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Resolved: Outer space colonization is a moral imperative.
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actual organization, evidence, case writing, and strategy guidance before purchasing the full file.
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What This Free Sample Includes

The pages after this introduction are reproduced directly from the complete 563-page customer
topic file. The quoted evidence, tags, analysis, headings, and original page numbers have not been
rewritten for the sample.

• Quick-Start Guide and Topic Overview: original pages 12-16

• Novice Affirmative Case - Survival First: original pages 91-94, including the complete read-aloud affirmative case
and evidence

• Novice Negative Case - Earth First Moral Responsibilities: original pages 290-292, including the complete
read-aloud negative case and evidence

• Strategy Preview: original pages 531-532, including the opening strategy guide and the highest-ranked affirmative
routes

Original page numbering is intentionally retained. The jumps in page numbers show where each excerpt
appears inside the complete product.

What the Full Product Contains

• 12 complete affirmative and negative cases

• 445 evidence cards organized into affirmative and negative evidence banks

• Definitions, topic vocabulary, and argument-finder tools

• Negative off-case toolkit with topicality, theory, kritiks, disadvantages, and counterplans

• Generic topic blocks, preflows, cross-ex tools, and rebuttal support

• Judge adaptation and strategy guides for lay, traditional, and circuit rounds

• Novice/JV quick-start materials and classroom-ready preparation support

This free sample is a preview product, not the full paid topic file. It may be used for classroom instruction,
team practice, student preparation, and product evaluation. It may not be resold or repackaged as a
competing commercial product.
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Quick-Start Guide for Novice/JV Students

The fastest safe route from opening the file to giving a coherent round.

The 15-Minute Start

 Read the resolution out loud: “Resolved: Outer space colonization is a moral imperative.”
 Circle “moral imperative.” The affirmative must prove a duty; the negative must contest that duty.
 Pick your side for the round and write one sentence explaining what your side wants the judge to  

believe at the end.
 Read the framework slowly enough that a parent judge could explain it back to you.
 Choose the two arguments you understand best. Do not choose arguments only because they sound 

advanced.

Simple Side Stories

Side Simple Story First Rebuttal Priority

Affirmative Humanity has a moral reason to 
colonize space because the 
long-term future, freedom, 
innovation, dignity, survival, or 
responsibility to future 
generations makes action 
obligatory.

Answer why the argument 
proves duty, not just benefit. 
Extend one framework link and 
one contention warrant.

Negative The affirmative has not proven a 
binding duty because 
colonization is vague, 
premature, unjust, infeasible, 
outweighed by Earth duties, or 
not required under the best 
moral standard.

Answer the affirmative’s best 
moral claim. Extend one clear 
negative reason the judge 
should not call colonization a 
moral imperative.

Common Arguments to Expect

Affirmative Claims Negative Claims

Colonization protects humanity’s long-term 
future.

Colonization is not the same thing as exploration 
or science.

Future generations create present moral duties. Moral imperative means binding duty, not a 
useful option.

Space settlement expands freedom, innovation, 
and civilization.

Earth-based prevention and governance should 
come first.

Human dignity requires preserving and expanding 
human possibility.

Colonization can repeat domination, inequality, 
or environmental harm.

Risk magnitude can justify action even under 
uncertainty.

Human bodies, reproduction, safety, and 
feasibility make settlement unjust or premature.
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Round-Ready Checklist

 I can state the resolution accurately.
 I can explain what moral imperative means in my own words.
 I can explain my value and criterion without reading them word-for-word.
 I can identify the warrant in each card I read.
 I have a clear answer to the other side’s strongest objection.
 I can give a final ballot sentence in under 20 seconds.

Next Three Practice Drills

 One-minute explanation drill: explain your side without reading any cards.
 Warrant drill: for each card, say “this proves the tag because...” and finish the sentence in your own 

words.
 Judge drill: explain the same argument once for a lay judge, once for a traditional judge, and once for a 

circuit judge.
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Topic Overview

Side-neutral  explanation of  the  resolution,  core  controversy,  major  ground,  clash points,  and judge-
facing ballot issues.

TOPIC OVERVIEW PURPOSE

This section orients students before they choose a case, block, or off-case strategy. It explains what 
the resolution asks, why both sides have serious ground, and how different judges are likely to 
evaluate the same clash.

Overview at a Glance

Resolution Word Debate Meaning Affirmative Use Negative Use

Outer space Locations beyond 
Earth, including Mars, 
the Moon, orbital 
habitats, asteroids, or 
broader off-world 
settlement.

Shows the topic is 
about civilization 
beyond Earth, not one 
isolated mission.

Forces clarity about 
what place, plan, actor, 
or settlement the 
affirmative actually 
defends.

Colonization Permanent or self-
sustaining human 
settlement, not merely 
exploration, satellites, 
telescopes, or 
temporary missions.

Creates a strong 
survival and future-
generations story.

Separates 
science/exploration 
from settlement and 
opens feasibility, 
justice, contamination, 
and colonialism 
arguments.

Moral imperative A serious ethical 
obligation, stronger 
than a benefit, 
permission, or good 
idea.

