stay lit for many years, even untended by humans). Likewise all the world’s dams would quickly silt up without manual pumping, spilling over or breaking, flooding back to the sea and on the way wiping out all human cities built on the floodplains in their path.
The pyramids of Giza, the Panama Canal, the Great Wall of China…within a dozen years all would start to disintegrate without constant human upkeep (oddly enough, Weisman maintains Mount Rushmore would be spared a similar fate, although in this one instance he might not have his facts entirely right: the Black Hills are as avid to resurrect as any other abused greenspace—in a few dozen years, Lincoln, Jefferson, et al would be overgrown beyond recognition, same as ordinary folks).
In a week, two at the outside, the fuel supply to the generators circulating cooling waters to the world’s nuclear reactors would be gone. What happens after that is a nightmare the world has already rehearsed, at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl—catastrophic nuclear despoliation of the surrounding environment:
If everyone on earth disappeared, 441 nuclear plants, several with multiple reactors, would briefly run on autopilot until, one by one, they overheated. As refueling schedules are usually staggered so that some reactors generate while others are down, possibly half would burn and the rest would melt. Either way, the spilling of radioactivity into the air and into nearby bodies of water would be formidable, and it would last, in the case of enriched uranium, into geologic time.
This is the high point of Weisman’s optimism, this very point: how localized, how survivable, would the meltdown of those 441 nuclear reactors be (in a forgivable civilian reflex, he forgets to tally in the 80 or 90 additional reactors constantly afloat in the world’s various nuclear warships and submarines)? Weisman implies these meltdowns would be relatively localized events, creating “hot” areas surrounding wildlife would learn to avoid until it was safe. He cites the speed with which wildlife returned to the neighborhood of Chernobyl, and it’s hard to argue with that. Nevertheless, it’s unsurprising that many of the experts he quotes think along gloomier lines. Groundwater contamination, soil contamination, and most of all irradiated air patterns—there are experts who take these things into account and reason from them that these 500 meltdowns might well spell the ultimate strangulation of the planet. Certainly this scenario has been the bread and butter of every writer of post apocalyptic science fiction in the nuclear age, but Weisman tries to smile on the dire. He prefers to listen to the songbirds of Chernobyl.
Of course, nuclear reactors aren’t the only dead man’s switches humans have created and maintained. Chemical plants and petroleum refineries work night and day under the explicit assumption that there will always be human hands to tend that work. Should that work cease, Weisman maintains, the results would be harsh but not catastrophic. But some of his experts, such as chemical plant inspector E.C., disagree:
But imagine a runaway reaction with burning plants throwing up clouds of stuff like hydrogen cyanide. There would be massive poisoning of the air in the Texas-Louisiana chemical alley. Follow the trade winds and see what happens.
Follow the trade winds and see what happens, yes, and this is the tenor of the more bloody-minded of Weisman’s interviewees: that petrochemical plants and nuclear reactors, run wild and fed by the wind and water-currents of the world, will poison the earth beyond all hope of any life whatsoever remaining.
Solar expansion will destroy all non-human life---human survival’s the only escape
Dr. Simon Beard 19, Postdoctoral Researcher at the Centre for the Study of Existential Risk at University of Cambridge, PhD in Moral Philosophy from the London School of Economics, and Phil Torres, Affiliate Scholar at the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Founder of the X-Risks Institute, Writer Appearing in Skeptic, Free Inquiry, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Salon, Truthout, Erkenntnis, Metaphilosophy, “How Tragic Would Human Extinction Be? Convergent Arguments for Making the Survival of Our Lineage a Global Priority”, p. 7-8
Even more, perhaps justice obliges us to overcome not just past human suffering, but past and ongoing suffering that humans have caused to non-human organisms. Consider that we are the number one driver of global biodiversity loss, which has resulted in the sixth mass extinction in life’s 3.8-billionyear history. As Jennifer Jacquet (2017) observes, humanity has probably changed the biosphere more than any other organism since cyanobacteria brought about the Great Oxygenation Event ~2.45 billion years ago. This yields a view according to which, to quote R. Slaughter (1994), “the global commons has been compromised by human activity and restorative actions are necessary.” Thus, it behooves humanity to continue existing in order to undo some or all of the damage that we have inflicted upon the natural world, an act that could be accomplished given (a) ongoing attitudinal shifts about sustainability, as well as (b) future technological possibilities, such as carbon removal and de-extinction techniques, that could restore climatic and ecological systems. An even grander point stems from the fact that the sun will eventually sterilize this planetary spaceship, thus destroying all life on Earth. It follows that, since humans are the only species with the capacity to migrate to and terraform exoplanets in the foreseeable future, and if one values the continued existence of Earth-originating life, then one should work to ensure that humanity doesn’t go extinct so that Earth-originating life doesn’t go extinct either.19 Along these lines exactly, humans are the only species with the capacity to intervene in the Darwinian “struggle for existence” and reduce the truly enormous amount of suffering among wild animals. In fact, this is the central aim of David Pearce’s “abolitionist project,” which imagines a world in which “our descendants will be animated by gradients of genetically preprogrammed well-being that are orders of magnitude richer than today’s peak experiences” (Pearce 2007). Thus, even if one believes that humanity has so far been a great evil in the world—towards ourselves and other organisms—if one also believes in moral progress and cares about “cosmic justice,” so to speak, then one could still come to the conclusion that we ought to prioritize our long-term survival.
Animal Exploitation---Liberation Coming
The end of animal exploitation is inevitable, even without a moral revolution
Jacy Reese 18, Research Director and Co-Founder of Sentience Institute, Former Senior Fellow at Sentience Politics, BA in Neuroscience from the University of Texas, Former Researcher at Animal Charity Evaluators, Former Research Assistant at the Greene Moral Cognition Lab, “Our Treatment of Animals is Stalling Human Progress”, Quartz, 2/19/2018, https://qz.com/1209936/our-treatment-of-animals-is-stalling-human-progress/
In Steven Pinker’s new book out this month, Enlightenment Now, the Harvard professor catalogs reams of data to show that the world has actually gotten much better over time, despite what you hear on the news. The book looks at increased life spans, decreased inequality, and even a 37-fold reduction in deaths from lightning bolts as cause for optimism in humanity. After more than 500 pages, it’s hard not to be convinced.
But the question remains whether Pinker’s seemingly exhaustive treatment is neglecting some entire category of negative trends, such as the experiences of nonhuman animals who share this planet with us. The human population is around seven billion today, and will perhaps be ten billion by 2050. Yet here are over 100 billion domestic animals (the vast majority of whom are in the food system) and a quadrillion wild vertebrates (with many more invertebrates).
Unfortunately, their current situation is unimaginable suffering.
Over 99% of animals raised for food in the US currently live in factory farms (over 90% globally), many of them enduring horrific conditions like intense confinement in tiny cages so small they can barely turn around. The number of these animals has vastly increased over the past century. It’s even increased over the past decade, mainly due to rising incomes and trends of Westernization in countries like China and India, though US numbers have remained fairly stable.
At the Sentience Institute, a nonprofit think tank focused on the expansion of humanity’s moral circle where I work as research director, we try to better understand the state of affairs for animals (who make up the bulk of excluded sentient beings) and how it can be improved.
Given the abundant neuroscientific and behavioral evidence of these animals’ sentience, not to mention the environmental devastation and public health harms caused by animal farming, does this issue undercut the upward trend documented by Pinker? I think the answer is yes, if we’re considering only the state of human and animal welfare today.
However, I think a better metric is human attitudes towards animals, because it’s a bigger driver of future trends. Polls on this topic are fascinating. Despite the fact that less than 1% of US consumers usually eat meat from animals from non-factory farms, a poll we ran in November suggested 47% “support a ban on slaughterhouses.” In a 2015 Gallup poll, 32% of respondents said “[a]nimals deserve the exact same rights as people to be free from harm and exploitation.”
Why the apparent gulf between values and behavior? First, misleading marketing from animal agriculture has portrayed the industry as humane and picturesque, despite numerous undercover investigations and reports showing a horrific reality. Second, we want to believe we’re good people, and we’ll go to great lengths to justify our behavior, including the creation of a psychological refuge whereby we take shelter in the mistaken belief that the animals were treated well. Finally, it’s just a much greater cost to make personal change than to support institutional change: if I go vegan, I have to sort through restaurant options to ensure my needs are met, but if the world goes vegan, then I can pick anything on the menu just like I could before.
This is good reason for optimism. With virtually every social movement—from environmentalism, children’s rights, antislavery, to feminism—we’ve seen people transcend the limitations of individual consumer choices via institutional change. Indeed, we’ve already seen companies around the world commit to cage-free eggs, despite only a tiny fraction of consumers selecting cage-free eggs when given the option at a grocery store. The most recent campaign to ban the sale of cage eggs in Massachusetts received 77.7% of the popular vote.
These consumer attitudes suggest that Pinker’s optimism about human welfare actually might apply—at least with great caution—to animal welfare.
The ethical costs of animal farming also portend its downfall. The industry exploits complex, sentient beings as resources, which is a woefully inefficient process. To process plant calories into animal calories, the animal does a lot more than just produce meat, eggs, and dairy. She grows hair, teeth, bones. She walks around. And most importantly, she has a brain with the capacity for sentient experience — no small metabolic task. This means that for every ten calories of plant-based food we feed a farmed animal, we get around one calorie of meat in return.
Humanity tends towards efficiency for better or worse, which suggests that, in the long run, we will transcend the animal, even if individuals fail to muster sufficient moral motivation. We’ll produce meat, eggs, and dairy without the costly middleman. Scientists and chefs are already working on so-called “clean meat,” real meat made without the ethical and food safety costs of animal slaughter. They do this by taking a small sample of cells from a living animal and mixing them with food, energy, and growth factors—in the same process that happens inside an animal’s body. In fact, the first products are expected to roll out to select restaurants over the next couple of years.
Moral and economic trends will dramatically change the status of animals
Jan M. Brauner 18, PhD Candidate at University of Erlangen-Nuremburg, Freelance Researcher at the Center for Effective Altruism, BS in Physics from the University of Erlangen-Nuremburg, and Friederike M. Grosse-Holz, PhD in Plant Sciences from the University of Oxford, Master’s from The University of Freiburg, Master’s in Molecular and Cellular Biology of Plants from Heidelberg University, BS in Molecular Biotechnology from TU Munich, Consultant at the Boston Consulting Group, “The Expected Value of Extinction Risk Reduction is Positive”, Effective Altruism, 12/6/2018, https://www.effectivealtruism.org/articles/the-expected-value-of-extinction-risk-reduction-is-positive/
In today’s world, both farmed and wild animals outnumber humans by far. There are about 3-4 times more farmed land animals and about 13 times more farmed fish[6] than humans alive. Wild animals prevail over farmed animals, with about 10 times more wild birds than farmed birds and 100 times more wild mammals than farmed mammals alive at any point. Moving on to smaller wild animals, the numbers increase again, with 10 000 times more vertebrates than humans, and between 100 000 000 - 10 000 000 000 times more insects and spiders than humans[7].
In the future, the relative number of animals compared to humans will likely decrease considerably.
Farmed animals will not be alive if animal farming substantially decreases or stops, which seems more likely than not for both for moral and economical reasons. Humanity’s moral circle seems to have been expanding throughout history (Singer, 2011) and further expansion to animals may well lead us to stop farming animals.[8] Also financially, plant-based meat alternatives or lab-grown meat will likely develop to be more efficient than growing animals (Tuomisto and Teixeira de Mattos, 2011). However, none of these developments seems unequivocally destined to end factory-farming[9], and the historical track record shows that meat consumption per head has been growing for > 50 years[10]. Overall, it seems likely but not absolutely clear that the number of farmed animals relative to humans will be smaller in the future. For wild animals, we can extrapolate from a historical trend of decreasing wild animal populations. Even if wild animals were spread to other planets for terraforming, the animal / human ratio would likely be lower than today.
Animal Exploitation---Yes In Vitro Meat
In vitro meat is coming online
CB 17 – CB Insights Research Briefs, “From 3D-Printed Meals To Electrocuting Your Food, These Startups Are Shaping The Future Of Cooking”, 11/14/2017, https://www.cbinsights.com/research/future-of-cooking-tech-trends/
Startups are making home cooking more automated, customized, and health-conscious than ever.
Smart Sous-Vide Machine from Mellow
From the invention of the microwave to the emergence of frozen foods, CPG and consumer product companies are always innovating in the kitchen.
But in many ways, the fundamentals of cooking haven’t changed in decades. Humans primarily use “regular” ingredients (largely harvested from livestock and plants), ovens, and stovetops to make their meals.
That may soon change, however, as tech begins to infiltrate the kitchen in more disruptive ways than ever before.
Next-generation ingredients, robotic appliances, novel cooking methods, and other technology have the potential to fundamentally change what we eat and how we cook it.
A new kind of home ‘chef’
Learning to cook takes time and effort … unless you’re a robot.
Moley Robotics has created a fully automated, intelligent cooking robot capable of precisely creating meals. The system – which takes the form of an end-to-end, capsule robotic kitchen – is trained via artificial intelligence to “know” recipes, and to execute them using the same movements as a master chef.
In its at-home consumer model, the Moley kitchen is operable either by smartphone or via a touch screen equipped to the system.
Once users select a recipe, the Moley’s robotic arms work with a plate of ingredients to prepare a meal – slicing, dicing, and stirring ingredients from behind an enclosed inside glass screen (which slides across the capsule kitchen for safety when the robot is in use).
When not in use, the robotic arms retract into the hood of the unit, away from view.
Of course, robotic kitchens have already infiltrated the restaurant space – with companies like Momentum Machines, CafeX, and Eatsa using robots to automate the food-service environment.
But the systems from those three companies (and others) automate food cooking in an industrial, assembly-line manner. Moley’s system, on the other hand, mimics human cooking: The machine’s robotic arms perform cooking activities on a regular countertop, and the tactile sensors equipped to the robot’s hands behave just like fingers – even switching the stove top controls on or off.
Moley is one of the first robotics companies to bring a humanoid cooking bot to market for at-home use; the consumer version of the Moley is expected to launch in 2018.
With a reported $100,000 price tag, however, the Moley isn’t likely to see mass adoption any time soon. But a more limited approach to robotic cooking may become feasible at a consumer-friendly price point with smaller countertop devices.
The following machines are still in prototype, but would likely retail for several thousand USD:
Gammachef is developing an all-in-one system for creating one-pot meals, including pastas, risottos, or stews. Users load bar-coded plastic containers filled with precut food into the machine and select their desired digital recipes (and meal times) via app. At the right time, the machine heats a pan and adds ingredients in the orders or portions dictated by the recipe, with a robotic arm doing the necessary stirring and mixing.
Nymble is also testing an automated, one-pot cooking device, but one with the potential to become “a robotic personal chef.” Nymble users will select from a predetermined set of recipes, “feed” the ingredients to the machine, and customize spice quantities, times/temperatures, and sauce consistencies to their liking.
Over time, Nymble intends to deploy that user preference data into an artificial intelligence system and use it to train the device to cook food tailored to a person’s individual tastes.
You can see some of Nymble’s R&D efforts in the video below.
Notably, each of the robotic innovations above are marketed by their makers as tools for simplifying home cooking to make it faster and easier – not as “disrupting” or eliminating it.
Gammachef, for one, positions its product as a celebration of tasty and healthy homemade food and says it “prepares food just like real people do.”
But as Gammachef’s copy implies, other kitchen inventions are pushing beyond automating chopping or soup-stirring. They are reimagining what the meal is made of.
Novel (and eco-conscious) ingredients
Startups and established companies have been tinkering with ingredients and developing alternative foods for years, whether they’re creating synthetic sweeteners and flavorings or “replacement foods” like Soylent.
New ingredients are gaining traction on grocery store shelves – many with an emphasis on plant-based ingredients or “trending” spices and flavors.
