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Abstract

Humanity faces many important decisions about space exploration.  An important but 
controversial decision making paradigm is cost-benefit analysis (CBA).  This paper 
discusses some ethical considerations in CBA that are important to decision making 
about space exploration, including: how we define costs and benefits; space exploration’s 
non-market value; the standing of future humans and of extraterrestrials; and the role of 
discounting in evaluating long-term space exploration projects.

1.  Introduction

Humanity faces many important decisions about space exploration.  Should we send 
humans to the moon, to Mars, and/or beyond?  Should we develop self-sufficient space 
colonies, such as through terraforming?  Should we preserve extraterrestrial planets in 
their native form?  These are just a few of the important space exploration decisions 
society faces.

In studying how we go about answering questions such as these, it is helpful to 
distinguish between an ethical framework and a decision making paradigm.  An ethical 
framework is an underlying view of what is fundamentally right and wrong which can be 
used to evaluate specific decisions.  A decision making paradigm is a procedure for 
making decisions given both an ethical framework and the requirements of a decision 
making scenario, such as limited time and information.  Different ethical frameworks can 
– and indeed often do – share the same decision making paradigm in certain scenarios.

Cost-benefit analysis (CBA) is a very prominent decision making paradigm.  Many 
government agencies around the world are often asked to justify their programs via CBA. 
For example, CBA justification is required of all agencies of the Executive Branch of the 
USA, including NASA [1–2].  CBA also has strong support from some sectors of the 
academic community, including economics and risk analysis.  Finally, private businesses 
also employ a form of CBA in much of their decision making.

Despite its prominence, CBA remains highly controversial.  Many outright reject CBA on 
ethical grounds; others accept CBA itself but object to the way in which it is commonly 
implemented, also on ethical grounds.  (See [3] for discussion.)  Even within the common 
approach to CBA implementation, there exists great flexibility in how to conduct and 
interpret the analysis; again, different ethical frameworks will yield different 
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implementations.  How – if at all – CBA is implemented has substantial implications for 
space exploration decision making and thus is the focus of this paper.

This paper discusses some ethical considerations in CBA as they pertain to space 
exploration.  Section 2 provides some background information on the CBA paradigm, 
including a discussion of how costs and benefits are defined.  Section 3 discusses non-
market valuation, which is the process of valuing costs and benefits that cannot be priced 
through market transactions.  Section 4 discusses the issue of standing, the issue of whose 
costs and benefits are relevant to CBA.  Section 5 discusses discounting, the process for 
comparing costs and benefits that occur at different points in time.  Section 6 concludes.

2. The CBA Paradigm

In the cost-benefit analysis decision making paradigm, the outcomes of possible decisions 
are analyzed in terms of their costs and benefits.  For a given possible decision, if the 
benefits are larger than the costs, then that decision is said to pass the CBA; if the costs 
are larger than the benefits, then the decision is said to fail the CBA.

In general, as the benefits of a decision increase and the costs decrease, the decision 
becomes more likely to be recommended.  If the underlying ethical framework consists 
exclusively of the costs and benefits being measured, then decisions are recommended if 
and only if they pass CBA.  However, if the underlying ethical framework contains other 
factors, then it is possible for a decision to pass a CBA yet not be recommended, or to fail 
a CBA and be recommended.  For example, the Clinton administration also considered 
the distribution of costs and benefits and thus would recommend programs that failed 
CBA if they involved substantial wealth redistribution from rich to poor [4].

The CBA paradigm itself is flexible regarding how costs and benefits are defined. 
Indeed, costs and benefits can be and often are defined in many ways: there can be 
monetary costs and benefits, human costs and benefits, environmental costs and benefits, 
and so on.  For example, space exploration is known to hold a “physical” cost 
representing the physiological harm of space travel [5]. Furthermore, how these costs and 
benefits are measured is also flexible.  Indeed, how to measure costs and benefits is often 
the subject of much inquiry, such as how to measure the cost associated with the loss of 
human life [6].

Despite the considerable flexibility allowed by the CBA paradigm, CBA is commonly 
implemented with costs and benefits being measured in units of money [7].  This is the 
case, for example, in recent discussions of space policy appearing in this journal [8–9].2 

Thus, while remaining open to the broader range of possible versions of CBA, this paper 
will pay particular attention to the commonly-used CBA based on units of money.  I will 
refer to the broader range of possible CBAs as CBA broadly understood and to the 
common CBA as money-based CBA.