Lets the aff claim 
humanity has a duty to 
protect the long-term 
future.

Lets the neg argue the 
aff has not proven 
obligation, or that 
obligation is 
outweighed by present 
duties and risks.

Core Ballot Framing

THE CENTRAL QUESTION

Is outer space colonization the responsible way to protect humanity's future, or is it a premature and 
ethically dangerous attempt to escape responsibilities on Earth?

Plain-English Topic Explanation

The resolution asks  whether  outer  space  colonization is  not  just  interesting,  inspiring,  or  useful,  but 
morally required. In debate terms, “outer space colonization” means the creation of permanent or self-
sustaining human settlements beyond Earth. That could include a Mars colony, a lunar base that grows 
into a real society, large space habitats, asteroid-resource settlements, or a broader future in which human 
civilization no longer exists only on Earth. This is different from ordinary space exploration. Sending a  
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telescope into orbit,  landing a rover on Mars,  building satellites,  or sending astronauts on temporary 
research missions may support colonization, but they are not the same thing as colonization. Colonization 
means humans living beyond Earth as an enduring community.

The phrase “moral imperative” is the most important part of the topic. The affirmative does not merely 
need to prove that space is exciting, that rockets are impressive, or that colonization might produce useful 
technology. A moral imperative is a serious ethical obligation. It means humanity should pursue outer 
space  colonization  because  morality  demands  it.  The  affirmative  will  usually  argue  that  if  Earth  is 
vulnerable to extinction risks, asteroid impacts, climate catastrophe, resource collapse, nuclear war, or 
other planet-wide disasters, then humanity has a duty to avoid keeping all future life in one fragile place.  
The negative will usually answer that this claim is too strong. Even if colonization has benefits, it may not 
be morally required, especially if it causes new harms or distracts from duties we already have on Earth.

This is why the topic is bigger than a debate about rockets. It is really a debate about responsibility. Do 
we owe future generations a backup plan? Does the survival of humanity matter so much that we must 
expand beyond Earth? Can space settlement promote scientific discovery, human flourishing, and long-
term survival? Or does colonization risk repeating old patterns of conquest, extraction, inequality, and 
reckless  expansion? The negative can argue that  human settlement  might  contaminate Mars,  damage 
pristine  environments,  exploit  vulnerable  settlers,  create  elite  escape  routes,  or  encourage  people  to 
abandon the harder task of repairing Earth.

Interstellar  helps make the central  question easier  to understand.  In the film, Earth is  becoming less  
livable, crops are failing, and the characters face a terrifying possibility: if humanity stays only on Earth, 
the  future  may  end.  That  captures  the  affirmative  intuition  behind  the  resolution.  Cooper’s  mission 
represents the idea that survival may require courage, sacrifice, and a willingness to look beyond the  
planet we already know. But the same movie also raises negative concerns. The plan depends on secrecy, 
unequal  access  to  information,  extreme  sacrifice,  and  painful  questions  about  who  gets  saved.  That 
tension  leads  directly  into  the  core  controversy:  outer  space  colonization  may  look  like  humanity’s 
greatest duty, but it may also reveal some of humanity’s deepest moral dangers.

Core Controversy Summary

The central controversy in this topic is not whether space exploration is inspiring. Almost everyone can 
agree that studying the universe, launching telescopes, detecting asteroids, and learning more about Mars 
can be valuable. The sharper question is whether humanity has an ethical duty to go further and establish 
permanent human life beyond Earth. The affirmative says yes: if all human civilization remains confined 
to  one  planet,  then  one  disaster  could  end  not  only  present  lives  but  also  the  possibility  of  future 
generations, future discoveries, and future moral progress. On this view, colonization is not escapism. It is  
an act of responsibility toward the people who may exist after us.

The affirmative’s strongest version begins with vulnerability. Earth is the only home humanity has, but it 
is not perfectly safe. Asteroid impacts, severe climate disruption, nuclear war, engineered pandemics,  
resource  collapse,  and  very  long-term cosmic  threats  all  create  reasons  to  worry  about  a  one-planet 
civilization. Even if any one disaster is unlikely in a given year, the affirmative can argue that the stakes  
are so large that humanity has a duty to reduce the chance of total extinction. Colonization becomes a 
moral imperative because it spreads human life, culture, knowledge, and moral agency beyond a single 
point of failure. This is why many affirmative cases will focus on future generations: if people in the  
future  matter,  then  preserving  the  conditions  for  their  existence  may  be  one  of  humanity’s  deepest 
obligations.
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The negative’s strongest version challenges the word “imperative.” Something can be valuable without 
being morally required. Space colonization might inspire innovation, expand knowledge, or eventually 
protect humanity, but the negative can argue that those benefits do not prove a present duty to colonize. 
Colonization could be premature if the technology is not ready. It could be unjust if only wealthy states,  
corporations, or elites control who leaves Earth and who benefits. It could be dangerous if settlers face 
radiation,  isolation,  reproductive  risks,  or  dependence  on  fragile  life-support  systems.  It  could  be 
scientifically reckless if human settlement contaminates Mars before we understand whether it contains 
traces of life.  It  could also become a moral  distraction:  instead of repairing Earth,  reducing poverty, 
preventing war, or responding to climate change, humanity might imagine space as an escape hatch.