Among food startups that raised funding in the last 2 years, for example, we have seen a focus on flavors like Moringa, Maca, and Monkfruit (all stemming from South America and Southeast Asia).
Beyond using more niche flavors and unique spices in products, some startups are aiming to replace the protein most of us get from livestock with protein from a less expected source: Insects.
Insect-based proteins are touted as a healthier and more sustainable alternative to animal proteins, since insects can be grown in more humane, energy-efficient conditions than livestock.
You can already buy cricket-based snacks from startups like Six Foods and Chapul at health food stores.
In addition, these startups are working to make insect-based versions of common ingredients:
Entomo Farms is a wholesale supplier of cricket flour, which people can use in place of real flour in many recipes. Since cricket flour packs 7 grams of protein per ¼ cup compared to just 4 grams in all-purpose flour, using cricket flour in baked goods can be more nutricious than typical flour.
Flying SpArk is an edible-insect company selling the benefits of fruit fly larvae as an animal-protein replacement. The company sells dried larvae, as well as two larvae-based protein powders and a cooking oil.
There’s even a company helping you breed and harvest your own protein source on your countertop. The Hive ($579), from startup Livin Farms, is an all-in one solution for growing “healthy, delicious and sustainable mealworms in your home.”
But it’s not just insects that offer an alternative protein source. Researchers and tech companies are also working to develop engineered ingredients that can replace animal protein sources entirely.
Hinoman, based in Israel, is developing and cultivating Mankai, a proprietary, protein-rich, whole-leaf vegetable grown using sustainable hydroponics. (Mankai contains 45% complete whole vegetable protein as well as many vitamins, minerals, fatty acids, and other nutrients found in so-called superfoods like kale and spirulina). Mankai has already captured the attention of “big food”: In March 2017, Japanese frozen food-to-seasonings giant Ajinomoto invested $1M in Hinoman and acquired exclusive sales rights for Mankai in Japan.
Engineered food
Researchers in the growing field of cellular agriculture are going even further by producing agricultural products from cell cultures.
New Harvest, a leading 501c(3) research institute in the space, is funding university researchers who are creating things like milk, eggs, and meat using organic protein and fat molecules, rather than relying on any living or (once-living) cells.
To do so, researchers are replicatinng organic biological processes.
Take milk, for example:
Milk is usually made by keeping female cows in a lactating state, but it can also be “brewed” at the molecular level using genetically altered yeast: By inserting the DNA blueprints for casein, a milk protein, into the yeast microbe, the yeast can produce casein that’s identical to the casein that cows make.
Similar processes extend into the production of “cultured meat.” Cultured meat is produced in the lab using cell cultures: Scientists can extract a small number of normal cells from a chicken (or other farm animal) and allow them to naturally multiply in vitro, in petri dishes, while soaked in nutrients.
After the cells multiply, scientists can expose them to additional nutrients and manipulate properties like their size and protein content. The resulting cells can then be harvested, seasoned, cooked, and consumed just like any other boneless, processed meat.
And as the video below explains, “farming” cultured meat is simpler and less resource intensive than traditional livestock farming.
Bioprinting will make artificial meat cost competitive and widely accepted---it’s coming soon
Ryan Whitwam 13, Tech Writer for ExtremeTech and Wirecutter, Freelance Science Journalist, “3D Printed Meat Could Soon Be Cheap And Tasty Enough To Win You Over”, 2/12/2013, https://www.geek.com/geek-pick/3d-printed-meat-could-soon-be-cheap-and-tasty-enough-to-win-you-over-1539410/
The next time you’re about to bite into a hamburger, take a moment to consider the resources that went into making it. In a recent Solve for X talk, Andras Forgacs laid out all the statistics, and explained how tantalizingly close we are to a more sustainable method of meat production. Basically, humanity may soon be 3D printing meat instead of growing it in an animal.
Forgacs starts by explaining just how costly a single quarter-pound beef patty is to produce. For that one serving, 6.7lbs of grains, 600 gallons of water, and 75 square feet of grazing land were used. Now multiply that by 1000 to find your (approximate) impact — the average American eats over 220lbs of meat each year. Additionally, at least 18% of greenhouse gas emissions are due to meat production. All this for one burger?
As economic opportunities continue to lift populations around the world into the middle class, demand for meat is rising. With 7 billion people on the planet, we are sustained by 60 billion land animals. When the population hits 9 billion somewhere around 2050 we would need 100 billion land animals. That would be ecologically devastating, so something has to change.
Advances in bioengineering have been able to produce meat analogs, but the process has always been stupendously expensive, and the results were only passable. It turns out that it’s actually very difficult to match the taste and texture of animal muscle tissue by growing cells in the lab. The marbling of fats and connective tissue is integral to the experience of eating a burger.
Applying 3D printing to artificial meats could be the answer, according to Forgacs. If you take tissue engineering and add in some 3D printing, you get the burgeoning field of bioprinting. Researchers are working with cell aggregates as the medium in bioprinting (as opposed to plastics in regular 3D printing). Layer after layer of cells can be laid down to more closely resemble the genuine article. Researchers can basically build a block of muscle that never lived.
So maybe it’s going to be possible to make artificial meat that feels and tastes like the real deal, but what about cost? Well, Forgacs concedes that it does still cost a few thousand dollars to make a pound of meat in the lab. Unless you’re seeking the most expensive burger in the world, that’s no good. Still, the cost of real meat is inevitably going up and the printed stuff will become cheaper as economies of scale kick in. The process right now is taking place in a research lab, not a large production facility.
Printed meats will eventually become cost-competitive with the dead animal kind. Until then, we may all have to take a closer look at what we’re eating.
It’s feasible---the concept is already proven, continuing innovation makes it cost competitive
Allison Smith 17, Director of Research at Animal Charity Evaluators, “When Will There Be Cost-Competitive Cultured Animal Products?”, August 2017, https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/dietary-impacts/cost-competitive-timeline/
Estimated Cultured Ground Meat Timelines by Leaders in the Cultured Ground Meat Field
Our understanding is that culturing ground meat products involves providing the necessary environment (e.g., a suitable temperature, gas mixture, and growth medium) needed for animal cell replication to occur outside of its normal biological context, and that culturing techniques can derive many millions of muscle cells from as little as one cell. Cultured muscle cells can then be grown into muscle fibers—each only a few millimeters thick— and these muscle fibers can then be arranged to form ground meat products.
A number of ground meat products have reportedly been successfully cultured. As a general proof of concept, in 2013 a ground beef burger was cultured as part of a project reportedly costing $330,000. A few days after that proof of concept, the project head (Mark Post) reported that with current technology, cultured meat could be produced at a cost of $70/kg—which we believe was intended as the estimated cost if using mass production techniques. In June 2016 Memphis Meats reportedly cultured a meatball at a cost of $40,000/kg. In March 2017 Memphis Meats then reportedly cultured a chicken product at a cost of $20,000/kg. There have been a number of informed predictions about the timeline for the availability and cost-competitiveness of cultured ground meat products. Table 1 summarizes these estimates made by leaders in the field of cellular agriculture.
Table 1. A summary of projected timelines for cultured ground meat by leaders in the field of cellular agriculture.
Predictor	Year of Prediction	Summary of Prediction
In Vitro Meat Symposium3	2008	The first commercial cultured meat products will be available in the next 5–10 years (i.e., 2013–2018) at prices competitive with European beef.
Mark Post	2013	It will probably take 10–20 years (i.e., 2023–2033) before the product is in supermarkets.
Mark Post	2015	If production were scaled up to the necessary level, cost-competitive cultured ground meat will likely be available in 7–10 years (i.e., 2022–2025).
Mark Post	2015	Felt confident that MosaMeat4 would bring a product to market in the next 5 years (i.e., by the beginning of 2021).
Peter Verstate	2016	Premium priced cultured products should be available in 5 years (i.e., 2021), and 5 years after that (i.e., 2026) the products should be cost-competitive.
Bruce Friedrich	2016	It will be 3–5 years (i.e., 2019–2021) before cultured products are cost-competitive with organic grass fed beef and closer to a decade (i.e., ~2026) before they are cost-competitive with conventional meat.
Mark Post	2016	It is “just a matter of several years” before they are ready to sell cultured meat at an estimated price of $10–$20 per burger.
Memphis Meats	2016	Expects to have products available for purchase within 5 years (i.e., expects products to be available by the beginning of 2022).
Mark Post	2017	Estimates that it will take 3–4 years (i.e., 2020–2021) before cultured burgers are on the market for £10–11 (~$12–$14 USD) per burger, and in around 7 years time (~2024) they will be in supermarkets at lower prices.
Peter Verstate	2017	Admitted it will take at least 5–10 years to improve the [production] process and make it cost-effective. Commoditizing the cultured (or ‘clean’) meat will take even longer.
Mark Post	2017	For small-scale, somewhat expensive products, most companies will have cultured meat products on the market in 3–4 years (i.e., 2020–2021). It will probably take another 3–4 years (i.e., 2023–2025) for the price to come down to the level where it’s acceptable for the broader public.
As of early 2017, the prediction that was reportedly from the 2008 In Vitro Meat Symposium seems much too optimistic. Recent predictions from leaders in the field seem to be that some cultured ground meat products will be on the market by around 2021. The recent predictions from leaders in the field seem to be that some cultured ground meat products will be cost-competitive by around 2026.
Animal Exploitation---Humans Good---Wild Animal Suffering
Animal suffering is inevitable even without humans---but staying alive allows evolution that’ll produce compassion and prevent it
Katarzyna de Lazari-Radek 14, Assistant Professor at the Institute of Philosophy at the University of Lodz, and Peter Singer, Ira W. DeCamp Professor of Bioethics at Princeton University and Laureate Professor at the School of Historical and Philosophical Studies at the University of Melbourne, The Point of View of the Universe: Sidgwick and Contemporary Ethics, p. 374-377
To conclude this section, we ask a supremely important question: how should we respond to the risk of a catastrophe that would bring about the extinction of our species? If, with Sidgwick, we agree that ‘life on the average yields a positive balance of pleasure over pain’—or if we are not hedonists, but agree that on average it has more positive than negative value of some other kind—we are likely to think that human extinction would be a very bad thing. One reason for not drawing this conclusion would be that the suffering humans cause, and will continue to cause, animals outweighs the value of human existence. But animals also suffer greatly when they live naturally, without human interference, and if humans become extinct, there is no hope of that situation changing, whereas the continued existence of human beings does offer the hope that eventually we will be both intelligent enough and compassionate enough to reduce that suffering.
How bad, though, would human extinction be? That question is not merely theoretical, because there are things that we can do to reduce the risk of human extinction. There is, for example, a small chance that our planet will be hit by an asteroid large enough to wipe us out. We are already tracking such objects in space and seeing if they pose a risk to us. It is probably within our capabilities, if we were willing to devote enough resources to it, to build a rocket that would intercept any asteroid that is on a collision course with us and deflect it from that course. If the chances of a doomsday asteroid hitting Earth during the next century are around one in a million, how much should we be prepared to spend on such a project?52 To reach a sound answer to that question we would need answers to many relevant factual questions, including whether we could spend the resources better combating other risks of extinction (nuclear war, a pandemic, global warming speeding up to the point at which it makes our planet uninhabitable, and so on). But the philosophical issue we have been discussing is also relevant. Parfit shows this by asking his readers to imagine three possible scenarios for the future of our planet:
(1) Peace.
(2) A nuclear war that kills 99 per cent of the world’s existing population.
(3) A nuclear war that kills 100 per cent.
Any sane person will agree that (2) would be worse than (1) and (3) would be worse than (2). But which is the greater of those differences? Parfit’s judgment is that the difference between (3) and (2) is ‘very much greater’ and he justifies this by pointing out that the Earth will remain habitable for at least a billion years, and if we do not destroy ourselves, the entire history of civilization will be just a tiny fraction of human existence.53
Those who accept the prior existence view will not share Parfit’s judgment. They will focus on the loss of life of those who exist now, or will exist in future, irrespective of what we do. On the prior existence view, the difference between (3) and (2) is relatively small, whereas the difference between (2) and (1) is very large. Parfit’s answer presupposes that there is some value in the existence of beings who would not otherwise exist, as long as they live good lives. Because there are so many people who will exist, if our species survives for a billion years, Parfit would not have to hold that their lives have the same value as the lives of presently existing people, but he must hold that they have some value.
We can now return to the question of how much we should be prepared to spend to prevent threats of extinction. The debate over the value of bringing into existence beings who will have good lives, but whose existence is contingent on our making certain choices, is lively, complicated, and raises deep philosophical questions. The widespread belief that couples are under no obligation to have children, even when those children will have good lives, provides some intuitive support for denying that there is value in bringing new beings into existence. This position also has the merit of avoiding the repugnant conclusion. On the other hand it makes sense to hold—as Sidgwick seems to have held—that in contemplating bringing them into existence, we should give the lives they will lead as much value as the equally pleasant lives of anyone else. No one, on the other hand, thinks that the lives of future possible beings should count for more than the similarly good lives of presently existing beings. This situation again seems one in which we ought to compromise, and in our practice, give some positive value to the lives of future beings. Even if we think the prior existence view is more plausible than the total view, we should recognize that we could be mistaken about this and therefore give some value to the life of a possible future—let’s say, for example, 10 per cent of the value we give to the similar life of a presently existing being. The number of human beings who will come into existence only if we can avoid extinction is so huge that even with that relatively low value, reducing the risk of human extinction will often be a highly cost-effective strategy for maximizing utility, as long as we have some understanding of what will reduce that risk.54
Wild animal suffering vastly exceeds human-caused suffering
Brian Tomasik 17, Researcher, Cofounder and Advisor at the Foundational Research Institute, BS in Computer Science from Swarthmore College, Former Research Assistant at the University of Pennsylvania, Former Software Development Engineer II at Microsoft, “The Importance of Wild-Animal Suffering”, Foundational Research Institute, 2/13/2017, https://foundational-research.org/the-importance-of-wild-animal-suffering/
The number of wild animals vastly exceeds that of animals on factory farms, in laboratories, or kept as pets. Therefore, animal advocates should consider focusing their efforts to raise concern about the suffering that occurs in the natural environment. While in theory this could involve trying directly to engineer more humane ecological systems, in practice I think activists should concentrate on promoting the meme of caring about wild animals to other activists, academics, and other sympathetic groups. The massive amount of suffering occurring now in nature is indeed tragic, but it pales by comparison to the scale of good or harm that our descendants -- with advanced technological capability -- might effect. I fear, for instance, that future humans may undertake terraforming, directed panspermia, or sentient simulations without giving much thought to the consequences for wild animals. Our #1 priority should be to ensure that future human intelligence is used to prevent wild-animal suffering, rather than to multiply it.
CRISPR-led gene drives will cheaply and dramatically reduce wild animal suffering
David Pearce 18, Co-Founder of the World Transhumanist Association, Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, “COMPASSIONATE BIOLOGY: How CRISPR-Based "Gene Drives" Could Cheaply, Rapidly and Sustainably Reduce Suffering Throughout the Living World”, https://www.gene-drives.com/
When a friend of the American composer John Cage asked, "Don't you think there's too much suffering in the world?", Cage answered, “No, I think there's just the right amount”. Few ethicists openly express such Zen-like equanimity at the suffering of other sentient beings; but until recently all ecologists shared Richard Dawkins' assumption of its inevitability. However, the living world is on the brink of a technical and ethical revolution - and a major evolutionary transition in the development of life. Humanity will shortly be able to decide the optimal level of suffering both for members of our own species and across the tree of life itself. Not least, CRISPR-driven gene drives can cheaply, rapidly and dramatically reduce suffering in all species of sexually reproducing organism.