2 Note that [8–9] are not CBAs but discussions of challenges in estimating the costs of space programs. 
However, both assume that costs are to be measured in units of money.



It should be noted that the flexibility of CBA is not unlimited.  In particular, CBA, even 
when broadly construed, still falls within the realm of consequentialist ethics [7].  This 
means that only the consequences of decisions are taken into consideration.  Questions of 
fundamental rights are ignored.  Thus, where questions of rights come up in space 
exploration, such as in questions of whether we have the right to perturb extraterrestrial 
planets from their native condition [10–11], CBA may be of limited or negligible 
relevance.

While CBA may not help us handle rights violations, CBA can help us decide what to do 
given recognition of inviolable rights.  Here, the rights are imposed as a constraint on 
available options.  CBA is then conducted to compare those options that meet the 
constraint.  For example, there could be a constraint forbidding us from perturbing 
extraterrestrial planets.  CBA can help us assess what to do from among those options in 
which the planets are not perturbed.  Such analysis is often called cost-effectiveness  
analysis because the analysis seeks the most “cost-effective” means of meeting the 
constraint.  Cost-effectiveness analysis is used heavily in health policy, where the aim is 
to minimize monetary costs (maximize monetary benefits) given a constraint of some 
level of health care provision, or alternatively to maximize health benefits given a 
constraint of some level of monetary expenditure [12–13].  

3. Non-market valuation

The common approach to CBA defines costs and benefits in terms of their values in 
market transactions, measured in units of money.  However, many phenomena that we 
value are not exchanged in markets.  This includes such things as ecosystem services 
such as clean air and water [14], the existence of ecosystems even in the absence of any 
human use thereof [15], and our own lives [6].  In order to include these values in CBA, 
it is common practice to conduct non-market valuation [16].  Non-market valuation is 
thus, in a sense, a means of quantifying seemingly qualitative values.  As this section 
shows, non-market valuation can play an important role in CBA of space exploration. 
Thus, whether or not we should include non-market valuation is an important 
consideration.

Whether to include non-market valuations in CBA is a matter of controversy, both for 
money-based CBA and for CBA broadly understood.  Some people object to measuring 
the values of such things as ecosystem services and human lives in monetary units [17]. 
This objection can sometimes be resolved by conducting CBA in non-monetary units, 
including units of ecosystem services or units of human lives.  However, other times, the 
objection stems from a rejection of consequentialist ethics in at least some circumstances. 
For example, those who argue that it is fundamentally wrong to cause loss of human life 
(even to save a greater number of human lives) would reject any CBA involving loss of 
human life.  However, they might accept a cost-effectiveness analysis in which the 
causation of loss of human life was a constraint.  Alternatively, they might accept a CBA 



as information that can be part of the decision making process while requiring other 
information as well.

One of the biggest benefits of space exploration is the insights we gain about our place in 
the universe.  These insights come from discoveries such as cosmic microwave 
background radiation (c.f. [18–20]), which provides strong evidence for the Big Bang 
model for the formation of the universe, as well as from the information sent back from 
spacecraft (including spacecraft both with and without humans on board), and studies 
related to the distribution of life in the universe.  While some of this benefit can be 
measured in market terms, such as through sales of books like A Brief History of Time 
[21] and Pale Blue Dot [22], quite a lot of this benefit goes uncaptured by markets. I am 
unaware of any efforts to estimate this benefit, although I suspect that the benefit is often 
large enough to justify estimation studies, especially if project decisions may be 
influenced by such estimates.  Such estimates may compensate at least in part for the 
perceived excessive cost of space exploration programs [8–9] which often makes these 
programs seem difficult to justify [23–24].