This  clash  depends  heavily  on  the  wording  of  the  resolution.  “Colonization”  is  stronger  than 
“exploration.” A student cannot simply defend NASA science missions, satellites, asteroid detection, or 
robotic rovers and call that enough. The topic asks about permanent human settlement. Likewise, “moral 
imperative” is stronger than “good idea.” The affirmative must prove obligation, not enthusiasm. The 
negative does not necessarily have to prove that all space activity is bad. A smart negative can support  
science, planetary defense, and careful exploration while rejecting the much stronger claim that humanity 
is morally required to colonize outer space.

Interstellar captures both sides of this debate. The film’s dying Earth makes the affirmative’s urgency 
easy to feel: if staying home means the end of humanity, then leaving may look like a duty to the future.  
But the film also exposes the negative’s worry.  The rescue plan is  hidden from the public,  built  on 
extreme sacrifice, and haunted by questions about who gets saved and who gets left behind. That is why 
the movie works so well as an analogy for the resolution. It shows why colonization can seem noble, but 
also why survival language can become morally dangerous.

The core question for debaters is therefore simple but difficult: is outer space colonization the responsible 
way to protect humanity’s future, or is it a dangerous attempt to escape the moral responsibilities we 
already  have  on  Earth?  To  answer  that  question  well,  students  should  first  understand  the  major  
affirmative ground available on this topic.

Major Affirmative Ground

The strongest affirmative ground begins with survival. The affirmative argues that a civilization confined 
to one planet is always vulnerable to planetary disaster. Earth may feel permanent, but the evidence on 
this  topic  gives  students  many ways  to  explain  why that  confidence  is  dangerous.  Asteroids,  severe 
climate  disruption,  nuclear  war,  engineered pandemics,  resource  collapse,  ecological  breakdown,  and 
long-term cosmic threats all support the same basic claim: if every human life, culture, institution, and  
future possibility remains located on Earth, then one sufficiently large catastrophe could end the human 
story. Colonization creates redundancy. A self-sustaining human presence on Mars, the Moon, orbital 
habitats, or other off-world settlements would make it less likely that a single disaster could destroy all of  
humanity.

This survival argument is powerful because extinction prevention has special moral weight. In ordinary 
impact comparison, debaters compare costs and benefits among people who already exist. The affirmative 
can argue that extinction is different because it eliminates every future person, every future relationship, 
every future discovery, and every future chance for moral progress. If humanity disappears, the loss is not  
only the death of the current generation. It is the permanent foreclosure of the future. That makes species 
survival one of the clearest ways to defend the phrase “moral imperative.” Even partial risk reduction 
matters when the consequence is civilization’s survival.
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Novice Affirmative Case: Survival First

A novice/JV affirmative built around morality, avoidable extinction prevention, and responsible long-term 
space settlement.

Case Snapshot

Component Use in Round

Side / Level Affirmative - Novice/JV ready.

Case Path Survival First: humanity has a duty to reduce one-
planet extinction vulnerability.

Value Morality.

Criterion Preventing avoidable human extinction.

Primary Ballot Story A species confined to one planet remains 
vulnerable to irreversible extinction; responsible 
colonization begins the long-term process of 
diversifying human survival.

Core Evidence Green 19; Schwartz 11; Munévar 14.

Best Judge Adaptation For lay judges, emphasize common-sense 
prevention and future generations. For traditional 
judges, emphasize value/criterion structure. For 
technical judges, weigh magnitude, irreversibility, 
and long-term solvency.

How to Read This Case

This case should be presented as a prevention argument, not a science-fiction argument. The affirmative 
claim is  not  that  colonization  solves  every  danger  immediately.  The  claim is  that  morality  requires 
responsible long-term action before extinction risks become irreversible and before humanity loses the 
chance to build redundancy beyond Earth.

Full Read-Aloud Case

Resolved: Outer space colonization is a moral imperative.

Value: Morality

I affirm, “Resolved: Outer space colonization is a moral imperative.” The value for this round is morality.  
Morality is the proper value because the resolution does not ask whether space colonization is exciting, 
profitable, or technologically impressive. It asks whether colonization is a moral imperative. A moral 
imperative is an ethical requirement:  something humanity ought to do because failing to do it  would 
neglect a serious duty.

The central moral question is whether human beings may responsibly keep all human life, civilization,  
moral agency, and future generations confined to one fragile planet. If humanity has the ability to reduce 
avoidable extinction risk, then morality requires us to take that obligation seriously. Human life is not  
valuable  merely because it  is  secure  or  advanced;  security  and progress  matter  because they protect  
persons, relationships, choice, knowledge, and the possibility of future moral action.
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Morality is superior to narrower values like security, survival, or progress because each of those values 
needs ethical direction. Survival alone could justify cruelty, progress alone could justify recklessness, and 
security alone could justify permanent fear. Morality asks what humanity ought to do with power. In this 
round, the judge should prefer the side that best explains our duty when the future of human life may 
depend on becoming multi-planetary.