Until 21st century biotechnology, the sheer cost, computational complexity and technical obstacles to tackling suffering in free-living non-human animals seemed daunting to anyone who cared about nonhumans. A pan-species welfare state was inconceivable. Cross-species fertility-regulation via immunocontraception, neurochipping, GPS-tracking and monitoring, and rudimentary healthcare services would be prohibitively costly even for large, long-lived vertebrates in human wildlife parks. How could we possibly hope to tackle suffering in marine ecosystems or the Amazon rainforest, short of invoking molecular nanotechnology and what critics would call Drexlerian sci-fi? Actively helping free-living non-humans in an era when millions of people still lack adequate nutrition and healthcare, and when humans still systematically hurt, harm and kill billions of sentient beings in factory-farms and slaughterhouses, has made such a project seem sociologically fanciful as well. Evolution didn't design Homo sapiens to be impartially altruistic.
CRISPR-based "gene drives" are a game-changer. In principle, gene drives can be used - cheaply, rapidly and sustainably - to "fix" the typical level of suffering undergone by members of entire free-living and sexually reproducing species at minimal inconvenience to humans. If targeted wisely, gene drives could massively amplify the effects of even exceedingly weak and fitful human benevolence towards non-human animals. In principle, the level of suffering in any sexually reproducing species of organism could be significantly reduced via genetic tweaking for the cost of around $10,000 of per species or less at current prices. Back-of-an-envelope calculation suggests the financial cost of a happy non-human biosphere would currently be several hundred million dollars - plus annual maintenance costs of perhaps several million dollars per year.
Hyperbole? No...
Biotech revolution’s coming and will eliminate animal suffering
David Pearce 17, Co-Founder of the World Transhumanist Association, Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, “Review of BETTER NEVER TO HAVE BEEN”, https://www.abolitionist.com/anti-natalism.html
Yet how should rational moral agents behave if - hypothetically - some variant of Benatar's diagnosis as distinct from policy prescription was correct?
In an era of biotechnology and unnatural selection, an alternative to anti-natalism is the world-wide adoption of genetically preprogrammed well-being. For there needn't be selection pressure against gradients of lifelong adaptive bliss - i.e. a radical recalibration of the hedonic treadmill. The only way to eradicate the biological substrates of unpleasantness - and thereby prevent the harm of Darwinian existence - is not vainly to champion life's eradication, but instead to ensure that sentient life is inherently blissful. More specifically, the impending reproductive revolution of designer babies is likely to witness intense selection pressure against the harmfulness-promoting adaptations that increased the inclusive fitness of our genes in the ancestral environment of adaptation. If we use biotechnology wisely, then gradients of genetically preprogrammed well-being can make all sentient life subjectively rewarding - indeed wonderful beyond the human imagination. So in common with "positive" utilitarians, the "negative" utilitarian would do better to argue for genetically preprogrammed superhappiness.
The negative utilitarian ethicist might dismiss this alluring prospect as pie-in-the-sky. Like negative utilitarianism itself - and Benatar's argument that sentient existence entails intrinsic harm to its victims - the superhappiness solution invites ridicule, ad hominem attacks, and incredulity. But a cruelty-free world is technically feasible. And unlike anti-natalism, there are strong sociological and technical grounds to predict that the application of biotechnology will wipe out the substrates of suffering for good.
Homo sapiens is the only species capable systematically of preventing harm to the rest of the living world - despite the frightfulness of what we do to non-human animals today. So it is vital that humans survive in the face of existential risks to bring the abolitionist project to completion. Presumably its implementation will entail the use of depot-contraception, ecosystem redesign, CRISPR-based gene drives, and rewriting the vertebrate genome - a formidable but not impossible challenge.
If we succeed, then coming into existence will be intrinsically good.
Animal Exploitation---Humans Good---Asteroids/Sun Burnout
Keeping humans alive is key to asteroid deflection and space colonization---preserving 100 trillion years of animal life
Jason G. Matheny 7, Special Consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, PhD Candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, Co-Founder of New Harvest, “Ought We Worry About Human Extinction?”, Environmental Ethics, 12/6/2007, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm
[bookmark: _ftnref3][bookmark: _ftnref4][bookmark: _ftnref5]In contrast, I assume here that moral value is a function of both the quality and number of lives in a history.[3] This view is consistent with most people’s intuition about extinction (that it’s bad) and with moral theories under which life is considered a benefit to those who have it, or under which life is a necessary condition for producing things of value (Broome, 2004; Hare, 1993; Holtug 2001, Ng, 1989; Parfit 1984; Sikora, 1978). For instance, some moral theories value things like experiences, satisfied preferences, achievements, friendships, or virtuous acts, which take place only in lives. On this view, an early death is bad (at least in part) because it cuts short the number of these valuable things. Similarly, on this view, an early extinction is bad (at least in part) because it cuts short the number of these valuable things. I think this view is plausible and think our best reasons for believing an early death is bad are our best reasons for believing an early extinction is bad. But such a view is controversial and I will not settle the controversy here. I start from the premise that we ought to increase moral value by increasing both the quality and number of lives throughout history. I also take it, following Singer (2002), this maxim applies to all sentient beings capable of positive subjective feelings. Life’s prospects The human population is now 6 billion (6 x 109). There are perhaps another trillion (1012) sentient animals on Earth, maybe a few orders more, depending on where sentience begins and ends in the animal kingdom (Gaston, Blackburn, and Goldewijk, 2003; Gaston and Evans, 2004). Animal life has existed on Earth for around 500 million years. Barring a dramatic intervention, all animal life on Earth will die in the next several billion years. Earth is located in a field of thousands of asteroids and comets. 65 million years ago, an asteroid 10 kilometers in size hit the Yucatan , creating clouds of dust and smoke that blocked sunlight for months, probably causing the extinction of 90% of animals, including dinosaurs. A 100 km impact, capable of extinguishing all animal life on Earth, is probable within a billion years (Morrison et al., 2002). If an asteroid does not extinguish all animal life, the Sun will. In one billion years, the Sun will begin its Red Giant stage, increasing in size and temperature. Within six billion years, the Sun will have evaporated all of Earth’s water, and terrestrial temperatures will reach 1000 degrees -- much too hot for amino acid-based life to persist. If, somehow, life were to survive these changes, it will die in 7 billion years when the Sun forms a planetary nebula that irradiates Earth (Sackmann, Boothroyd, Kraemer, 1993; Ward and Brownlee, 2002). Earth is a dangerous place and animal life here has dim prospects. If there are 1012 sentient animals on Earth, only 10^21 life-years remain. The only hope for terrestrial sentience surviving well beyond this limit is that some force will deflect large asteroids before they collide with Earth, giving sentients another billion or more years of life (Gritzner and Kahle, 2004); and/or terrestrial sentients will colonize other solar systems, giving sentients up to another 100 trillion years of life until all stars begin to stop shining (Adams and Laughlin, 1997). Life might survive even longer if it exploits non-stellar energy sources. But it is hard to imagine how life could survive beyond the decay of nuclear matter expected in 1032 to 1041 years (Adams and Laughlin, 1997). This may be the upper limit on the future of sentience.[4] Deflecting asteroids and colonizing space could delay the extinction of Earth-originating sentience from 109 to 10^41 years. Assuming an average population of one trillion sentients is maintained (which is a conservative assumption under colonization[5]), these interventions would create between 1021 and 1053 life-years. At present on Earth, only a human civilization would be remotely capable of carrying out such projects. If humanity survives the next few centuries, it’s likely we will develop technologies needed for at least one of these projects. We may already possess the technologies needed to deflect asteroids (Gritzner and Kahle, 2004; Urias et al., 1996). And in the next few centuries, we’re likely to develop technologies that allow colonization. We will be strongly motivated by self-interest to colonize space, as asteroids and planets have valuable resources to mine, and as our survival ultimately requires relocating to another solar system (Kargel, 1994; Lewis, 1996). Extinction risks Being capable of preserving sentient life for another 10^41 years makes human survival important. There may be nothing more important. If the human species is extinguished, all known sentience and certainly all Earth-originating sentience will be extinguished within a few billion years. We ought then pay more attention to what Bostrom (2002) has called “existential risks” -- risks “where an adverse outcome would either annihilate Earth-originating intelligent life or permanently and drastically curtail its potential.” 
That outweighs by a billion times---animal liberation is inevitable in the short-term---future lives saved depend on humans and are far greater
Jason G. Matheny 7, Special Consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, PhD Candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, Co-Founder of New Harvest, “Ought We Worry About Human Extinction?”, Environmental Ethics, 12/6/2007, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm
We should be more pessimistic when we review how nonhuman animals have fared in the last century. At present around 50 billion animals are raised and killed each year to feed humanity. (Many million animals are used for clothing, product testing, research, and entertainment, but their numbers are insignificant by comparison.) Since World War 2, with the invention of "factory farming," farm animals’ welfare has significantly deteriorated, as they now live in conditions that frustrate their most basic instincts (Singer, 2002, chapter 3). At the same time, we’re probably the only animal on Earth that routinely demonstrates compassion for other species. Such compassion is nearly universal in developed countries but we usually know too little, too late, for deeply ingrained habits, such as diets, to change. If improvements in other public morals were possible without any significant biological change in human nature, then the same should be true for our treatment of nonhuman animals, though it will take some time. 
Even without any change in public morals, it seems unlikely we will continue to use animals for very long – at least, nowhere near 50 billion per year. Our most brutal use of animals results not from sadism but from old appetites now satisfied with inefficient technologies that have not fundamentally changed in 10,000 years. Ours is the first century where newer technologies -- plant or in vitro meats, or meat from brainless animals -- could satisfy human appetites for meat more efficiently and safely (Edelman et al, 2005). As these technologies mature and become cheaper, they will likely replace conventional meat. If the use of sentient animals survives much beyond this century, we should be very surprised. This thought is a cure for misanthropy. As long as most humans in the future don't use sentient animals, the vast number of good lives we can create would outweigh any sins humanity has committed or is likely to commit. Even if it takes a century for animal farming to be replaced by vegetarianism (or in vitro meats or brainless farm animals), the century of factory farming would represent around 10^12 miserable life-years. That is one-billionth of the 10^21 animal life-years humanity could save by protecting Earth from asteroids for a billion years. The century of industrialized animal use would thus be the equivalent of a terrible pain that lasts one second in an otherwise happy 100-year life. To accept human extinction now would be like committing suicide to end an unpleasant itch. If human life is extinguished, all known animal life will be extinguished when the Sun enters its Red Giant phase, if not earlier. Despite its current mistreatment of other animals, humanity is the animal kingdom’s best long-term hope for survival. 
Extinction dooms all life because there’s no shot at advanced tech or space colonization without humans
Dr. Seth Baum 7, Executive Director of the Global Catastrophic Risk Institute, PhD in Geography from Pennsylvania State University, Post-Doc with Columbia University's Center for Research on Environmental Decisions, “Human Extinction 4: Why This Is Most Important (One View)”, Daily Kos, 7/14/2007, https://m.dailykos.com/stories/357749
First, the big picture.  We've got hundreds of millions of years left on Earth if nothing very bad happens first.  If we can keep our civilization going, we've got much, much more time ahead of us in space colonization.  But humanity may be Earth-originating life's only shot at colonization.  Given the apparent lack of other intelligent life out there (the Fermi paradox), the fate of life in the universe may well be in our hands.  I'd say everything else we could concern ourselves with simply pales in comparison to the fate of life in the universe!  Given the many non-trivial threats to our survival we currently face, I recommend focusing on protecting our survival until we drive the risk of our extinction down to right around zero.
Political Ideologies
Political ideology is not my expertise, so the writing may be a bit off the mark.  In the comments, correct me if you can.  I include this section because I hope that human survival can be something we unite behind and not a partisan issue.
For progressives
Assuming that "progress" here is largely a human phenomenon, and thus, without humans, no more progress.  All other progressives' efforts, such as reducing poverty or corruption or improving education or the environment are for nothing if something else comes along and takes us out.  (The idea that human extinction might be good for the environment is addressed below.)  Meanwhile, progressives already lead extinction-prevention measures such as climate change mitigation (see HE 3: Critical Review of DK Diaries or the Al Gore quote below for more).  
For conservatives
If we are to "conserve" how things have been, then conserving our existence is an important first step, similar to "progress" above.  Also, where conservatives are concerned with national security, seeing as our nation is part of humanity, if humanity's gone, then so is the nation.  So calling an extinction risk a national security threat is if anything an understatement.
I apologize here for perhaps supporting the frame that progressives are better on the environment and conservatives are better on national security.  Both can be quite good on either, i.e. by "conserving" the environment or making "progress" on national security.
For libertarians
As the saying goes, "Your rights end where my nose begins".  Well, if humanity goes extinct, then that's a lot of noses gone.  For more, see the discussions of rights and potential people below.
For the religious
See discussion of eschatology below.
Philosophical Ethics
Here, in a "Socratic method-meets-isolated blogger" fashion, I'll ask myself a series of questions and then answer them.  This is perhaps more thorough than it needs to be, but it can't hurt for us to brush up a bit on our philosophy, right? :)
Does the term "Most Important Thing To Work On" have any meaning in the first place?
Ahh!  Meta-ethics!  Is there such a thing as right and wrong?  Does objective morality exist?  This is ye ole is-ought problem: Can we discover or deduce what we ought do from how the world/universe is?  The scientist in me says, quite emphatically, No.  If we want any sort of morality, we're just going to have to make some stuff up.  I'm OK with that.  However, it does mean on some deep level, I technically can't disagree with anyone on moral matters (again, hence "One View").  Whatever your views, hopefully you still reach the same conclusion on the priority of preventing human extinction.
Related: Can science take stands on issues?
Should we make any sacrifices for anyone else?
The view that says no, we shouldn't is called ethical egoism.  Unless we reject it, we can't recommend anyone do anything they don't want to help anyone else, whether it's donating to charity or saving the world (or donating to a charity that saves the world...).  While I expect (and hope) everyone here rejects this view, it does play a role in the hyper-individualistic, free market, anti-sacrifice side of our culture.  See for example Rep. John Shadegg (R-AZ) on climate change:
We must be careful not to enact policies that will unnecessarily impose a financial burden on American families.
Take out the word "unnecessarily" and you basically have ethical egoism.  I'm not sure what constitutes necessity here, but if anything does, protecting our survival does.
For ethical egoists, perhaps the only thing we can do is work on life extension- if they're not going to die from aging, then they'll become more concerned about dying from some extinction event.  But for the rest of us, some sacrifice is not unreasonable.  Al Gore said it well (discussing climate change in Rolling Stone):
There's a philosophical question embedded in what you're asking: Is this important enough for us to make sacrifices? The answer is yes, of course - we're talking about the survival of human civilization.
Related: Pareto Optimality (on Felicifia), a similar concept that's popular in mainstream economics- unfortunately, because it also fails to ever call for any sacrifices.  As Nobel Laureate and champion of the poor Amartya Sen says, "a society can be Pareto optimal and still be perfectly disgusting".
Can we go extinct?
I include this as a philosophic question (in addition to a scientific one) as a nod to eschatology, i.e. the study of the end of the world.  If our religious or other beliefs include the idea that something will pull a deus ex machina and save us from extinction at the last minute, then we don't need to try protecting our existence ourselves.  While I do generally get along with religion well, where it would threaten our very existence, I must object.  From asking around a bit, I know of no religious groups that would actively try to cause human extinction.  My sense is that most would also support trying to prevent human extinction, but my knowledge here is less thorough.  (What would John Hagee do?)  Anyone here know better?
Related: Has The Rapture Already Begun? by Vyan.
Should we go extinct?