Another non-market benefit of space exploration is reduction in the risk of the extinction 
of humanity and other Earth-originating life.  Without space colonization, the survival of 
humanity and other Earth-originating life becomes extremely difficult- perhaps 
impossible- over the very long-term.  This is because the Sun, like all stars, changes in its 
composition and radiative output over time.  The Sun is gradually converting hydrogen 
into helium, thereby getting warmer.  In approximately 500 million to one billion years, 
this warming is projected to render Earth uninhabitable to life as we know it [25–26]. 
Humanity, if it still exists on Earth then, could conceivably develop technology by then to 
survive on Earth despite these radical conditions.  Such technology may descend from 
present proposals to “geoengineer” the planet in response to anthropogenic climate 
change [27–28].3  However, the Sun later- approximately seven billion years later- loses 
mass that spreads into Earth’s orbit, causing Earth to slow, be pulled into the Sun, and 
evaporate.  The only way life could survive on Earth may be if Earth, by sheer 
coincidence (the odds are on the order of one in 105 to one in 106 [29]) happens to be 
pulled out of the solar system by a star system that passes by.  This process might enable 
life to survive on Earth much longer, although the chance of this is quite remote.

While space colonization would provide a hedge against these very long-term 
astrological threats, it would also provide a hedge against the more immediate threats that 
face humanity and other species.  These threats include nuclear warfare, pandemics, 
anthropogenic climate change, and disruptive technology [30].  Because these threats 
would generally only affect life on Earth and not life elsewhere,4 self-sufficient space 

3 The term “geoengineering” is commonly understood to refer to “the intentional large-scale manipulation 
of the environment, particularly manipulation that is intended to reduce undesired anthropogenic climate 
change” [27, p.245].  Contemporary geoengineering proposals include injecting aerosols into the upper 
atmosphere or stratosphere, placing radiation shields between Earth and the Sun, and fertilizing oceans with 
iron to stimulate photosynthesis [27].
4 A possible exception is the threat of runaway artificial intelligence [31], which may have the capacity to 
seek and destroy space colonies.  This possibility places the artificial intelligence threat in an even more 
severe class than those threats that would only affect life on Earth.



colonies would survive these catastrophes, enabling life to persist in the universe.  For 
this reason, space colonization has been advocated as a means of ensuring long-term 
human survival [32–33].  Space exploration projects can help increase the probability of 
long-term human survival in other ways as well: technology developed for space 
exploration is central to proposals to avoid threats from large comet and asteroid impacts 
[34–35].  However, given the goal of increasing the probability of long-term human 
survival by a certain amount, there may be more cost-effective options than space 
colonization (with costs defined in terms of money, effort, or related measures).  More 
cost-effective options may include isolated refuges on Earth to help humans survive a 
catastrophe [36] and materials to assist survivors, such as a how-to manual for 
civilization [37] or a seed bank [38].  Further analysis is necessary to determine the most 
cost-effective means of increasing the probability of long-term human survival.

A related question also relevant to space exploration is how to make tradeoffs between 
increases in survival probability and other benefits.  This question treats survival not as a 
constraint for cost-effectiveness analysis but as a benefit that can be compared with other 
benefits.  Such comparisons require a measure of the value of human survival.  However, 
the value of survival lacks a precise figure.  In traditional money-based CBA, it is not 
unreasonable to assign humanity’s survival an infinite value, or a value that is sufficiently 
large that it dominates everything else in CBA as if it were infinite.  In Catastrophe: Risk 
and Response [39], United States Court of Appeals judge Richard Posner gave human 
survival a value of $600 trillion; Posner described this as a crude underestimate intended 
to show that even with such an underestimate, extensive effort to avoid human extinction 
passes CBA.  Thus, following the common approach to non-market valuation, any 
reasonable estimate for the value of human survival suggests that this may be an 
important factor in space exploration CBA.

It is of note that the priority of reducing human extinction risk persists in forms of CBA 
which value nature in an ecocentric fashion, i.e. independently of any consideration of 
human interests.  The basic reason is that without humanity leading long-term survival 
efforts (which would most likely include space colonization), the rest of Earth life would 
perish due to the astrological processes described above.  This point is elaborated by 
futurist Bruce Tonn, who argues on ecocentric grounds for reorienting society to focus on 
avoiding human extinction through both immediate avoidance of catastrophe and long-
term space colonization [40].  Tonn dubs this process of surviving beyond Earth’s 
eventual demise “transcending oblivion” [41].  There is thus some convergence in the 
recommendations of the common anthropocentric, money-based CBA and the ecocentric 
CBA described here.  This convergence is due to the fact that (in all likelihood) only 
humans are capable of colonizing space, and thus human survival is necessary for Earth 
life to transcend oblivion.