Criterion: Preventing Avoidable Human Extinction

The criterion for the round is preventing avoidable human extinction. A criterion tells the judge how to 
measure the value. If the value is morality, the first moral standard is whether humanity preserves the  
beings capable of moral choice and responsibility. This criterion is neutral because both sides can argue 
which approach best reduces extinction risk. But it is morally focused because it protects future people, 
future duties, and future moral progress.

Humanity must continue to exist because the possibility of responsibility and morality depends on 
human survival.
Green 19 Brian Patrick Green, Director of Technology Ethics at the Markkula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa Clara University, “Self-preservation 
should  be  humankind’s  first  ethical  priority  and  therefore  rapid  space  settlement  is  necessary,”  Futures,  Vol.  110,  June  2019,  pp.  35–37,  DOI:  
10.1016/j.futures.2019.02.006, 
https://www.academia.edu/40921080/Self_preservation_should_be_humankinds_first_ethical_priority_and_therefore_rapid_space_settlement_is_necessary.
Should we give up? No! In contrast to this necrotic ideology, other scholars have emphasized the incredible importance of human life, despite our moral  
shortcomings (e.g. in this issue, Abney, 2019; Munevar, 2019; Smith, 2019). Hans Jonas (1984) argued in The Imperative of Responsibility that because  

humanity is the only species we know of which is capable of ethics, it is thereby bound by ethics, and the 
primary morally-binding principle of ethics is that humanity ought to continue to exist, so that ethics itself 
may remain a possibility within the universe. To preserve this possibility is a cosmic responsibility—
hence the duty for mankind to exist. Put epigrammatically: the possibility of there being responsibility in the world, which is bound to the  
existence of men, is of all objects of responsibility the first. …that they live well is the second commandment (Jonas, 1984, p. 99). I agree with Jonas that the  
imperative of responsibility, that humankind ought to exist, is the first ethical priority of all, since it is the premise which makes any subsequent kind of moral 
argumentation possible. Within this broad imperative there are three further practical ramifications which we can derive, based on the fact that there are three  
major ways to avoid human extinction on Earth (Green, 2017, p. 11).

This proves the criterion links directly to morality. If morality asks what humanity ought to do, the first  
duty is preserving the beings capable of having duties at all. Preventing avoidable extinction is not mere 
self-interest; it protects future rights, relationships, knowledge, responsibility, and moral action. A world 
without humanity is also a world without future human moral learning or repair. This matters more than 
ordinary policy benefits because every other human value depends on continued human existence. The 
judge therefore has a clear test: the side that better prevents avoidable human extinction better upholds 
morality. Thus, arguments that best meet this criterion are sufficient reason to affirm.

Contention One: Earth-Only Survival Leaves Humanity Vulnerable

In my first contention, affirming prevents avoidable extinction by reducing humanity’s dependence on 
one planet.
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Humanity has a moral obligation to move off-planet because Earth-only survival keeps all moral 
life vulnerable to a single planetary disaster.
Green 19 Brian Patrick Green, Director of Technology Ethics at the Markkula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa Clara University, “Self-preservation 
should  be  humankind’s  first  ethical  priority  and  therefore  rapid  space  settlement  is  necessary,”  Futures,  Vol.  110,  June  2019,  pp.  35–37,  DOI:  
10.1016/j.futures.2019.02.006, 
https://www.academia.edu/40921080/Self_preservation_should_be_humankinds_first_ethical_priority_and_therefore_rapid_space_settlement_is_necessary.
First, to avoid human extinction on Earth, humankind is morally obligated to preserve the preconditions of its own existence, through mitigating and adapting  
to existential and global catastrophic risks, protecting the environment, solidifying world peace, controlling and limiting dangerous technologies, reducing 

natural hazards, etc. Second, to avoid going extinct on Earth, we can move off-planet.  This is vital because even if we do manage to 
preserve Earth from planetary-scale disaster for a very long time, the statistical risk can never be fully 
expunged. Therefore, to avoid “having all our eggs in one basket” humankind is morally obligated to 
grow to new places in the cosmos, to ensure that a single planetary disaster cannot wipe out all of us.  Third, 
another way (besides mass-death) for humankind to go extinct would be to evolve away from being human, and specifically relevant in this case, away from  
having a moral capacity. Therefore humanity is under the moral obligation not to direct its evolution away from having a moral capacity, whether through  
biotechnological, electronic, AI-enabled, or other means. This is a caution against transhumanism, as those who seek to “enhance” humanity into new forms  
may actually be degrading us (especially if those modifications impinged upon free will and agency) (Green, 2015, p. 211).