I include this as a nod to the Voluntary Human Extinction Movement.  In their words, "the hopeful alternative to the extinction of millions of species of plants and animals is the voluntary extinction of one species: Homo sapiens... us." (link)  That humanity is causing many species extinctions is quite true- see the Holocene/Anthropocene extinction event.  If our goal is to maximize the number of species that survive this event, then VHEMT is maybe onto something.  However, over the long term, if Earth-originating life is going to survive, we're probably going to be the ones to make it happen.  Earth almost definitely won't be hospitable forever unless some advanced technology makes it happen, and if it doesn't, some space colonization will be necessary.  So, humanity's extinction would probably actually doom the rest of life on Earth.  Thus, when we talk of preventing humanity's extinction, we're effectively talking about ensuring the continued existence of Earth-originating life, which, for all we know, is the only life in existence.
Animal Exploitation---AT: Climate Change
Climate change won’t increase animal suffering---it’s inevitable even without humans
Michael Dickens 15, BS in Mathematical and Computational Sciences from Stanford University, Software Engineer at Affirm, “Is Preventing Human Extinction Good?”, Philosophical Multicore, https://mdickens.me/2015/08/15/is_preventing_human_extinction_good/
Arguments on Why Preventing Human Extinction May Be Good or Bad
Bad: Humans make wild animal suffering worse on earth
This scenario doesn’t require making any extreme predictions about the future, but it’s not clear that wild animal suffering (WAS) will be worse with humans than without. If humans go extinct then wild animals will almost certainly continue to suffer in the way they have been for hundreds of millions of years. It’s not conclusive that wild animals’ lives are net negative on balance, but it’s sufficiently likely that this is a major concern.
It’s conceivable that climate change could worsen wild animal suffering; this seems like the most plausible reason why humans might increase WAS if they stay on earth and don’t make any substantial technological advances. But it’s highly uncertain whether climate change will make things better or worse, and either way, humans will probably prevent climate change from going too far.
No warming
tech and adaptation solve
impact is slow
zero data
species resilient
alt causes to species decline
models overestimate rate
Michael Hart 15, Simon Reisman Chair at the Norman Paterson School of International Affairs at Carleton University in Ottawa, Former Fulbright-Woodrow Wilson Center Visiting Research, Former Scholar-in-Residence in the School of International Service and Senior Fellow in the Center for North American Studies at American University in Washington, a former official in Canada’s Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, where he Specialized in trade policy and trade negotiations, MA from the University of Toronto, “Hubris: The Troubling Science, Economics, and Politics of Climate Change”, p. 242-246
As already noted, the IPCC scenarios themselves are wildly alarmist, not only on the basic science but also on the underlying economic assumptions, which in turn drive the alarmist impacts. The result cannot withstand critical analysis. Economists Ian Castles and David Henderson, for example, show the extent to which the analysis is driven by the desire to reach predetermined outcomes.50 Other economists have similarly wondered what purpose was served by pursuing such unrealistic scenarios. It is hard to credit the defense put forward by Mike Hulme, one of the creators of the scenarios, that the IPCC is not engaged in forecasting the future but in creating “plausible” story lines of what might happen under various scenarios.51 Each scare scenario is based on linear projections without any reference to technological developments or adaptation. If, on a similar linear basis, our Victorian ancestors in the UK, worried about rapid urbanization and population growth in London, had made similar projections, they would have pointed to the looming crisis arising from reliance on horse-drawn carriages and omnibuses; they would have concluded that by the middle of the 20th century, London would be knee-deep in horse manure, and all of the southern counties would be required to grow the oats and hay to feed and bed the required number of horses. Technology progressed and London adapted. Why should the rest of humanity not be able to do likewise in the face of a trivial rise in temperature over the course of more than a century? The work on physical impacts is equally over the top. All the scenarios assume only negative impacts, ignore the reality of adaptation, and attribute any and all things bad to global warming. Assuming the GHG theory to be correct means that its impact would be most evident at night and during the winter in reducing atmospheric heat loss to outer space.52 It would have greater impact in increasing minimum temperatures than in increasing maximum temperatures. Secondary studies, however, generally ignore this facet of the hypothesis. The IPCC believes that a warmer world will harm human health due, for example, to increased disease, malnutrition, heat-waves, floods, storms, and cardiovascular incidents. As already noted there is no basis for the claim about severe-weather-related threats or malnutrition. The claim about heat-related deaths gained a boost during the summer of 2003 because of the tragedy of some 15,000 alleged heat-related deaths in France as elderly people stayed behind in city apartments without air conditioning while their children enjoyed the heat at the sea shore during the August vacation. Epidemiological studies of so-called "excess" deaths resulting from heat waves are abused to get the desired results. Similar studies of the impact of cold spells show that they are far more lethal than heat waves and that it is much easier to adapt to heat than to cold.53 More fundamentally, this, like most of the alarmist literature, ignores the basics of the AGW hypothesis: the world will not see an exponential increase in summer, daytime heat (and thus more heat waves), but a decrease in night-time and winter cooling, particularly at higher latitudes and altitudes. Based on the AGW hypothesis, Canada, China, Korea, Northern Europe, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, Chile, and Argentina will see warmer winters and warmer nights. There are clear benefits to such a development, even if there may also be problems, but the AGW industry tends to ignore the positive aspects of their alarmist scenarios. The feared spread of malaria, a much repeated claim, is largely unrelated to climate. Malaria’s worst recorded outbreak was in Siberia long before there was any discussion of AGW. Similarly, the building of the Rideau Canal in Ottawa in the 1820s was severely hampered by outbreaks of malaria due to the proximity of mosquito-infested wetlands in the area. Malaria remains widespread in tropical countries today in part because of the UN’s lengthy embargo on the use of DDT, the legacy of an earlier alarmist disaster. Temperature is but one factor, and a minor one at that, in the multiple factors that affect the rise or decline in the presence of disease-spreading mosquitoes. Wealthier western countries have pursued public health strategies that have reduced the incidence of the dis- ease in their countries. Entomologist Paul Reiter, widely recognized as the leading specialist on malaria vectors and a contributor to some of the early work of the IPCC, was aghast to learn how his careful and systematic analysis of the potential impacts had been twisted in ways that he could not endorse. In a recent paper, he concludes: “Simplistic reasoning on the future prevalence of malaria is ill-founded; malaria is not limited by climate in most temperate regions, nor in the tropics, and in nearly all cases, ’new' malaria at high altitudes is well below the maximum altitudinal limits for transmission. Future changes in climate may alter the prevalence and incidence of the disease, but obsessive emphasis on ’global warming' as a dominant parameter is indefensible; the principal determinants are linked to ecological and societal change, politics and economics.”54 Catastrophic species loss similarly has little foundation in past experience.55 Even if the GHG hypothesis were to be correct, its impact would be slow, providing significant scope and opportunity for adaptation, including by ﬂora and fauna. One of the more irresponsible claims was made by a group of UK modelers who fed wildly improbable scenarios and data into their computers and produced the much-touted claim of massive species loss by the end of the century. There are literally thousands of websites devoted to spreading alarm about species loss and biodiversity. Global warming is but one of many claimed human threats to the planet’s biodiversity. The claims, fortunately, are largely hype, based on computer models and the estimate by Harvard naturalist Edward O. Wilson that 27,000 to 100,000 species are lost annually - a figure he advanced purely hypothetically but which has become one of the most persistent of environmental urban myths. The fact is that scientists have no idea of the extent of the world's ﬂora and fauna, with estimates ranging from five million to 100 million species, and that there are no reliable data about the rate of loss. By some estimates, 95 per cent of the species that ever existed have been lost over the eons, most before humans became major players in altering their environment. A much more credible estimate of recent species loss comes from a surprising source, the UN Environmental Program. It reports that known species loss is slowing reaching its lowest level in 500 years in the last three decades of the 20th century, with some 20 reported extinctions despite increasing pressure on the biosphere from growing human population and industrialization.57 The alarmist community has also introduced the scientifically unknown concept of "locally extinct,” often meaning little more than that a species of plant or animal has responded to adverse conditions by moving to more hospitable circumstances, e.g., birds or butterflies becoming more numerous north of their range and disappearing at its extreme southern extent. Idso et al. conclude: “Many species have shown the ability to adapt rapidly to changes in climate. Claims that global warming threatens large numbers of species with extinction typically rest on a false definition of extinction (the loss of a particular population rather than en- tire species) and speculation rather than real-world evidence. The world’s species have proven very resilient, having survived past natural climate cycles that involved much greater warming and higher C02 concentrations than exist today or are likely to exist in the coming centuries?“
Animal Exploitation---AT: Space Col Spreads Animal Suffering
Humans won’t bring animals when they colonize
Michael Dickens 15, BS in Mathematical and Computational Sciences from Stanford University, Software Engineer at Affirm, “Is Preventing Human Extinction Good?”, Philosophical Multicore, https://mdickens.me/2015/08/15/is_preventing_human_extinction_good/
If humans become extinct, wild animal suffering will continue indefinitely on earth (unless all other animals go extinct as well, which is unlikely but possible). Wild animals’ lives are likely not worth living, so this would be bad, but it’s not the worst thing that could happen.
Preventing human extinction obviously means that humans will continue to exist, but this direct effect is trivial compared to the effects described below.
Major reasons why preventing human extinction might be bad:
We sustain or worsen wild animal suffering on earth.
We colonize other planets and fill them with wild animals whose lives are not worth living.
We create lots of computer simulations of extremely unhappy beings.
We eventually create an AI with evil values that creates lots of suffering on purpose. (But this seems highly unlikely.)
Major reasons why preventing human extinction might be good:
We colonize other planets and fill them with wild animals whose lives are worth living.
We successfully create a hedonium shockwave–i.e. we fill the universe with beings experiencing the maximum amount of pleasure that it is possible for beings to experience.
Even if we don’t create eudamonia, we fix the problem of wild animal suffering and make most of the beings in the universe very happy.
We find other planets with wild animals whose lives are net negative and we make their lives better.
Emotional disclosure: I’m biased toward optimism here because I don’t like the idea of humans becoming extinct, and I definitely don’t like the idea that this could be the best outcome in expectation.
Even people who are pessimistic about wild animal suffering generally assume that preventing human extinction is good, but I do not often see this justified. Let’s consider some arguments for and against.
Arguments on Why Preventing Human Extinction May Be Good or Bad
Bad: Humans make wild animal suffering worse on earth
This scenario doesn’t require making any extreme predictions about the future, but it’s not clear that wild animal suffering (WAS) will be worse with humans than without. If humans go extinct then wild animals will almost certainly continue to suffer in the way they have been for hundreds of millions of years. It’s not conclusive that wild animals’ lives are net negative on balance, but it’s sufficiently likely that this is a major concern.
It’s conceivable that climate change could worsen wild animal suffering; this seems like the most plausible reason why humans might increase WAS if they stay on earth and don’t make any substantial technological advances. But it’s highly uncertain whether climate change will make things better or worse, and either way, humans will probably prevent climate change from going too far.
Bad: Humans colonize other planets and spread wild animal suffering
If humans continue to exist and successfully colonize other planets, they have a high probability of filling the universe with wild animal suffering (directed panspermia). This is good if wild animals’ lives are worth living on balance, and bad if they’re not worth living (the latter seems more likely).
Much of the reasoning below comes from a conversation I had with Kelsey Piper.
It is probably not technologically feasible to travel to other solar systems in less than thousands of years, which we could do much more easily if we were not made of organic matter. If we’re not made of organic matter (e.g. we exist as emulations on computer systems), we have no need for a biosphere filled with wild animals and we are unlikely to spread wild animal suffering. If future humans preserve their current aesthetic values, they may want to create biospheres just because they are aesthetically pleasing. This would use large amounts of resources that could be used for creating more humans instead. I’m uncertain about whether future humans will have sufficiently robust population ethics that they will prefer to use planetary-scale resources to create lots of happy humans (or human emulations, or whatever form humans are in at that point) rather than wild animals. Right now I do not expect that most humans value a population of one trillion happy people as better than a population of one billion happy people.
But Kelsey pointed out that it’s unreasonable to expect that humans would intentionally spend their limited resources on creating lots of wild animals with bad lives. Right now we are quickly burning through natural resources, and while there is a lot of pushback against this process, the dominant forces work in favor of habitat destruction. That will probably continue to be the case.
I expect it’s more likely than not that if we colonize other planets, we will not spread wild animal suffering, even if we don’t care about animals. However, WAS may be bad enough that even if we have only a relatively small probability of spreading it, the expected value of the far future is still negative.
If future colonization is bad, humans won’t do it. If it’s good, they will. The option value of avoiding extinction is only positive.
Jan M. Brauner 18, PhD Candidate at University of Erlangen-Nuremburg, Freelance Researcher at the Center for Effective Altruism, BS in Physics from the University of Erlangen-Nuremburg, and Friederike M. Grosse-Holz, PhD in Plant Sciences from the University of Oxford, Master’s from The University of Freiburg, Master’s in Molecular and Cellular Biology of Plants from Heidelberg University, BS in Molecular Biotechnology from TU Munich, Consultant at the Boston Consulting Group, “The Expected Value of Extinction Risk Reduction is Positive”, Effective Altruism, 12/6/2018, https://www.effectivealtruism.org/articles/the-expected-value-of-extinction-risk-reduction-is-positive/
1.3: Future agents could later decide not to colonize space (option value)
We are often uncertain about what the right thing to do is. If we can defer the decision to someone wiser than ourselves, this is generally a good call. We can also defer across time: we can keep our options open for now, and hope our descendants will be able to make better decisions. This option value may give us a reason to prefer to keep our options open.
For instance, our descendants may be in a better position to judge whether space colonization would be good or bad. If they can see that space colonization would be negative, they can refrain from (further) colonizing space: They have the option to limit the harm. In contrast, if humanity goes extinct, the option of (post)-human space colonization is forever lost. So avoiding extinction creates ‘option value’(e.g. Macaskill).[38] This specific type of ‘option value’ - from future agents choosing not to colonize space - and not the more general value of keeping options open, is what we will be referring to throughout this section.[39] This type of option value exist for nearly all moral views, and is very unlikely to be negative.[40] However, as we will discuss in this chapter, this value is rather small compared to other considerations.
Human innovations will massively reduce wild animal suffering
Michael Plant 16, DPhil in Moral Philosophy at the University of Oxford, Master’s in Philosophy from the London School of Economics, Former Parliamentary Researcher for Sir Michael Fallon MP, “The Unproven (And Unprovable) Case For Wild Animal Suffering”, http://www.plantinghappiness.co.uk/the-unproven-and-unprovable-case-for-wild-animal-suffering/ 
It’s possible technological improvements will make radical interventions in wild animal welfare feasible. Artificially intelligent flying drones could replace and extend the activities park rangers have typically filled in animal reserves, for instance delivering medication via dart guns to animals that would cure misery-causing intestinal worms or provide vaccinations. Further, if we believe the zebra’s experience of being killed in truly terrible, we could also fill such zebras with amphetamines or opiates prior to letting the lions kill it. In the (far) future, once many other problems have been solved, this may be a cost-effective way to increase happiness compared to the alternatives.
Especially because any civilization advanced enough to colonize space will also be able to dramatically improve living conditions, including for non-human life
Kaj Sotala 17, MSc in Computer Science from the University of Helskink, Researcher at the Foundational Research Institute, Former Research Assistant at the Helskinki Institute for Information Technology, and Lukas Gloor, Director of the Foundational Research Institute, “Superintelligence as a Cause or Cure for Risks of Astronomical Suffering”, Informatica, Volume 41, p. 393
4.1 Are suffering outcomes likely?
Bostrom (2003a) argues that given a technologically mature civilization capable of space colonization on a massive scale, this civilization "would likely also have the ability to establish at least the minimally favorable conditions required for future lives to be worth living", and that it could thus be assumed that all of these lives would be worth living. Moreover, we can reasonably assume that outcomes which are optimized for everything that is valuable are more likely than outcomes optimized for things that are disvaluable. While people want the future to be valuable both for altruistic and self-oriented reasons, no one intrinsically wants things to go badly.