4. Standing

Standing concerns whose costs and benefits to count in CBA.  Though often overlooked 
in CBA design, whom to give standing to can be a crucial concern [42].  For example, a 



CBA that gives standing only to the contemporary residents of one region may 
recommend far less environmental protection than a CBA that gives standing to everyone 
in the world over a long time period.  Standing is also an important factor in space 
exploration.

One important question for CBA of space exploration is whether to give standing to 
extraterrestrials.  This can include both any sentient extraterrestrials that humans might 
encounter as well as any non-sentient extraterrestrial life and the non-living 
extraterrestrial environment (planetary rocks, atmospheric gasses, etc.).  By granting 
standing to extraterrestrials, concern for them can be integrated into CBA beyond the 
concern that humans have for them.  Implementing this concern may be more readily 
implemented if the CBA is not the common money-based form, because extraterrestrials, 
like non-humans on Earth, do not use money and thus cannot easily have their interests 
monetized.5  For example, following an ethical framework that values both human 
welfare and intact extraterrestrial planets, it is possible to develop a framework for 
deciding when the costs to a planet of terraforming outweigh the benefits to humanity of 
increased resources and living space.  Precisely how to develop such a framework may be 
an ambiguous and ambitious task, but it would not be inconsistent with the principles of 
CBA, broadly understood.

It should be emphasized that the traditional money-based CBA can (and often does) place 
value on non-human phenomena and thus could be used to value extraterrestrials.  As 
discussed above, this valuation includes both aspects of non-human phenomena that 
humans value because we use them (“use value”) and aspects that we value simply 
because they exist (“existence value”) [15].  However, these valuations remain 
anthropocentric in the sense that the non-human phenomena aspects are considered to 
hold value only to the extent that they are valued by humans.  Giving standing to these 
phenomena would ensure that they are valued regardless of what opinions any humans 
have on the matter.  This approach is advocated by ecocentric ethicists, although these 
ethicists commonly also value human interests as well [43].  Of course, some 
anthropocentrism is inevitable, as long as the CBA (or other analysis) is conducted by 
humans [44], but this fact does not preclude us from giving standing to non-humans in 
such a way that their interests more fully than is done through anthropocentric evaluation 
techniques such as money-based CBA.

A space exploration scenario in which the standing question may be particularly 
important or even crucial is the event of conflict or possible conflict between humanity 
and an extraterrestrial civilization.  Here, whether to give the civilization standing in 
CBA could prove highly controversial.  It could easily result that a CBA would suggest 
that humanity should forfeit the conflict, sacrificing itself to the extraterrestrials in order 
to increase the total amount of benefit in the universe.  This situation resembles the 
famous utility monster developed by philosopher Robert Nozick [45] as an argument 
against utilitarianism, the ethical framework that advocates conducting CBA in units of 

5 This would not be the case if humans encountered an extraterrestrial civilization which used a form of 
money which was comparable to human money.  In this case, money-based CBA could be conducted using 
an exchange rate between human money and extraterrestrial money.



utility, which here means wellbeing or quality of life.  Under utilitarianism, one would 
recommend sacrificing humanity if the extraterrestrials would experience more utility 
than the humans would.  While this clearly is a defensible position, it is almost certain to 
be highly controversial.

The question of giving standing to extraterrestrials also resembles some more familiar 
questions of giving standing to ‘others’.  For example, in CBA of global issues such as 
climate change, foreigners often have less standing than citizens of the same country, and 
sometimes have no standing at all (c.f. [46]).  Ethicist Peter Singer, a supporter of 
utilitarianism, famously argues that humans should try to help all other humans equally, 
regardless of where they are around the world [47] and that non-human animals should 
have equal standing as humans [48].  Singer has also commented on extraterrestrials, 
writing “If we were to meet intelligent, sympathetic extraterrestrials, would we deny 
them basic rights because they are not members of our own species? At a minimum, we 
should recognize basic rights in all beings who show intelligence and awareness 
(including some level of self-awareness) and who have emotional and social needs” [49]. 
Personally, I am sympathetic to Singer’s views, although I understand why his work is 
controversial [50].