This card directly meets the criterion. If all people remain on Earth, then one planetary disaster could end 
every  human  life  and  every  future  act  of  moral  reasoning.  Green  also  answers  the  idea  that  Earth  
protection alone is enough: even successful mitigation cannot make planetary risk disappear completely. 
Colonization changes the risk structure by spreading civilization beyond one failure point. That is why 
affirming is  not  escapism;  it  is  prevention.  For  the  judge,  the  comparison is  simple:  a  species  with 
multiple  self-sustaining  homes  is  harder  to  eliminate  than  a  species  trapped on one  planet.  Because 
morality requires us to prevent avoidable extinction when we can, this contention gives the judge an 
independent reason to affirm.

Contention Two: Earth Faces Multiple Long-Term Threats

In my second contention, space colonization is morally required because Earth faces multiple threats that 
make extinction prevention necessary.

Humanity  must  support  space  exploration  because  solar  death,  asteroids,  overpopulation,  and 
resource scarcity threaten both people and the environment.
Schwartz 11 James S. J. Schwartz, Department of Philosophy, Wayne State University; research areas include modal metaphysics and philosophy of  
mathematics, with additional work in the ethics of space exploration, “Our Moral Obligation to Support Space Exploration,” Environmental Ethics, Vol. 33,  
Spring  2011,  pp.  67–88,  https://www.researchgate.net/profile/James-Schwartz-4/publication/
271166858_Our_Moral_Obligation_to_Support_Space_Exploration/links/5cf218d092851c4dd01f8180/Our-Moral-Obligation-to-Support-Space-
Exploration.pdf.
There is a caveat: our obligation to support space exploration is conditioned on either our being obligated to ensure the survival of the human species or on our 

being obligated to protect the environment. Our solar system is a dangerous place. Our sun is predicted to expand into a red giant and 
afterwards burn out, rendering Earth uninhabitable. There are millions of asteroids zipping in and around 
our solar system. Statistics tell  us that sooner or later a rock will  strike our planet that is capable of 
destroying most life on Earth. If that is not enough, we also face problems of our own creation. The 
human population is expanding at an unsustainable rate. We only have access to a limited supply of the 
resources that keep us alive. These hazards are threatening to human beings, but they are also threatening to the environment. Stellar catastrophes  

can destroy entire planets. Asteroid strikes can cause mass extinctions. Of course, unchecked human expansion threatens the ecosystem in many ways. If we 
are obligated to preserve the species and to protect the environment, then it follows that we ought to take 
steps to mitigate and/or prevent these kinds of disasters from affecting ourselves and our environment.

This card proves the affirmative does not rely on one unlikely disaster. Earth faces natural threats and 
human-caused pressures, so preventing avoidable extinction means preparing before catastrophe becomes 
unavoidable. Space colonization develops the knowledge, resources, and future settlement options needed 
to reduce these risks. Because affirming prepares humanity to survive dangers no single-planet strategy 
can eliminate, it best upholds morality. Thus, we must affirm. This means the judge should prefer early 
preparation now because extinction cannot be repaired once it happens to human civilization.
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Contention Three: Space Creates a Diversified Survival Strategy

In  my  third  contention,  colonization  is  necessary  because  choosing  space  is  the  only  way  to  avoid 
permanent Earth-bound vulnerability.

Choosing space exploration is necessary because remaining confined to Earth condemns humanity 
to oblivion.
Munévar 14 Gonzalo Munévar, Professor Emeritus at Lawrence Technological University and Ph.D. in philosophy of science from UC Berkeley, “Space 
Exploration  and  Human  Survival,”  Space  Policy,  Volume  30,  Issue  4,  November  2014,  pages  197–201,  doi:10.1016/j.spacepol.2014.10.002, 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Gonzalo-Munevar/publication/268753327_Space_exploration_and_human_survival/links/5541ac4e0cf23222273170a7/
Space-exploration-and-human-survival.

H.G. Wells said once that our choice is the universe or nothing [1]. He meant that failure to move into the cosmos would condemn us 
to oblivion. As I have argued elsewhere, the way humans view the world, the way we interact with the world, gives us a panorama of problems and  
opportunities that will change as we strive to satisfy our curiosity, for a dynamic science leads to a constantly evolving panorama. This allows us to adapt to a  

changing environment or to a variety of environments [2]. If we choose the universe, we hedge our bets against extinction. If 

this reasoning is correct, one would expect that most reasonable people would then find it as a strong justification for the 
exploration and colonization of outer space. As it  turns out,  however,  objections to  such a  justification may still  be  presented by 
philosophers who question why survival should be a value, and, in particular, why human survival should be a value. There are also objections from some who  
oppose big science on ideological grounds. Thus Wendell Berry argues that the abundance of resources in space will produce bad character, for good character  
requires the discipline of finitude [3]. My purpose in this paper is to reply to several objections along these two lines.