However, Bostrom has himself later argued that technological advancement combined with evolutionary forces could "lead to the gradual elimination of all forms of being worth caring about" (Bostrom 2005), admitting the possibility that there could be technologically advanced civilizations with very little of anything that we would consider valuable. The technological potential to create a civilization that had positive value does not automatically translate to that potential being used, so a very advanced civilization could still be one of no value or even negative value.
Examples of technology’s potential being unevenly applied can be found throughout history. Wealth remains unevenly distributed today, with an estimated 795 million people suffering from hunger even as one third of all produced food goes to waste (World Food Programme, 2017). Technological advancement has helped prevent many sources of suffering, but it has also created new ones, such as factory-farming practices under which large numbers of animals are maltreated in ways which maximize their production: in 2012, the amount of animals slaughtered for food was estimated at 68 billion worldwide (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2012). Industrialization has also contributed to anthropogenic climate change, which may lead to considerable global destruction. Earlier in history, advances in seafaring enabled the transatlantic slave trade, with close to 12 million Africans being sent in ships to live in slavery (Manning 1992).
Technological advancement does not automatically lead to positive results (Häggström 2016). Persson & Savulescu (2012) argue that human tendencies such as “the bias towards the near future, our numbness to the suffering of great numbers, and our weak sense of responsibility for our omissions and collective contributions”, which are a result of the environment humanity evolved in, are no longer sufficient for dealing with novel technological problems such as climate change and it becoming easier for small groups to cause widespread destruction. Supporting this case, Greene (2013) draws on research from moral psychology to argue that morality has evolved to enable mutual cooperation and collaboration within a select group (“us”), and to enable groups to fight off everyone else (“them”). Such an evolved morality is badly equipped to deal with collective action problems requiring global compromises, and also increases the risk of conflict and generally negative-sum dynamics as more different groups get in contact with each other.
As an opposing perspective, West (2017) argues that while people are often willing to engage in cruelty if this is the easiest way of achieving their desires, they are generally “not evil, just lazy”. Practices such as factory farming are widespread not because of some deep-seated desire to cause suffering, but rather because they are the most efficient way of producing meat and other animal source foods. If technologies such as growing meat from cell cultures became more efficient than factory farming, then the desire for efficiency could lead to the elimination of suffering. Similarly, industrialization has reduced the demand for slaves and forced labor as machine labor has become more effective. At the same time, West acknowledges that this is not a knockdown argument against the possibility of massive future suffering, and that the desire for efficiency could still lead to suffering outcomes such as simulated game worlds filled with sentient non-player characters (see section on cruelty-enabling technologies below).
Wild animal life is not net suffering
Michael Plant 16, DPhil in Moral Philosophy at the University of Oxford, Master’s in Philosophy from the London School of Economics, Former Parliamentary Researcher for Sir Michael Fallon MP, “The Unproven (And Unprovable) Case For Wild Animal Suffering”, http://www.plantinghappiness.co.uk/the-unproven-and-unprovable-case-for-wild-animal-suffering/ [WAS = wild animal suffering]
I’ve been surprised to learn recently that so many people I know in the effective altruism community believe there is more total suffering than happiness in the lives of wild animals. Brian Tomasik appears to be the main current proponent of this view, developing the work done by economist Yew-Kwang Ng in the 90s. Tomasik has taken his concerns with wild animal suffering (WAS) to its logical limit, arguing we should consider destroying ecosytems so that fewer animals exist. This cuts against the popular intuition, frequently promoted by nature documentaries, that wild animals live enjoyable, if somewhat barbaric, lives and are best left to their own devices. As the number of animals in the wild is so vast, WAS is therefore potentially of huge moral importance. Concerned that I had overlooked the area, I investigated. After some consideration, I think the arguments in favour of there being net WAS are unconvincing. I decided to write this essay to explain why others should be similarly unconvinced. I’ve reconstructed Tomasik’s argument below and then set out five objections. For readers impatient for the punchline, the thrust of my argument is 1) the case for net wild animal is highly selective, relying on imagining obviously bad aspects of animals’ lives, such as being eaten alive, rather than accounting for all their positive and negative experiences and 2) it requires immense speculation about how good or bad animals’ experiences are (e.g. how many hours of eating grass is equivalent to 5 minutes of being eaten alive? how many unhappy ants is worth one happy lion?). We should be wary of overstepping our epistemic limits and engaging in careless anthropomorphism. I, briefly, present my own moral response: certain, targeted interventions may reduce WAS but habitat destruction is unlikely to be justified. I note WAS is unlikely to be a particularly cost-effective way of reducing suffering. To be clear, I do not claim the lives of wild animals are net positive or negative overall. I do not think I (or anyone else) can show that. Nor do I deny there is wild animal suffering. There clearly is. My point is that Tomasik overstates the case for net wild animal suffering and understates the difficult of making interpersonal and interspecies comparisons of happiness.
Animal Exploitation---AT: May
May is wrong---there’s no overpopulation and warming and animal suffering can be prevented without causing extinction
Dr. Michael Egnor 18, Writer for the Discovery Institute, Professor in the Department of Pediatrics at Stony Brook University, MD, “Would Human Extinction Be Immoral?”, Evolution News and Science Today, 12/19/2018, https://evolutionnews.org/2018/12/would-human-extinction-be-immoral/
As a barometer of the depravity of atheistic modernism and of the Gaia cult it has spawned, this New York Times essay by Clemson University philosophy professor Todd May is hard to beat. May asks the question: Given the hypothetical “increasing predations of climate change,” would human extinction be a tragedy?
To get a bead on this question, let me distinguish it from a couple of other related questions. I’m not asking whether the experience of humans coming to an end would be a bad thing. (In these pages, Samuel Scheffler has given us an important reason to think that it would be.) I am also not asking whether human beings as a species deserve to die out. That is an important question, but would involve different considerations. Those questions, and others like them, need to be addressed if we are to come to a full moral assessment of the prospect of our demise. Yet what I am asking here is simply whether it would be a tragedy if the planet no longer contained human beings. And the answer I am going to give might seem puzzling at first. I want to suggest, at least tentatively, both that it would be a tragedy and that it might just be a good thing.
How could human extinction be a “good thing”? May bemoans the suffering that man has inflicted on Gaia:
Human beings are destroying large parts of the inhabitable earth and causing unimaginable suffering to many of the animals that inhabit it. This is happening through at least three means. First, human contribution to climate change is devastating ecosystems, as the recent article on Yellowstone Park in The Times exemplifies. Second, increasing human population is encroaching on ecosystems that would otherwise be intact. Third, factory farming fosters the creation of millions upon millions of animals for whom it offers nothing but suffering and misery before slaughtering them in often barbaric ways. There is no reason to think that those practices are going to diminish any time soon. Quite the opposite… Humanity, then, is the source of devastation of the lives of conscious animals on a scale that is difficult to comprehend.
A Litany of Science Scares 
The reality and danger of global “climate change” and of overpopulation are matters of contention. It’s noteworthy that May links the two, given the horrendous record of overpopulation hysteria in the later 20th century. If indeed the “science” of climate change and overpopulation are linked, that discredits climate science. The Population Bomb was an architype of junk-science hysteria, and any historically informed consideration of the current “climate change” panic must note the parallels. Science apocalypticism hews to type, and after a few “The science is settled and the world is ending” scares, it doesn’t impress. For completeness, May should have included eugenic deterioration of human stock, DDT frenzy, and global cooling. Fraudulent junk science has given us a litany of science scares, and it doesn’t seem about to stop anytime soon. 
May does raise important questions about the way that human beings treat animals. There is, no doubt, much cruelty, but extermination of humanity as a solution to animal cruelty seems merely more of the same. We are after all, on some level, animals as well, and we should take with a grain of salt any philosopher who looks approvingly on human extermination as a remedy for animal extermination. Surely there are better ways to protect animals than the elimination of the only species that contemplates morality. 
May’s invocation of junk science and a final solution to the “problem” of humanity is unconvincing, albeit chilling. That such ideas are promulgated by anyone outside of a locked mental ward and given space in major media should give us pause. 
A Logical Question
But May is a philosopher, and his final solution for human folly raises a logical question as well. In what way would human extinction be moral or immoral? If humanity were wiped from the earth, either by our foolishness or by a Green Führer convinced by May’s diagnosis of the threat to Gaia, whence would come moral values of any kind? After all, if there were no men, who would judge moral outcomes? Surely not animals, who lack the capacity for abstraction inherent to moral reasoning, and surely not inanimate objects, which lack any sort of mental capacity. The oceans might be cleaner without man, but they would neither know nor care nor judge. 
It seems pointless to contemplate the morality of a world without moral actors. Of course, if God exists, He could judge the morality of the post-human world envisioned so fondly by Professor May. One suspects that while He would prefer that we treat nature as gift of great value entrusted to our stewardship, His judgment would not be sympathetic to a crank philosopher wistfully invoking a human holocaust. 
Animal exploitation and warming will be stopped by human course-correction. Extinction isn’t required.
Nathan J. Robinson 18, PhD Candidate in Sociology and Social Policy at Harvard University, JD from Yale Law School, MA in Politics from Brandeis University, Editor of Current Affairs, “Against Human Extinction”, Current Affairs, 12/18/2018, https://www.currentaffairs.org/2018/12/against-human-extinction
But there’s something far more disturbing to me about May’s piece. He thinks that the harm human beings inflict on the world cannot be stopped. It is inevitable. So long as we are here, we will continue to engage in these practices, so the question is whether or not we should be here. This is a little weird to me: To think that “stopping human beings from existing at all” is somehow more of a plausible option than “stopping factory farming and human-made climate change” means an extreme form of pessimism about the possibilities for changing our actions. As he says, the elimination of these wrongs “would likely require the elimination of the species.”
Respectfully, what the fuck? May says this as if it’s a given—there’s not a shred of argumentation offered. He thinks we’ll just nod and agree that it’s impossible to stop climate change, factory farming, and the destruction of ecosystems, that they will only come to an end if we commit civilizational suicide. I’m sorry, but that’s not the sort of proposition you can just state as an uncontroversial fact. Especially because these are all extremely recent phenomena—modern-day industrial animal farming began within the lifetimes of presently-living people. Human beings have been around for 200,000 years and it was only in the last few hundred that we set ourselves on the course toward destroying the earth and the mass destruction of other species’ habitats. Since we lived for many, many millennia without doing any of these things, why would we conclude that it’s totally impossible for us to live sustainably ever again, even with greater knowledge about how to do so than any previous generation of humans ever had?
This kind of pessimism is truly dangerous to me. Nobody should accept these assumptions. Why try to stop industrial animal farming if it would necessarily involve the destruction of humanity itself? The options are suicide or devastation. Since relatively few of us are going to benevolently commit suicide, no matter how persuasively the New York Times philosophy section may encourage it, guess we’ll have to resign ourselves to ruining the earth.
But this is ridiculous. These problems are caused by human actions, and human beings can change their actions. Nothing forces us to have our monstrous factory farm system, or to prize endless growth over sound environmental stewardship. I recently reviewed Jacy Reese’s The End of Animal Farming, which persuasively argues that we could completely end the slaughter of animals within a few hundred years. In the life of humankind, this is no time at all. If we could move toward a more socialistic global economy, one that didn’t ruin the planet for profit, we could stall climate change, too.
Of course, Frederic Jameson was right when he said that it’s easier to imagine the end of the world than the end of capitalism. Todd May can’t even conceive of the end of capitalism—he sees only two possible futures, apocalypse now or apocalypse later. I am not surprised that the New York Times ran this bonkers argument without asking May to back up his assertion that a sustainable planet is impossible. After all, a sustainable planet would be a socialistic planet, and to the Times-mind socialism is impossible. Since liberalism has no solutions, it’s not wonder that liberals believe there are no solutions. 
People who are alive right now—like me, and presumably you—are both fortunate and unfortunate. We are unfortunate in that we are on Earth at a time when the threats of climate change and global nuclear conflict mean “doom” can seem just around the corner. We are fortunate, however, in that we also happen to have showed up at a moment when it was possible to do something about it. At the moment, the world is still (relatively) at peace and the worst effects of climate change have still not yet set in. Scientists are warning that we only have a decade to act on climate change in order to mitigate its most severe consequences, but a decade is not nothing. It is the job of socialists, and really anyone who cares about their “fellow creatures,” not to fall into despair or conclude that “extinction is the only option.” Hopelessness is what conservatives want, and pessimism means death. Todd May’s thinking is dangerous, suicidal, wrong. Reject it. It’s not only depressing, it’s irrational. Laugh at it. Write it off. And join the fight to build a humane, decent, and nurturing civilization in which we live in harmony with other species. We have the technology, we have the brains. We just need the resolve. A better world is possible. Death is not the only option.
Environment---2AC
Human survival improves environmental sustainability and abundance---all of their arguments are backwards
Chelsea Follett 19, Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Managing Editor of HumanProgress.org, MA in Foreign Affairs from the University of Virginia, BA in Government from the College of William & Mary, “How Anti-Humanism Conquered the Left”, Quillette, 5/1/2019, https://quillette.com/2019/05/01/how-anti-humanism-conquered-the-left/
These environmentally-concerned anti-natalists believe that a world without humans, or with significantly fewer of them, would eventually revert to a pollution-free paradise with abundant natural resources. As one human extinction proponent put it just last month in a letter to his local paper, “In approximately 20,000 years after human extinction, this magnificent resistant biosphere will return to its perfection.” If humanity fails to reduce its numbers, extinction proponents fear resource shortages and environmental catastrophe. “How could anybody,” an official Vhemt member, Gwynn Mackellen, wondered aloud to the Guardian, “produce a new human when the effects of humans are very obvious, I feel, and the situation is getting worse.”
These extinction advocates, however, have misunderstood the evidence about population growth’s impact on the planet and its resources. The late University of Maryland economist Julian Simon rejected the idea of overpopulation as a problem. He believed that, on the contrary, more people in the world means more people to solve problems, and less resource scarcity. “There is no physical or economic reason,” he wrote, “why human resourcefulness and enterprise cannot forever continue to respond to impending shortages and existing problems with new expedients that, after an adjustment period, leave us better off than before the problem arose.”
In his 1981 book The Ultimate Resource, Simon argued that humans are intelligent beings, capable of innovating their way out of shortages through greater efficiency, increased supply, or development of substitutes. Humans, with their inventive potential, are themselves, in Simon’s phrase, “The Ultimate Resource.” A growing population produces more ideas. More ideas lead to more innovations and more innovations can improve productivity. That higher productivity then translates into more resources to go around and better standards of living.
In 1980, Simon made a bet with Ehrlich. Ehrlich would choose a “basket” of raw materials that he expected to become more scarce in the coming years. At the end of a specified time period, if the inflation-adjusted price of the basket was higher than at the beginning of the period, that would indicate the materials had indeed become scarcer and Ehrlich would win the wager; if the price was lower, that would mean the resources had instead become more abundant, and Simon would win. The stakes would be the ultimate price difference of the basket at the beginning and end of the time period. Simon ultimately won, and Ehrlich duly sent him a check for the price difference.
New research, inspired by the Ehrlich-Simon wager, has further confirmed that, contrary to the anti-humanists’ claims, population growth goes hand-in-hand with more abundant resources. Consider the amount of time it takes an average worker to earn enough to buy a basket of common commodities—the “time-price” of those items. The Simon Abundance Index found that between 1980 and 2017, “the time-price of our basket of 50 basic commodities declined by 0.934 percent for every one percent increase in population. That means that every additional human being born on our planet seems to be making resources proportionately more plentiful for the rest of us.”
There are some notable environmentalists who recognize the fact that humans are capable of creating abundance instead of scarcity. Environmentalists who take the rational and techno-optimistic view, sometimes called “enlightenment environmentalists” or “ecomodernists,” still believe in humanity’s ability to tackle environmental problems with innovation and ingenuity. Examples include Harvard University’s Steven Pinker and the Breakthrough Institute’s Michael Shellenberger, who both hold that technologies such as nuclear power can reduce emissions. And the research of Rockefeller University environmental science professor Jesse H. Ausubel, who was integral to setting up the world’s first climate change conference in Geneva in 1979, has shown how technological progress can allow nature to rebound, even while food and other resources have become more plentiful.