If both humans and extraterrestrials are given standing, the question arises of how to 
compare their respective lives.  If a tradeoff must be made between human lives and 
extraterrestrial lives, then how should the tradeoff be made?  A CBA approach using non-
market valuations of human and extraterrestrial lives can help make this tradeoff.  Here, 
how this to make this tradeoff corresponds to how much human lives should be valued 
relative to extraterrestrial lives.  Similar issues exist within human populations.  For 
example, should the lives of the poor [51] or the elderly [52] be valued less than the lives 
of the rich or the young?  Arguments have been made in favor of valuing all human lives 
equally in CBA [53].  However, the question of whether we should value extraterrestrial 
lives equally to human lives may more closely parallel the question of whether we should 
value human lives equally to non-human lives on Earth.  As money-based CBA generally 
does not grant non-humans standing, it does not value non-human lives (except to the 
extent that they are valued by humans, as discussed above).  Thus, if extraterrestrials are 
granted standing, then valuing their lives would require adjustment to common CBA 
practice.

Another important question for CBA of space exploration is whether to give standing to 
future humans.  This question is important because of the very long time scales involved 
in space exploration.  For example, the terraforming of Mars could take tens to hundreds 
of thousands of years [54].  If future humans have no standing, then the benefits of 
terraforming Mars would not be included in the CBA and the terraforming is unlikely to 
be recommended.  These issues of temporal distribution are discussed in greater detail in 
the Section 5, on discounting.

5. Discounting



Discounting generally refers to the process of comparing the values of costs and benefits 
that occur in different points in time.  The discounting concept is often weakly 
understood and haphazardly implemented [55].  However, how discounting is 
implemented is an important part of CBAs of decisions which cause future costs and 
benefits.  The longer-term the decision, the more important discounting becomes.  As 
space exploration involves some very long-term decisions, discounting is very important 
to space exploration CBA.

Discounting is commonly discussed in terms of the discount rate, i.e. the rate at which 
costs and benefits lose value over time.  If a benefit of size B occurs at N years in the 
future, then, with an annual discount rate D, the benefit has the same value as a benefit of 
size B*exp(-D*N) that occurs now.  The lower the discount rate, the more important 
future costs and benefits are.

The most common approach to discounting under money-based CBA is to match the 
discount rate to market interest rates.  Within this approach, there is still some flexibility 
in choosing discount rates, depending on whether one uses the interest rates from bonds, 
stocks, or other financial instruments [56].  Furthermore, given uncertainty about future 
economic performance, it is often recommended that certainty equivalent discount rates 
are used.  Certainty-equivalent rates decline over time, making future costs and benefits 
more important than they are when uncertainty is not factored in [57].

Another common approach to discounting, called the prescriptive approach, matches the 
discount rate to whatever is optimal according to the ethical framework (prescription) in 
effect [58].  The prescriptive approach is commonly implemented using the utilitarianism 
ethical framework.  This leads to lower discount rates than the market interest rate 
approach, which in this context is called the descriptive approach.  There exists much 
debate over these two approaches to discounting [59].

As noted above, space exploration decisions are often very long-term.  Because of this, 
how discounting is handled in CBA will figure prominently in what space exploration 
decisions are recommended.  Lower discount rates will yield CBAs more favorable to 
space exploration.  However, where space exploration can reduce the risk of human 
extinction, even a high discount rate may yield recommendations in favor of space 
exploration [60].  Humanity’s survival is simply worth that much, under the common 
assumptions about value.

6. Conclusions

CBA is a prominent decision making paradigm that can be used to guide space 
exploration decision making.  While CBA is commonly expressed in units of money, 
CBA broadly understood offers considerable flexibility in how it is expressed.  Both 
within and beyond the common expression of CBA, several ethical issues arise.  How 
these issues are addressed can significantly affect space exploration decision making. 



However, where space exploration reduces the risk of human extinction, it will likely be 
recommended under a wide range of possible versions of CBA.

Acknowledgments

I thank Shawn Domagal-Goldman, Jacob Haqq-Misra, and two anonymous reviewers for 
helpful comments on earlier drafts of this article.

References

  [1] US Office of Management and Budget. Executive Order 12866: regulatory planning 
and review. 4 October 1993. at: 
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/inforeg/eo12866.pdf> [accessed October 2008].