So, this card explains why the affirmative is not promising an instant escape from every danger. The 
claim is that morality requires beginning the process that makes extinction less avoidable over time. If  
humans remain trapped on one planet, the species has only one long-term home and one point of failure. 
Space colonization changes that by making survival a project of diversification rather than hope. That 
directly meets the criterion of preventing avoidable human extinction because the judge should prefer the 
side that creates a realistic path away from permanent Earth-bound vulnerability. The negative may say 
colonization  is  hard  or  distant,  but  difficulty  does  not  eliminate  moral  duty  when  the  alternative  is 
accepting eventual oblivion. We plan for disasters before they happen because waiting until catastrophe 
arrives makes prevention impossible. Since preserving future generations and moral agency is the clearest 
requirement of morality,  affirming gives humanity the better chance to keep moral life alive. That is 
especially important for novice debate because the ballot does not require proving perfect technology 
today;  it  requires  choosing  the  direction  that  responsibly  lowers  unavoidable  risk  before  it  becomes 
irreversible for future people. Thus, we must affirm.
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Novice Negative Case: Earth First Moral Responsibilities

A beginner-friendly negative built around morality, harm reduction, Earth-first responsibility, Planet-B 
distraction, and the argument that survival rhetoric does not automatically prove colonization is a moral 
imperative.

Case Snapshot

Component Use in Round

Value Morality - frames the negative as a responsibility 
case rather than an anti-science or anti-space case.

Criterion Promoting Harm Reduction - gives the judge a 
concrete test for preventable suffering, ecological 
damage, exploitation, inequality, and systemic risk.

Core Offense Planet-B rhetoric weakens Earth responsibility, 
while survival claims do not prove colonization is 
a moral imperative when the risks may create 
greater disvalue.

Best Judge Fit Novice, parent, community, and traditional judges 
who reward clear moral burdens, direct harm 
comparison, and reasonable Earth-first caution.

Strategic Warning Do not sound anti-space. Concede that exploration 
and science can be valuable, then draw the line 
between valuable space activity and mandatory 
colonization.

How to Read This Case

Read this negative as a reasonable, responsible, Earth-first position. Concede that space research can be 
valuable,  then make the central  distinction:  useful  space activity is  not  the same as  a  moral  duty to 
colonize.  The clean ballot  story is  that  morality  requires  reducing concrete,  preventable harm before 
treating escape or expansion as an imperative.

Full Read-Aloud Case

Value: Morality

I negate, “Resolved: Outer space colonization is a moral imperative.” The value for this round is morality. 
Morality  is  the  correct  value  because  the  resolution  does  not  ask  whether  colonization  is  exciting, 
profitable, or technologically impressive. It asks whether colonization is something humanity has a duty 
to do.

This value is neutral. The affirmative can argue that morality requires colonization to protect survival, 
future people,  and long-term human possibility.  The negative can argue that  morality rejects treating 
colonization as an imperative when it diverts attention from urgent Earth harms, creates new risks, or 
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repeats exploitation. Morality does not decide the debate in advance; it asks which side gives the better 
account of human responsibility.

Criterion: Promoting Harm Reduction

My criterion is promoting harm reduction. A criterion tells the judge how to measure the value. Since the 
value  is  morality,  the  judge  should  ask  which  side  better  reduces  preventable  suffering,  death, 
exploitation, ecological damage, inequality, and systemic risk. This standard is neutral: the affirmative 
can still argue colonization reduces extinction risk, but they must prove colonization is the best and most 
responsible way to reduce harm.

We should promote  harm reduction because  moral  policy should reduce avoidable  loss  of  life, 
disease, disability, suffering, and crisis damage.
WHO  2019,  World  Health  Organization,  "Emergencies:  Humanitarian  Health  Action,"  Questions  and  Answers,  December  12,  2019,  
https://www.who.int/news-room/questions-and-answers/item/emergencies-humanitarian-health-action.

What is the role of WHO in crises? 
The primary objective in an emergency, whether natural or human-made, is to reduce avoidable loss of  
life and the burden of disease and disability.
Every day, hundreds of millions of people face threats to health and livelihoods because local and national systems that support their health and lives are  
overwhelmed or too weak to withstand crises and extreme events.

WHO is committed to working better with Member States and other stakeholders so that  suffering and death in crises are minimized 
and systems are protected and repaired. We want to help national authorities and communities to: Prepare for crises by strengthening their 
overall capacity to manage all types of crises; Mitigate against the effects of crises by taking measures to reduce the effects of disasters and crises on systems 

that support good public health; Respond to crises by ensuring effective, efficient and timely action to address public health priorities so that lives are 
saved and suffering is reduced; Recover from crises by ensuring that the local health system is back to functioning.

This evidence explains why harm reduction measures morality: when people face serious crises, the first  
moral  priority  is  reducing avoidable  death,  disease,  disability,  and suffering.  That  gives  the  judge  a 
concrete  test.  Do not  vote  for  the  side  with  the  biggest  dream;  vote  for  the  side  that  reduces  more  
preventable, concrete, and probable harm. The affirmative may weigh extinction, but they still must prove 
that treating colonization as a moral imperative reduces harm better than direct Earth-based responsibility.

Contention One: Planet-B Thinking Weakens Earth Responsibility

First, calling colonization a moral imperative makes Earth’s crisis easier to escape in imagination and 
harder to solve in reality.