Unfortunately, ecomodernists are still a minority within the environmental movement. Too many people, mostly on the political Left, still agree with Ehrlich that humans are analogous to cancer cells and long for the reduction or even extinction of our species. One third of Americans in the millennial generation say they are deeply concerned about the environmental impact of having children. Not that long ago, well within the living memory of a millennial such as myself, a 2002 episode of Aaron Sorkin’s popular political drama The West Wing could still quip that “Death is bad” remained a left-wing position. The scriptwriter took it for granted that, on the political Left, everyone is in favor of human flourishing. If only that were still the case.
Environmental destruction is inevitable, even without humans
Scotty Hendricks 18, Contributing Writer at Big Think, BA in Philosophy from the University of Iowa, Organizer for the Green Party of Iowa, Volunteer for the Iowa Democratic Party, “Human Extinction! Don't Panic; Think About It Like A Philosopher.”, Big Think, 12/20/2018, https://bigthink.com/politics-current-affairs/human-extinction-philosophy
It is also possible to take issue with the claim that the environment would be that much better off without humans or that the effect of humanity on the environment is so awful that we ought to die off. Nature can be sickeningly cruel without any human intervention. Animals can cause as much deforestation and environmental degradation as humanity does at the local scale. Plants, as well as humans, have caused climate catastrophes by changing the composition of the atmosphere.
There were two dozen mass extinction events before the evolution of modern humans. One of these, the Permian–Triassic extinction event, saw 96% of all marine and 70% of all land-dwelling vertebrate life die. The famous Cretaceous extinction event featured the death of the dinosaurs and almost every land animal that weighed more than 55 pounds as the result of a giant asteroid hitting the earth, as they often have done and will do again. Humans have yet to do anything with nearly the kind of impact on the environment as these random events had.
While our destroying the environment is not made acceptable by the fact a random occurrence might do the same thing, it does make the argument that humans should die off for the sake of the environment lose a bit of its punch. After all, if another mass extinction event is inevitable, which many people think is the case, then getting rid of humans doesn't actually accomplish much in the way of protecting the environment over the long run.
Extinction wrecks the environment---
It prevents a coming biotech revolution that’ll eliminate suffering
David Pearce 17, Co-Founder of the World Transhumanist Association, Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, “Review of BETTER NEVER TO HAVE BEEN”, https://www.abolitionist.com/anti-natalism.html
Yet how should rational moral agents behave if - hypothetically - some variant of Benatar's diagnosis as distinct from policy prescription was correct?
In an era of biotechnology and unnatural selection, an alternative to anti-natalism is the world-wide adoption of genetically preprogrammed well-being. For there needn't be selection pressure against gradients of lifelong adaptive bliss - i.e. a radical recalibration of the hedonic treadmill. The only way to eradicate the biological substrates of unpleasantness - and thereby prevent the harm of Darwinian existence - is not vainly to champion life's eradication, but instead to ensure that sentient life is inherently blissful. More specifically, the impending reproductive revolution of designer babies is likely to witness intense selection pressure against the harmfulness-promoting adaptations that increased the inclusive fitness of our genes in the ancestral environment of adaptation. If we use biotechnology wisely, then gradients of genetically preprogrammed well-being can make all sentient life subjectively rewarding - indeed wonderful beyond the human imagination. So in common with "positive" utilitarians, the "negative" utilitarian would do better to argue for genetically preprogrammed superhappiness.
The negative utilitarian ethicist might dismiss this alluring prospect as pie-in-the-sky. Like negative utilitarianism itself - and Benatar's argument that sentient existence entails intrinsic harm to its victims - the superhappiness solution invites ridicule, ad hominem attacks, and incredulity. But a cruelty-free world is technically feasible. And unlike anti-natalism, there are strong sociological and technical grounds to predict that the application of biotechnology will wipe out the substrates of suffering for good.
Homo sapiens is the only species capable systematically of preventing harm to the rest of the living world - despite the frightfulness of what we do to non-human animals today. So it is vital that humans survive in the face of existential risks to bring the abolitionist project to completion. Presumably its implementation will entail the use of depot-contraception, ecosystem redesign, CRISPR-based gene drives, and rewriting the vertebrate genome - a formidable but not impossible challenge.
If we succeed, then coming into existence will be intrinsically good.
Causes explosions at every nuclear reactor, chemical plant, and petroleum refinery
Steve Donoghue 7, Managing Editor of Open Letters Monthly, Reviewed Books for The Washington Post, The National, The Wall Street Journal, The Boston Globe, Historical Novel Review Online, and The Quarterly Conversation, Writer and Reader Living in Boston, “Wishful Thinking”, Open Letters Monthly – An Arts and Literature Review, 7/1/2007, https://www.openlettersmonthly.com/issue/wishful-thinking/
The more environmentally conscious have all had the thought, whether they admit it or not: what would the world be like if there were no humans here?
That question is at the heart of a wonderful, relevatory book by Alan Weisman titled The World Without Us.
Weisman’s premise is simplicity itself: imagine what would happen to the world if humanity abruptly disappeared. He doesn’t spend more than a moment speculating as to the means of that disappearance—that’s left to a much darker book than this one, which is, despite its subject matter, inherently optimistic.
Weisman is a veteran freelance journalist, not a scientist, and this fact hugely aids his book: instead of flogging a pet theory, he exercises his considerable skills in getting all the right people to give the quotes of their lives.
What if humans vanished tomorrow? That’s the question he poses to all the experts he interviews—hydrologists, microbiologists, paleoecologists, conservationalists, archeologists, and dozens of others, and the answers he gets, and the pictures they paint, are stark, indelible, and eye-opening.
The book’s premise would seem to make it the perfect vessel for an extended tirade against [hu]mankind’s many environmental abuses. Early on he Weisman seems ready to set up such an approach:
In the 1960s, British atmospheric scientist, chemist, and marine biologist James Lovelock proposed his Gaia hypothesis, which describes the earth as behaving like a super-organism, its soil, atmosphere, and oceans composing a circulatory system regulated by its resident flora and fauna. He now fears that the living planet is suffering from a high fever, and that we are the virus.
But there’s no rancor in Weisman’s approach; he’s too busy with the facts to let rancor get in the way of a great story.
The story here is: if humankind were to miraculously disappear tomorrow, what specifically would happen to the rest of the world? The question itself is fanciful, admittedly: a catastrophe that would very quickly eliminate only humans is unbelievably unlikely—even a super-virus would invariably leave pockets of humanity still alive. Weisman’s hypothetical is in this sense overly neat, an exercise designed as much to extract real-world solutions as to play out imaginary scenarios. This book is in the best sense of the term a call to action rather than a doomsday scenario. This central attitude is present throughout the book: fully understanding the enormous hurts mankind is currently doing to the planet is the best way to stop or even reverse them.
So: what if humans suddenly up and vanished? In very specific terms, what would happen?
That’s where the fun begins (one of the greatest charms of Weisman’s book is its sense of fun), getting some of the world’s smartest people to speculate about a human-free tomorrow.
Turns out the changes would happen pretty much immediately. Needless to say, the many types of head and body lice who’ve specifically evolved to feast on the sloughed-off skin cells (you’ve got thousands of such microscopic creatures on your eyelashes right now) would be fatally discommoded. Two or three days later the subways of New York, most of which are kept dry by manual pumps, would flood. This would be the case for most of the world’s subways systems (although not, amazingly, the English Channel Tunnel, which was carved from a single geologic layer and so wouldn’t flood—although Weisman points out it would be pitch-dark 35-mile trek for any enterprising animal wanting to cross over; Weisman might be wrong about the pitch-black part, since some of the Chunnel’s iron-bracketed battery-run lighting fixture’s will stay lit for many years, even untended by humans). Likewise all the world’s dams would quickly silt up without manual pumping, spilling over or breaking, flooding back to the sea and on the way wiping out all human cities built on the floodplains in their path.
The pyramids of Giza, the Panama Canal, the Great Wall of China…within a dozen years all would start to disintegrate without constant human upkeep (oddly enough, Weisman maintains Mount Rushmore would be spared a similar fate, although in this one instance he might not have his facts entirely right: the Black Hills are as avid to resurrect as any other abused greenspace—in a few dozen years, Lincoln, Jefferson, et al would be overgrown beyond recognition, same as ordinary folks).
In a week, two at the outside, the fuel supply to the generators circulating cooling waters to the world’s nuclear reactors would be gone. What happens after that is a nightmare the world has already rehearsed, at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl—catastrophic nuclear despoliation of the surrounding environment:
If everyone on earth disappeared, 441 nuclear plants, several with multiple reactors, would briefly run on autopilot until, one by one, they overheated. As refueling schedules are usually staggered so that some reactors generate while others are down, possibly half would burn and the rest would melt. Either way, the spilling of radioactivity into the air and into nearby bodies of water would be formidable, and it would last, in the case of enriched uranium, into geologic time.
This is the high point of Weisman’s optimism, this very point: how localized, how survivable, would the meltdown of those 441 nuclear reactors be (in a forgivable civilian reflex, he forgets to tally in the 80 or 90 additional reactors constantly afloat in the world’s various nuclear warships and submarines)? Weisman implies these meltdowns would be relatively localized events, creating “hot” areas surrounding wildlife would learn to avoid until it was safe. He cites the speed with which wildlife returned to the neighborhood of Chernobyl, and it’s hard to argue with that. Nevertheless, it’s unsurprising that many of the experts he quotes think along gloomier lines. Groundwater contamination, soil contamination, and most of all irradiated air patterns—there are experts who take these things into account and reason from them that these 500 meltdowns might well spell the ultimate strangulation of the planet. Certainly this scenario has been the bread and butter of every writer of post apocalyptic science fiction in the nuclear age, but Weisman tries to smile on the dire. He prefers to listen to the songbirds of Chernobyl.
Of course, nuclear reactors aren’t the only dead man’s switches humans have created and maintained. Chemical plants and petroleum refineries work night and day under the explicit assumption that there will always be human hands to tend that work. Should that work cease, Weisman maintains, the results would be harsh but not catastrophic. But some of his experts, such as chemical plant inspector E.C., disagree:
But imagine a runaway reaction with burning plants throwing up clouds of stuff like hydrogen cyanide. There would be massive poisoning of the air in the Texas-Louisiana chemical alley. Follow the trade winds and see what happens.
Follow the trade winds and see what happens, yes, and this is the tenor of the more bloody-minded of Weisman’s interviewees: that petrochemical plants and nuclear reactors, run wild and fed by the wind and water-currents of the world, will poison the earth beyond all hope of any life whatsoever remaining.
Asteroids and solar flares will ruin all non-human life if humans go extinct
Jason G. Matheny 7, Special Consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, PhD candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, Co-Founder of New Harvest, “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction”, Risk Analysis, Volume 27, Number 5, http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html
Human extinction in the next few centuries could reduce the number of future generations by thousands or more. We take extraordinary measures to protect some endangered species from extinction. It might be reasonable to take extraordinary measures to protect humanity from the same.19 
[FOOTNOTE]
19. Human extinction would also likely condemn all nonhuman terrestrial life to extinction, as a planet-sterilizing asteroid or solar event is probable within the next billion years (Matheny, 2007).
[END FOOTNOTE]
To decide whether this is so requires more discussion of the methodological problems mentioned here, as well as research on the extinction risks we face and the costs of mitigating them.20
Super volcanos cause Ice Age---human tech solves
Bill Walker 2, Research Associate at the Shay-Wright Lab at UT Southwestern Medical Center, “The Case Against Human Extinction”, The Free Republic, 7/31/2002, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/725634/posts
Human extinction is now tacitly accepted as the proper and moral solution to environmental problems. Whether in the writings of the Unabomber or Al Gore, humans are identified as the primary danger to the ecosystem. Both agree with the self-proclaimed "deep ecologists" that all ecological problems would disappear along with our species. This is the late 20th century's standard ecological paradigm, taught in every public elementary school, Captain Planet episode and graduate social-science course. "Everything was fine in the forest before the evil humans came with their 'technology' and their 'culture', and everything will be fine again if humans all catch Ebola or Marburg and die. The deer will scamper happily through the forest as their guts are torn out by the happy wolves, until they are all covered quietly by the happy continental ice sheets..." .... or maybe the Unabomber/Gore types didn't think quite that far ahead.
The human species is not the source of ecological Original Sin. For any real "deep ecology" theory, the long-term survival of life requires an intelligent species to develop the necessary technologies. Contrary to myth, humans have benefited the ecosystem; already we may well have prevented the Final Ice Age.
First of all, a reality check. All species up to this point have killed off other species. Nature (or the gods, if you prefer) gave them no choice, because they were all playing a zero-sum game. All life on Earth depended on two energy sources: the hydrogen fusion in the sun that powers photosynthesis in plants, and the radioactive decay energy that powers chemosynthetic bacteria in the deep-sea volcanic vents. All life is nuclear powered, but until recently no life form was making any new energy. From humble fern to mighty Tyrannosaurus, every life form had to displace another to take a share of the fixed amount of available energy. Winners lived, losers died.
Reality check two: most everything is dead. The Solar System is not full of planets covered by sunlit glades and happy bunnies. The majority of the Sun's fusion energy that misses the Earth heads out into dead vacuum; a little bounces off dead asteroids, the dead acid clouds of Venus and the frozen dead wastes of Mars. You can't blame this on Homo sapiens or any other species. Entropy kills. Asteroids blast planets, supernovas irradiate systems light years away, planetary climates freeze and fry. Entropy is the ultimate source of ecological evil. We have only our intelligence to fight this ultimate enemy. The survival of other Earth species depends on how well we use the intelligence that grew out of our fight with other species over energy.
Our Cro-Magnon ancestors played Nature's zero-sum gladiator game well. The woolly mammoth, the Maltese elephant, the North American ground sloth, and the carnivores that depended on them disappeared as humans took their energy. The process continued into historical times with the Dodo and the Moa, and continues today in the oceans as hunting humans with no concept of property rights race each other to the last fish.
Once the convenient big game animals were gone, the descendants of the Cro-Magnons developed farming to take even more energy out of the ecosystem. Farmers take ALL the energy for themselves through their crops and herd animals. The early farming civilizations drove more species to extinction. As civilization developed in complexity, it demanded more and more energy. This energy came from the ecosystem in the form of firewood and the labor of agriculture-fed work animals. Just like flowering plants or dinosaurs, humans continued to displace earlier species and take their energy.
But then, for the first time in two billion years, a new thing happened.
Humans started to get energy from coal, oil, and natural gas. Energy that didn't come out of another currently living being (some of the gas was never in a living being). Some of this energy was converted to food energy; energy in nitrogen bonds in fertilizers, energy for tractors instead of draft animals and slaves. There could now be more humans without killing off other organisms to make room. In the 20th century United States, farms actually shrank and forests grew back.
The new human powers also defended Earth against the Cold Death that killed Mars.
In the time of the dinosaurs, perhaps the peak of biodiversity and ecological exuberance, there was a lot of carbon. The atmosphere was around 1% carbon dioxide. But as the radioactive energy that powers volcanoes runs down, carbon keeps getting trapped in dead organisms and covered by sediments, leaving the biosphere. During the last Ice Age the CO2 level fell below .02%. This is a serious problem for an ecosystem based on photosynthetic plants. Someone (perhaps his third grade teacher) should have told Al Gore; when the CO2 concentration is too low everything photosynthetic dies.
In the 1800s, CO2 levels were measured at .028%. Human use of fossil fuels has raised that to .037%; still far below optimum for plant growth, but better. The slight increase in greenhouse effect also gives the Earth a little more protection against ending up like Mars, with our CO2 lying frozen on the ground. (It is, however, a VERY slight increase in greenhouse effect. Most of Earth's greenhouse effect comes from atmospheric water.)