Treating space as Planet B undermines responsibility for Earth and distracts from urgent ecological 
crises.
Gunderson 21 Ryan  Gunderson,  Department  of  Sociology  and  Gerontology,  Miami  University;  Diana  Stuart,  School  of  Earth  Sciences  and 
Sustainability,  Program in Sustainable Communities,  Northern Arizona University;  Brian Petersen,  Department  of  Geography, Planning and Recreation, 
Northern Arizona University, “In search of plan(et) B: Irrational rationality, capitalist realism, and space colonization,” Futures, Volume 134, Article 102857,  
2021, https://cssn.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Gunderson-et-al_2021_In-search-of-planet-B.-Space-colonization.-Futures.pdf
The case for space colonization is not only a social-reproduction strategy in the sense that, if successful, it could maintain the current system and even allow  

those profiting from the current system to continue to benefit as Earth faces increasing threats. It is also a social-reproduction strategy because it deters 
attention from social alternatives that have the potential to address the ecological crisis . Like other “false solutions” 

to climate change that deter attention and resources from the need for systemic change to reduce emissions (Stuart, Gunderson, & Petersen, 2020b), hopes 
of escaping Earth’s problems through a future home on a space colony weakens the case for solving 
Earth’s problems. Why not trash the planet if a Golden Ticket to live in an “outdoorsy, fun atmosphere” on Mars awaits? In other words, the case for  

space colonization is another silver bullet narrative that delays concrete action and maintains the current system. Fisher would add 
here that the case for space colonization further allows ideology to escape from the contradiction that ecological collapse is built into the basic processes of 
capitalism. This reality is “too traumatic to be assimilated into the system” (Fisher, 2008: 18) and space colonization is a comforting futuristic fantasy to flee 
this trauma.
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This links directly to harm reduction. Climate damage, extinction of species, pollution, and inequality are 
harms happening now on Earth. A Planet-B story tells people that escape is the solution, which makes  
repair less urgent. Earth-first responsibility is more direct and probable because it addresses the systems 
causing the harm instead of gambling that future colonies will save a small group later. If the affirmative’s 
story delays concrete action, it increases preventable harm, so morality requires a negative ballot.

Contention Two: Survival Claims Do Not Prove a Moral Imperative

Second,  even  if  survival  matters,  survival  rhetoric  does  not  automatically  justify  colonization.  The 
affirmative must prove that colonization is necessary, justified, and safer than its alternatives.

Outer space colonization is not a moral imperative because grave risks could outweigh its survival 
value.
Kovic 21 Marko Kovic, PhD in communication science and researcher/president at ZIPAR, Zurich Institute of Public Affairs Research, “Risks of Space  
Colonization,” Futures, Vol. 126, January 2021, Article 102638, https://pdf.stafforini.com/kovic-2021-risks-space-colonization.pdf.
Space  colonization,  the  establishment  of  permanent  human  habitats  beyond  Earth,  has  an  enormous  potential  moral  value,  because  successful  space  

colonization  is  the  necessary  condition  for  trillions  of  future  people  to  come  into  existence.  At  the  same  time,  however,  space 
colonization is not risk-free. The risks of space colonization are so grave that, in a bad-case scenario,  
successful space colonization could create more moral disvalue than value. The risks of space colonization 
need to be further studied in order to increase the precision of the space colonization risk assessment as 
well as to develop mitigation strategies. In practical terms, the mere discussion of the value of space colonization might be of little  
importance, because the proverbial genie might already be out of the bottle: Space colonization is already the implicit goal of public as well as private space-
related ventures and ambitions, and a scenario in which the global community decides to ban all space colonization activity is unrealistic, regardless of what a  

hypothetical  eventual  philosophical  consensus  on  the  question  might  look  like.  Instead,  future  efforts  in  the  analysis  of  space 
colonization-related  risks  should  be  directed  at  or  combined  with  efforts  to  create  a  meaningful 
governance framework aimed at mitigating the risks of space colonization.  One  potential  approach  for  creating  the 
conceptual foundation for such a governance framework is to reverse-engineer the rules and principles that lead to the best long-term future in terms of 
wellbeing and space colonization. Such an approach is possible in the case of space colonization because the general trajectory of successful, desirable space  
colonization that maximizes future wellbeing can be identified a priori. The overview of risks and the outline of a potential approach to crafting governance 
presented in this article are preliminary at best; both issues, the identification of colonization-related risks and the work on colonizationrelated governance,  
require  more  scholarly attention before  we can begin  addressing them in practice.  That  attention,  theoretical  though it  may seem, is  warranted.  Space 
colonization is humankind’s best bet for long-term survival, and today, before large-scale space colonization efforts are underway, we still have the capacity to  
develop the philosophical and practical guard rails than make the worst outcomes of space colonization less likely.

Kovic gives the judge the key weighing rule: potential value is not the same thing as a moral imperative.  
If colonization could create more moral disvalue than value, then the affirmative has not met its burden. 
Serious risks, unequal sacrifice, weak governance, contamination, and exploitation are preventable harms. 
Under  harm reduction,  the  judge  should  not  reward  a  plan  merely  because  it  is  inspiring  or  useful 
someday.  The  negative  wins  because  morality  requires  reducing  likely  harms before  declaring  risky 
colonization a duty.