The dinosaur eras were 10 degrees warmer than today, and the ecosystem liked that just fine. It's been less than 15,000 years since the last Ice Age. Anyone concerned about the ecology as a whole must worry far more about Ice Age than about greenhouse effect.
Of course at some point there will be enough carbon dioxide in the atmosphere to ensure against an asteroid hit or episode of volcano activity darkening the skies and triggering the next Ice Age. Fossil fuels can't be used forever, and they don't produce enough energy for a real technical civilization anyway. Burning coal may be good for the ecosystem as a whole, but it isn't good for individual humans. Just the radioactive pollution from coal burning is hundreds of times worse per watt than from even the current crop of early fission reactors. This radioactive pollution is miniscule compared to the natural background, but the chemical pollution from coal could be significant for long-lived, cancer-prone species like humans. Fortunately humans learned to tap nuclear energy directly. All life is nuclear-powered, but now humans can get their nuclear fuel from places denied to other life forms.
Now, if they choose, humans can leave most of the solar energy that reached the Earth's surface for the use of other species. Life is no longer a zero-sum game. There is room for wolves, deer.... and woolly mammoths, with the new life-giving powers of biotechnology. Humans can not only live without exterminating, they can resurrect the long dead. Humans can even carry life to places that it has never been. Bacteria have probably journeyed between planets as well, but nuclear-powered humans can actually change the dead planets to make them support life.
Or, if they choose, humans can continue the old genocidal ways. Unfortunately there are humans, like the Unabomber and Al Gore, that don't want to leave Earth's meager solar power for our cousin species. They want to darken the world with solar collectors and leave nothing alive underneath.
Now, this could be done, given some optimistic engineering assumptions and a total disregard for environmental cost. Department of Energy report #:DOE/EIA-0484(2002) from March 26, 2002 estimates that the total human energy use in 2005 will be 439 quadrillion BTU, or 129 trillion kilowatt-hours. Solar energy reaches the Earth's orbit at the intensity of about 1.4 kilowatts per square meter. However, the Earth's surface receives only part of this due to clouds, dust, night, etc. So even a reasonable good location for solar power only gets an average of 200 watts per square meter. Assuming an unrealistically good solar-cell conversion efficiency of 20% cuts this to 40 watts per square meter. This energy has to be stored for use at night; an unrealistically good storage efficiency of 80% and now we're down to 32 watts per square meter. Ignoring transmission losses completely (this energy does have to get to Seattle and Sweden somehow), we find that we can produce this much energy while smothering all the life on only 176, 583 square miles. Of course the energy-storage system will cover up yet more area (especially considering that the only practical utility-size storage systems are hydroelectric dams.) So a static, impoverished, (this energy isn't going to be cheap) lower-technology human civilization could be powered at current levels by destroying all life in an area about the size of Texas. If humans do this, then they do deserve to be extinct... and they will be, because any civilization that turns inward and away from space is doomed to be blasted one of the many Earth-orbit-crossing asteroids anyway.
But, if I were arguing before a jury of other species, I would ask them to withhold their judgment. It is likely that a few more of these destructive solar power plants will be built. But economic reality will check their spread. Eventually, the only solar power plants will be over other human structures, not over forest. In general, humans who use energy from outside the ecosystem will do better than those who try to live parasitically on the ecosystem. Within a few centuries almost all the original energy in Earth's biosphere will be returned to the use of other species because it will be cheaper to use other, more concentrated sources. Nuclear fusion from helium-3 extracted from the gas giants (or some other, more advanced nuclear energy source) will power a human civilization that protects the Earth's ecosystem from Ice Age and brings new ecosystems into being on other planets.
Humans are a very young species, only tens of thousands of years old. Many of the dinosaur species were around for millions of years. Give us a million years, and see what we can do.
Environment---Humans Good
Trends are toward environmental progress and future gains are possible---extinction’s not justified
Dr. Kelly C. Smith 19, Professor and Chair of the Department of Philosophy & Religion at Clemson University, PhD in Philosophy from Duke University, MS in Biology from Duke University, “Homo Reductio: Eco-Nihilism and Human Colonization Of Other Worlds”, Futures, Volume 110, June 2019, Science Direct
There are many ways to critique this argument, of course, but I wish to focus on a particularly radical kind of response I encountered recently. During the 2018 meeting of the Society for Social and Conceptual Issues in Astrobiology (SSoCIA), an organization devoted to discussion of the many broader issues surrounding astrobiology and space exploration, there was a panel discussion on the ethics of human colonization. When the bet hedging argument came up, some scholars countered that we should not subject other worlds to our reckless environmental practices, period. They felt that, until and unless humans can demonstrate an ability to live in harmony with our environment, we deserve extinction. This claim is highly ambiguous in at least two important ways. First, it’s very unclear what exactly would constitute success in “living in harmony with the environment,” which risks creating an impossible standard. Second, it’s very unclear precisely in what sense all of humanity could deserve extinction, since it is hardly the case we have, each and every one of us, committed a capital offense. Whatever the precise details, I will label the claim that humans should go be allowed to go extinct for our ecological sins eco-nihilism.
It is difficult to find explicit defenses of this position in the literature, though many have at least flirted with variations on the idea. Deep ecologists have been arguing for some time (see Drengson 1995) that constituents of the natural world have moral value on a par with human beings, even humanity as a whole. This naturally leads to the thought experiment Alan Weisman conducts in his influential book The World Without Us (2008) where he considers the ways the Earth and its inhabitants would be better off without its human population. Adam Morton’s Should We Colonize Other Planets? (2018) reflects the increasingly common sense of ecological pessimism by arguing that humans are doomed in the long run anyway, and thus it’s best for all concerned if we simply resign ourselves to extinction1. Not surprisingly, this combination of extreme pessimism about our future and guilt concerning the human role in bringing it about can produce some truly extreme positions. Witness the Voluntary Extinction Movement (Jarvis 1994), which takes the position that humans are morally obligated to stop reproducing altogether. Such ideas also seem to have influenced the terrorist group Earth First! I certainly don’t mean to suggest that such radical ideas are representative of those who oppose human colonization, but I do think the pessimism and guilt driving these extreme views have an unappreciated influence that cries out for critique.
II. Implicit Assumptions
Implicit assumptions are often the cause of problems because their unconscious nature prevents their being exposed to critical scrutiny. In this case, I there are three important background assumptions that may be operating to one degree or another amongst eco-nihilists:
1) The Inevitability of Doom: It is inevitable that we will continue our evil ways - our fate is sealed. How then can we justify buying a few more years of life at the expense of other worlds2? The debate here boils down to one between pessimists and optimists. I suppose if we all agreed that human extinction were truly inevitable, the eco-nihilists might have a good point. But this prediction is not well-supported, despite some of the more hysterical predictions we have grown used to hearing from environmentalists3. Even pessimists usually allow that it’s at least possible humanity will learn to live more sustainably in the future. We can’t say for sure, but what we can say is that human society is highly adaptable and often rises to meet challenges in unexpected ways. In other words, progress happens, even though it’s often more difficult and slower than we would wish.
There are some unconscious biases which operate to make pessimists’ predictions about such things stronger than the evidence actually warrants. For one thing, people tend to focus on concrete details more than overarching trends, which explains why one sometimes hears the claim that the United States has not made significant progress on racial issues. Such statements are not actually true – indeed, taken literally they are patently absurd - but instead express the frustration of those focused on all the many ways American society is still sadly divided by race. The point they are making - that we have not achieved anything like racial parity and must keep on fighting - is perfectly legitimate, but the way they make it is problematic. The same can be said about environmental issues – we have certainly made enormous progress on the environmental front in the last 100 years, though it is also true that we still live in a horribly unsustainable fashion, and that this poses a grave danger to everything that calls Earth home.
Another factor here is something I call the bias of the familiar in futurism. This just means that it’s easier for people to see the dangers posed by change than the benefits because the dangers are usually about disrupting elements of society with which they are familiar, while the benefits require imagining entirely new ways of living. Thus, Socrates famously objected to the widespread use of writing, arguing that it was a poor way to communicate complex ideas and would undermine the oral tradition that was a cornerstone of the Greek world. He was not wrong about the dangers, he simply could not envision all the beneficial changes writing would ultimately bring about and thus his calculation of costs and benefits was radically incomplete.
And there is some evidence that environmentalists in particular tend to overplay their hand when predicting dire consequences. Consider the famous Simon-Ehrlich wager on the price of commodities. The biologist Paul Ehrlich, author of The Population Bomb (1970) argued that the growth of the human population would put increasing strain on our limited resources and commodity prices would thus inevitably increase. The economist Julian Simon argued that changing social attitudes and better technology would cause prices to fall. They formalized their wager and put it to the test - Simon was proven correct. Of course, this doesn’t mean that we should never listen to environmental warnings, just that what seems like an “obvious” result is all too often not what actually comes to pass. As Neils Bohr is said to have observed, “It is very hard to predict, especially about the future.”
If you are extremely pessimistic about humanity’s long-term ability to curb our environmental irresponsibility, then it’s reasonable to think colonizing other planets might not be a good idea. But if you think this is a challenge we can likely meet, and you believe colonizing other planets is a good way to insure humanity’s long term survival, then it’s hard to see why we shouldn’t at least try. Maybe the pessimists are right, but there is certainly no a priori reason to think so and the evidence is inconclusive. Given the clear and massive moral costs of the complete destruction of humanity (not to mention the Earth and everything else on it), eco-nihilists must at the very least shoulder quite a heavy burden of proof before we take their claims seriously.
Environment---Tech---1AR
Human innovations will massively reduce wild animal suffering
Michael Plant 16, DPhil in Moral Philosophy at the University of Oxford, Master’s in Philosophy from the London School of Economics, Former Parliamentary Researcher for Sir Michael Fallon MP, “The Unproven (And Unprovable) Case For Wild Animal Suffering”, http://www.plantinghappiness.co.uk/the-unproven-and-unprovable-case-for-wild-animal-suffering/ 
It’s possible technological improvements will make radical interventions in wild animal welfare feasible. Artificially intelligent flying drones could replace and extend the activities park rangers have typically filled in animal reserves, for instance delivering medication via dart guns to animals that would cure misery-causing intestinal worms or provide vaccinations. Further, if we believe the zebra’s experience of being killed in truly terrible, we could also fill such zebras with amphetamines or opiates prior to letting the lions kill it. In the (far) future, once many other problems have been solved, this may be a cost-effective way to increase happiness compared to the alternatives.
CRISPR-led gene drives will cheaply and dramatically reduce wild animal suffering
David Pearce 18, Co-Founder of the World Transhumanist Association, Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, “COMPASSIONATE BIOLOGY: How CRISPR-Based "Gene Drives" Could Cheaply, Rapidly and Sustainably Reduce Suffering Throughout the Living World”, https://www.gene-drives.com/
When a friend of the American composer John Cage asked, "Don't you think there's too much suffering in the world?", Cage answered, “No, I think there's just the right amount”. Few ethicists openly express such Zen-like equanimity at the suffering of other sentient beings; but until recently all ecologists shared Richard Dawkins' assumption of its inevitability. However, the living world is on the brink of a technical and ethical revolution - and a major evolutionary transition in the development of life. Humanity will shortly be able to decide the optimal level of suffering both for members of our own species and across the tree of life itself. Not least, CRISPR-driven gene drives can cheaply, rapidly and dramatically reduce suffering in all species of sexually reproducing organism.
Until 21st century biotechnology, the sheer cost, computational complexity and technical obstacles to tackling suffering in free-living non-human animals seemed daunting to anyone who cared about nonhumans. A pan-species welfare state was inconceivable. Cross-species fertility-regulation via immunocontraception, neurochipping, GPS-tracking and monitoring, and rudimentary healthcare services would be prohibitively costly even for large, long-lived vertebrates in human wildlife parks. How could we possibly hope to tackle suffering in marine ecosystems or the Amazon rainforest, short of invoking molecular nanotechnology and what critics would call Drexlerian sci-fi? Actively helping free-living non-humans in an era when millions of people still lack adequate nutrition and healthcare, and when humans still systematically hurt, harm and kill billions of sentient beings in factory-farms and slaughterhouses, has made such a project seem sociologically fanciful as well. Evolution didn't design Homo sapiens to be impartially altruistic.
CRISPR-based "gene drives" are a game-changer. In principle, gene drives can be used - cheaply, rapidly and sustainably - to "fix" the typical level of suffering undergone by members of entire free-living and sexually reproducing species at minimal inconvenience to humans. If targeted wisely, gene drives could massively amplify the effects of even exceedingly weak and fitful human benevolence towards non-human animals. In principle, the level of suffering in any sexually reproducing species of organism could be significantly reduced via genetic tweaking for the cost of around $10,000 of per species or less at current prices. Back-of-an-envelope calculation suggests the financial cost of a happy non-human biosphere would currently be several hundred million dollars - plus annual maintenance costs of perhaps several million dollars per year.
Hyperbole? No...
Moral and tech evolution will inevitably stop animal exploitation and prevent wild animal suffering---that’s a far bigger impact
Tobias Leenaert 16, Cofounder of Ethical Vegetarian Alternative, Longtime Speaker, Trainer, Strategist, Author of How to Create a Vegan World: A Pragmatic Approach, “Would You Press The Button To Make Humanity Go Extinct?”, The Vegan Strategist, 10/26/2016, http://veganstrategist.org/2016/10/26/would-you-press-the-button-to-make-humanity-go-extinct/
I often hear people entertaining the thought of making humanity disappear from the universe because, as a species, we are causing a lot of suffering, to ourselves and other sentient beings and the planet. One thought experiment goes like this: if you could make humanity painlessly disappear with the pressing of a button, would you press it? Or, slightly reframing the experiment so that you can make an abstraction of your own responsibility: would you stop someone else from pressing the button?
In the animal rights/vegan movement, more people seem to be in favor of human extinction than among the general population (just my anecdotal experience). That’s not hard to understand. People become animal rights activists and/or vegans because they have learned about the horrible suffering humans inflict on animals, for food, clothing, research or entertainment. It is tempting to think that the planet would be a better place without Homo sapiens, and given that in our thought experiment, no humans would really suffer (it’s just a matter of an instant, and no humans are left to deplore the new situation), we might say: where’s the harm?
Now, from the viewpoint of the notoriously tricky field of population ethics, there’s a lot of stuff to say here. Apart from the consequences for other species and the environment, we could talk about whether the universe in general is a worse or a better place with humans gone. If there is, on average, more value than disvalue in humans’ lives, it might seem that the net result is negative. But if there’s more misery than happiness, this could be good. We could also think about the value of future people being born. They will obviously not be born if we let humanity go extinct. I won’t go into this minefield here, because I do not have strong opinions about these issues, because I can’t seem to wrap my head around them, and mainly because here I want to touch on some other factors.
These are the reasons why I would not press the button.
1. Humans may do a lot of damage, but they’re also wonderful.
We all know the horrors that we cause in the world: to other people and annually to 65 billion farmed animals (excluding fish). We screw up our environment and use a lot of finite natural resources. There’s no need to write a long and depressing list here. However, we can also focus on all the good that we do. Never in the history of our planet – or, as far as we know, the universe – has there been a species that invests so much time in making things better for others. Look at the millions of people active in the non-profit sector. Look at those trying to help the weakest and the poorest. Look at all the beautiful things we do. Seeing Homo sapiens in this light, it becomes really problematic and unfair to just call us a shipwreck of a species that only does damage.