Ballot Conclusion

For these reasons, vote negative. The affirmative has not proven that outer space colonization is a present  
moral duty. Harm reduction favors repairing Earth, reducing real suffering, and refusing escape rhetoric 
that creates new dangers. Morality requires responsibility before expansion, not calling risky colonization 
an imperative.

Novice Negative Case Blocks / Frontlines

Use these blocks when the affirmative attacks the negative framework or contentions.  Each response 
should be adapted to the exact wording of the opponent’s argument.



Strategy Guides
Practical,  student-friendly  strategy guidance  for  choosing round emphasis,  judge  adaptation,  collapse 
paths, and final rebuttal framing.

Guide Primary Use Best Student Use

1. Best Aff Positions Ranked Aff case selection Pick one main affirmative route 
and collapse cleanly.

2. Best Neg Positions Ranked Negative case selection Choose one clear reason the aff 
has not proven a moral 
imperative.

3. Best Novice-Friendly 
Arguments

Novice/JV preparation Use simple ballot stories, 
analogies, and final rebuttal 
sentences.

4. Best Traditional LD 
Arguments

Traditional framework rounds Connect value/criterion 
comparison to a clean ballot 
story.

5. Best Progressive LD 
Arguments

Circuit and K-friendly rounds Control framework, link, impact, 
alternative, and role of the ballot.

6. Best Lay Judge Strategy Parent/community judging Translate the topic into plain 
responsibility and priority 
language.

7. Best Circuit Judge Strategy Technical flow rounds Weigh framework, probability, 
timeframe, solvency, and impact 
calculus.

8. Best Collapse Options Late-round strategy Pick the cleanest winning path 
instead of extending everything.

9. What to Avoid Error prevention Avoid extreme, careless, or 
judge-hostile explanations.

10. Common Strategic Mistakes Round discipline Keep burden, topic language, 
weighing, and judge adaptation 
clear.

Use note:  The strategy guides are not extra evidence. They are round-planning tools. Students should 
select the guide that matches the judge and then collapse to one coherent ballot story.
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instead of extending everything.
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judge-hostile explanations.

10. Common Strategic Mistakes Round discipline Keep burden, topic language, 
weighing, and judge adaptation 
clear.

Use note: The strategy guides are not extra evidence. They are round-planning tools. Students should 
select the guide that matches the judge and then collapse to one coherent ballot story.

Strategy Guide 1: Best Aff Positions Ranked

This guide ranks the most reliable affirmative positions from strongest to weakest. Students should not try 
to win every affirmative story at once. The best affirmative rounds pick one main path, explain why it  
proves a moral imperative rather than a benefit, and collapse clearly in final rebuttal.
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Strategy Guide 1: Best Aff Positions Ranked

This guide ranks the most reliable affirmative positions from strongest to weakest. Students should not try 
to win every affirmative story at once. The best affirmative rounds pick one main path, explain why it  
proves a moral imperative rather than a benefit, and collapse clearly in final rebuttal.

1. Human Survival / Existential Risk

Why this position is strong or weak:

This is the strongest affirmative position because it gives the clearest reason colonization rises to the level  
of a moral imperative. The argument is simple and powerful: keeping every human being, institution,  
culture, and future possibility on one planet leaves civilization vulnerable to a single catastrophic point of 
failure. Even when the probability of any one disaster is uncertain, the impact is permanent and total. The 
weakness is solvency. Students must explain why actual colonization, not just exploration or research, 
reduces the risk.

Best judge fit:

Works  best  in  front  of  lay  judges,  traditional  judges,  and  circuit  judges.  Lay  judges  understand the 
backup-civilization story. Traditional judges can evaluate it through morality, security, responsibility, or 
preserving moral agency. Circuit judges can weigh magnitude, irreversibility, and long-term risk.

Best framing:

Frame the argument as responsibility, not fear. The affirmative is not saying Earth should be abandoned. 
It  is  saying a  responsible  civilization does  not  leave  all  future  human life  exposed to  one  planetary 
catastrophe.

Best final rebuttal collapse sentence:

Model language: Because extinction permanently destroys every future person, relationship, culture, and 
moral project, humanity has a duty to begin building a second center of survival beyond Earth.

2. Future Generations

Why this position is strong or weak:

This is the second-best affirmative position because it gives the survival argument its strongest moral 
foundation. The affirmative can argue that future people matter even though they do not yet exist because 
present choices determine whether they will ever have a chance to live. The position is strong because it  
sounds principled rather than purely technical. Its weakness is that the negative can answer with present 
obligations: poverty, climate change, war, disease, and inequality are harming actual people now.

Best judge fit:

Works  best  in  front  of  traditional  LD  judges,  parent  judges,  and  judges  who  like  values  such  as 
responsibility, stewardship, justice, and human dignity. It can also work in circuit rounds when paired 
with long-term impact weighing.

Best framing:

Frame the argument as trusteeship. Present generations inherited civilization from the past and must not 
gamble away the future through inaction. Colonization is not a luxury; it is part of giving future people a 
real chance to exist and flourish.