2. Humans still have a lot of potential to improve.
In many ways our history is just beginning. Moments ago we were mere apes in trees. We developed culture, learning and education only recently. We – in the richer countries at least – only recently managed to create comfortable environments where we no longer need to worry about food and shelter, so that we can spend more time on other things. Violence is declining and this era is, counterintuitively to some, the most peaceful era in history (read Steven Pinker’s The Better Angels of Our Nature). We’re still expanding the circle of our moral concern. We’ll probably have to work less in the future and will devote even more time to creating change for ourselves and others. And there is the promise (at least for techno-optimists) of future technological advancements that can help us have a huge positive impact on ourselves and our planet.
3. Humans might be able to help other species further down the road.
In the future, given more moral growth and technological improvements, rather than having a net negative impact on other species, our impact could become net positive. Arguably the biggest source of suffering for animals is nature/the natural condition. Animals die by the billions because of hunger, disease, parasitism, the climate, predation (see my post The extremely inconvenient truth of wild animal suffering). Maybe in the future, we can limit some of this suffering. The same applies if at some point in our more distant future, we bump into sentient life on other planets. Chances are there is suffering there, and if by that time we have advanced enough morally and technologically, we may be able to help. Of course there is the chance that some other species in our corner of the universe is already at that level, thus making our own progress less important. But certainly in the event that we’re the only “advanced” ones around (in this region of the universe), it becomes very important that we survive and grow to help. It would be a pity if everything we have and everything we are was lost, and the universe would need to restart with another species to reach our level of development. Lots of time and lives lost.
As you see, I’m thinking a bit ahead. And why not? Some will believe this is speculation and science fiction that has no relevance for the problems and suffering at hand. But if we don’t destroy ourselves, we have to assume we’re going to be here for a long, long time still. And in that time, a lot is possible.
We’re on our way. We’re children still, growing up, getting better. It’s going to take ages or millennia, but we humans might just turn out to be the best thing for the universe. Let’s not press that button just yet.
Environment---Asteroids---1AR
Asteroids will inevitably wreck non-human life---survival allows space colonization that stops it
Dr. Gonzalo Munevar 19, Emeritus Professor at Lawrence Technological University, Ph.D. from Berkeley in Philosophy of Science, “An Obligation to Colonize Outer Space”, Futures, February 2019
Now, some philosophers have argued that we have no obligations to human beings who are not even born, but that is surely mistaken.14 Otherwise we would have no obligation, say, to prevent the accumulation of dangerous materials next to the new-born wing of a hospital, on the grounds that those materials will not reach a critical stage in less than ten years. A possible explosion then will kill people not yet born now. And there might even be some who think that humanity is not worth saving. Making a case for what is right amounts to providing reasons for action, compelling reasons for those who might be called upon to make great efforts.15 And it is difficult to imagine that humanity as a whole will come to hate itself to the degree of accepting extinction. As for those who love spiders and ragweed more than their fellow humans, they might consider that large cosmic collisions in the past may have wiped out between 75% (65 M years ago) and 96% of marine species on Earth (presumed collision at the end of the Permian, 252 M years ago).16 We will not be saving just ourselves. And, incidentally, by colonizing space we will also be taking other terrestrial life with us into the heavens, for we will need plants and at least small animals for food, just as we will want flowers and other ornamental vegetation. Some insects and many bacteria will be essential to the survival of the other terrestrial life, and so they must also accompany us. In the case of a final disaster, it is likely that people would try to save as much of terrestrial life as they could place in space.
Extinction dooms all life because there’s no shot at advanced tech or space colonization without humans
Dr. Seth Baum 7, Executive Director of the Global Catastrophic Risk Institute, PhD in Geography from Pennsylvania State University, Post-Doc with Columbia University's Center for Research on Environmental Decisions, “Human Extinction 4: Why This Is Most Important (One View)”, Daily Kos, 7/14/2007, https://m.dailykos.com/stories/357749
First, the big picture.  We've got hundreds of millions of years left on Earth if nothing very bad happens first.  If we can keep our civilization going, we've got much, much more time ahead of us in space colonization.  But humanity may be Earth-originating life's only shot at colonization.  Given the apparent lack of other intelligent life out there (the Fermi paradox), the fate of life in the universe may well be in our hands.  I'd say everything else we could concern ourselves with simply pales in comparison to the fate of life in the universe!  Given the many non-trivial threats to our survival we currently face, I recommend focusing on protecting our survival until we drive the risk of our extinction down to right around zero.
Political Ideologies
Political ideology is not my expertise, so the writing may be a bit off the mark.  In the comments, correct me if you can.  I include this section because I hope that human survival can be something we unite behind and not a partisan issue.
For progressives
Assuming that "progress" here is largely a human phenomenon, and thus, without humans, no more progress.  All other progressives' efforts, such as reducing poverty or corruption or improving education or the environment are for nothing if something else comes along and takes us out.  (The idea that human extinction might be good for the environment is addressed below.)  Meanwhile, progressives already lead extinction-prevention measures such as climate change mitigation (see HE 3: Critical Review of DK Diaries or the Al Gore quote below for more).  
For conservatives
If we are to "conserve" how things have been, then conserving our existence is an important first step, similar to "progress" above.  Also, where conservatives are concerned with national security, seeing as our nation is part of humanity, if humanity's gone, then so is the nation.  So calling an extinction risk a national security threat is if anything an understatement.
I apologize here for perhaps supporting the frame that progressives are better on the environment and conservatives are better on national security.  Both can be quite good on either, i.e. by "conserving" the environment or making "progress" on national security.
For libertarians
As the saying goes, "Your rights end where my nose begins".  Well, if humanity goes extinct, then that's a lot of noses gone.  For more, see the discussions of rights and potential people below.
For the religious
See discussion of eschatology below.
Philosophical Ethics
Here, in a "Socratic method-meets-isolated blogger" fashion, I'll ask myself a series of questions and then answer them.  This is perhaps more thorough than it needs to be, but it can't hurt for us to brush up a bit on our philosophy, right? :)
Does the term "Most Important Thing To Work On" have any meaning in the first place?
Ahh!  Meta-ethics!  Is there such a thing as right and wrong?  Does objective morality exist?  This is ye ole is-ought problem: Can we discover or deduce what we ought do from how the world/universe is?  The scientist in me says, quite emphatically, No.  If we want any sort of morality, we're just going to have to make some stuff up.  I'm OK with that.  However, it does mean on some deep level, I technically can't disagree with anyone on moral matters (again, hence "One View").  Whatever your views, hopefully you still reach the same conclusion on the priority of preventing human extinction.
Related: Can science take stands on issues?
Should we make any sacrifices for anyone else?
The view that says no, we shouldn't is called ethical egoism.  Unless we reject it, we can't recommend anyone do anything they don't want to help anyone else, whether it's donating to charity or saving the world (or donating to a charity that saves the world...).  While I expect (and hope) everyone here rejects this view, it does play a role in the hyper-individualistic, free market, anti-sacrifice side of our culture.  See for example Rep. John Shadegg (R-AZ) on climate change:
We must be careful not to enact policies that will unnecessarily impose a financial burden on American families.
Take out the word "unnecessarily" and you basically have ethical egoism.  I'm not sure what constitutes necessity here, but if anything does, protecting our survival does.
For ethical egoists, perhaps the only thing we can do is work on life extension- if they're not going to die from aging, then they'll become more concerned about dying from some extinction event.  But for the rest of us, some sacrifice is not unreasonable.  Al Gore said it well (discussing climate change in Rolling Stone):
There's a philosophical question embedded in what you're asking: Is this important enough for us to make sacrifices? The answer is yes, of course - we're talking about the survival of human civilization.
Related: Pareto Optimality (on Felicifia), a similar concept that's popular in mainstream economics- unfortunately, because it also fails to ever call for any sacrifices.  As Nobel Laureate and champion of the poor Amartya Sen says, "a society can be Pareto optimal and still be perfectly disgusting".
Can we go extinct?
I include this as a philosophic question (in addition to a scientific one) as a nod to eschatology, i.e. the study of the end of the world.  If our religious or other beliefs include the idea that something will pull a deus ex machina and save us from extinction at the last minute, then we don't need to try protecting our existence ourselves.  While I do generally get along with religion well, where it would threaten our very existence, I must object.  From asking around a bit, I know of no religious groups that would actively try to cause human extinction.  My sense is that most would also support trying to prevent human extinction, but my knowledge here is less thorough.  (What would John Hagee do?)  Anyone here know better?
Related: Has The Rapture Already Begun? by Vyan.
Should we go extinct?
I include this as a nod to the Voluntary Human Extinction Movement.  In their words, "the hopeful alternative to the extinction of millions of species of plants and animals is the voluntary extinction of one species: Homo sapiens... us." (link)  That humanity is causing many species extinctions is quite true- see the Holocene/Anthropocene extinction event.  If our goal is to maximize the number of species that survive this event, then VHEMT is maybe onto something.  However, over the long term, if Earth-originating life is going to survive, we're probably going to be the ones to make it happen.  Earth almost definitely won't be hospitable forever unless some advanced technology makes it happen, and if it doesn't, some space colonization will be necessary.  So, humanity's extinction would probably actually doom the rest of life on Earth.  Thus, when we talk of preventing humanity's extinction, we're effectively talking about ensuring the continued existence of Earth-originating life, which, for all we know, is the only life in existence.
Keeping humans alive is key to asteroid deflection and space colonization---preserving 100 trillion years of animal life
Jason G. Matheny 7, Special Consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, PhD Candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, Co-Founder of New Harvest, “Ought We Worry About Human Extinction?”, Environmental Ethics, 12/6/2007, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm
In contrast, I assume here that moral value is a function of both the quality and number of lives in a history.[3] This view is consistent with most people’s intuition about extinction (that it’s bad) and with moral theories under which life is considered a benefit to those who have it, or under which life is a necessary condition for producing things of value (Broome, 2004; Hare, 1993; Holtug 2001, Ng, 1989; Parfit 1984; Sikora, 1978). For instance, some moral theories value things like experiences, satisfied preferences, achievements, friendships, or virtuous acts, which take place only in lives. On this view, an early death is bad (at least in part) because it cuts short the number of these valuable things. Similarly, on this view, an early extinction is bad (at least in part) because it cuts short the number of these valuable things. I think this view is plausible and think our best reasons for believing an early death is bad are our best reasons for believing an early extinction is bad. But such a view is controversial and I will not settle the controversy here. I start from the premise that we ought to increase moral value by increasing both the quality and number of lives throughout history. I also take it, following Singer (2002), this maxim applies to all sentient beings capable of positive subjective feelings. Life’s prospects The human population is now 6 billion (6 x 109). There are perhaps another trillion (1012) sentient animals on Earth, maybe a few orders more, depending on where sentience begins and ends in the animal kingdom (Gaston, Blackburn, and Goldewijk, 2003; Gaston and Evans, 2004). Animal life has existed on Earth for around 500 million years. Barring a dramatic intervention, all animal life on Earth will die in the next several billion years. Earth is located in a field of thousands of asteroids and comets. 65 million years ago, an asteroid 10 kilometers in size hit the Yucatan , creating clouds of dust and smoke that blocked sunlight for months, probably causing the extinction of 90% of animals, including dinosaurs. A 100 km impact, capable of extinguishing all animal life on Earth, is probable within a billion years (Morrison et al., 2002). If an asteroid does not extinguish all animal life, the Sun will. In one billion years, the Sun will begin its Red Giant stage, increasing in size and temperature. Within six billion years, the Sun will have evaporated all of Earth’s water, and terrestrial temperatures will reach 1000 degrees -- much too hot for amino acid-based life to persist. If, somehow, life were to survive these changes, it will die in 7 billion years when the Sun forms a planetary nebula that irradiates Earth (Sackmann, Boothroyd, Kraemer, 1993; Ward and Brownlee, 2002). Earth is a dangerous place and animal life here has dim prospects. If there are 1012 sentient animals on Earth, only 10^21 life-years remain. The only hope for terrestrial sentience surviving well beyond this limit is that some force will deflect large asteroids before they collide with Earth, giving sentients another billion or more years of life (Gritzner and Kahle, 2004); and/or terrestrial sentients will colonize other solar systems, giving sentients up to another 100 trillion years of life until all stars begin to stop shining (Adams and Laughlin, 1997). Life might survive even longer if it exploits non-stellar energy sources. But it is hard to imagine how life could survive beyond the decay of nuclear matter expected in 1032 to 1041 years (Adams and Laughlin, 1997). This may be the upper limit on the future of sentience.[4] Deflecting asteroids and colonizing space could delay the extinction of Earth-originating sentience from 109 to 10^41 years. Assuming an average population of one trillion sentients is maintained (which is a conservative assumption under colonization[5]), these interventions would create between 1021 and 1053 life-years. At present on Earth, only a human civilization would be remotely capable of carrying out such projects. If humanity survives the next few centuries, it’s likely we will develop technologies needed for at least one of these projects. We may already possess the technologies needed to deflect asteroids (Gritzner and Kahle, 2004; Urias et al., 1996). And in the next few centuries, we’re likely to develop technologies that allow colonization. We will be strongly motivated by self-interest to colonize space, as asteroids and planets have valuable resources to mine, and as our survival ultimately requires relocating to another solar system (Kargel, 1994; Lewis, 1996). Extinction risks Being capable of preserving sentient life for another 10^41 years makes human survival important. There may be nothing more important. If the human species is extinguished, all known sentience and certainly all Earth-originating sentience will be extinguished within a few billion years. We ought then pay more attention to what Bostrom (2002) has called “existential risks” -- risks “where an adverse outcome would either annihilate Earth-originating intelligent life or permanently and drastically curtail its potential.” 
That outweighs by a billion times---animal liberation is inevitable in the short-term---future lives saved depend on humans and are far greater
Jason G. Matheny 7, Special Consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, PhD Candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, Co-Founder of New Harvest, “Ought We Worry About Human Extinction?”, Environmental Ethics, 12/6/2007, http://jgmatheny.org/extinctionethics.htm
We should be more pessimistic when we review how nonhuman animals have fared in the last century. At present around 50 billion animals are raised and killed each year to feed humanity. (Many million animals are used for clothing, product testing, research, and entertainment, but their numbers are insignificant by comparison.) Since World War 2, with the invention of "factory farming," farm animals’ welfare has significantly deteriorated, as they now live in conditions that frustrate their most basic instincts (Singer, 2002, chapter 3). At the same time, we’re probably the only animal on Earth that routinely demonstrates compassion for other species. Such compassion is nearly universal in developed countries but we usually know too little, too late, for deeply ingrained habits, such as diets, to change. If improvements in other public morals were possible without any significant biological change in human nature, then the same should be true for our treatment of nonhuman animals, though it will take some time. 
Even without any change in public morals, it seems unlikely we will continue to use animals for very long – at least, nowhere near 50 billion per year. Our most brutal use of animals results not from sadism but from old appetites now satisfied with inefficient technologies that have not fundamentally changed in 10,000 years. Ours is the first century where newer technologies -- plant or in vitro meats, or meat from brainless animals -- could satisfy human appetites for meat more efficiently and safely (Edelman et al, 2005). As these technologies mature and become cheaper, they will likely replace conventional meat. If the use of sentient animals survives much beyond this century, we should be very surprised. This thought is a cure for misanthropy. As long as most humans in the future don't use sentient animals, the vast number of good lives we can create would outweigh any sins humanity has committed or is likely to commit. Even if it takes a century for animal farming to be replaced by vegetarianism (or in vitro meats or brainless farm animals), the century of factory farming would represent around 10^12 miserable life-years. That is one-billionth of the 10^21 animal life-years humanity could save by protecting Earth from asteroids for a billion years. The century of industrialized animal use would thus be the equivalent of a terrible pain that lasts one second in an otherwise happy 100-year life. To accept human extinction now would be like committing suicide to end an unpleasant itch. If human life is extinguished, all known animal life will be extinguished when the Sun enters its Red Giant phase, if not earlier. Despite its current mistreatment of other animals, humanity is the animal kingdom’s best long-term hope for survival. 