  [2] US Office of Management and Budget. Executive Order 13258: amending 
Executive Order 12866 on regulatory planning and review. 28 February 2002. at: 
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/inforeg/eo13258.pdf> [accessed October 2008].

  [3] Frank RH. Why is cost-benefit analysis so controversial? Journal of Legal Studies 
2000;29(2):913–30.

  [4] Adler MD, Posner EA. New foundations of cost-benefit analysis. Harvard 
University Press;2006.

  [5] Hawkey A. The physical price of a ticket into space. Journal of the British 
Interplanetary Society 2003;56(5-6):152-9.

  [6] Viscusi WK, Aldy JE. The value of a statistical life: a critical review of market 
estimates throughout the world. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty 2003;5:5–76.

  [7] Sen A. The discipline of cost-benefit analysis. Journal of Legal Studies 
2000;29(2):931–52.

  [8] Macauley MK. The supply of space infrastructure: issues in the theory and practice 
of estimating costs. Space Policy 2008;24(2):70–9.

  [9] Peeters W, Madauss B. A proposed strategy against cost overruns in the space 
sector: the 5C approach. Space Policy 2008;24(2):80–9.

[10] Lupisella M. The rights of Martians. Space Policy 1997;13(2):89–94.
[11] Fogg MJ. The ethical dimensions of space settlement. Space Policy 2000;16:205–

11.
[12] Dickie M, List J. Economic Valuation of Health for Environmental Policy: 

Comparing Alternative Approaches. Introduction and Overview. Environmental and 
Resource Economics 2006;34:339–46.

[13] Murray CJL, Evans DB, Acharya A, Baltussen RMPM. Development of WHO 
Guidelines on Generalised Cost-Effectiveness Analysis. Health Economics 
2000;9:235–51.

[14] Costanza R, d’Arge R, de Groot R, Farberk S, Grasso M, Hannon B, et al. The 
value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 1997;387:253–
60.

[15] Aldred J. Existence value, welfare and altruism. Environmental Values 1994;3:381–
402.



[16] Champ PA, Boyle KJ, Brown TC, eds. A primer on nonmarket valuation. Dortrecht: 
Kluwer;2003.

[17] Ackerman F, Heinzerling L. Priceless: On Knowing the Price of Everything and the 
Value of Nothing. New York: The New Press;2004.

[18] Penzias AA, Wilson RW. A measurement of excess antenna temperature at 4080 
Mc/s. Astrophysical Journal 1965;142:419–21.

[19] Dicke RH, Peebles PJE, Roll PG, Wilkinson DT. Measurements of cosmic 
microwave background radiation. Astrophysical Journal 1965;142:414.

[20] Spergel DN, Bean R, Dore O, Nolta MR, Bennett CL, Dunkley J, et al. Three-year 
Wilkinson microwave anisotropy probe (WMAP) observations: implications for 
cosmology. Astrophysical Journal 2007;170:377–408.

[21] Hawking S. A brief history of time. New York: Bantam Books;1988.
[22] Sagan C. Pale blue dot: a vision of the human future in space, first edition. New 

York: Random House;1994.
[23] Fromm J, Grunwald A, Sax H. Seeking justifications for human spaceflight. Space 

Policy 1994;10(3):207–16.
[24] Marshall A. Development and imperialism in space. Space Policy 1995;11(l):41–

52.
[25] Caldeira K, Kasting J. The life span of the biosphere revisited. Nature 

1992;360:721–3.
[26] Ward PD, Brownlee D. The life and death of planet Earth. New York: Henry 

Holt;2002.
[27] Keith DW. Geoengineering the climate: history and prospect. Annual Review of 

Energy and the Environment 2000;25:245–84.
[28] Schneider SH. Geoengineering: could we or should we make it work?. 

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London, Series A 
2008;366(1882):3843–62.

[29] Laughlin G, Adams FC. The Frozen Earth: Binary Scattering Events and the Fate of 
the Solar System. Icarus 2000;145(2):614–27.

[30] Bostrom N, Ćirković M, eds. Global Catastrophic Risks. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press;2008.

[31] Yudkowsky E. Artificial Intelligence as a Positive and Negative Factor in Global 
Risk. In Bostrom N, Ćirković, eds. Global Catastrophic Risks. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press;2008:308-345. 

[32] BBC News. Move to new planet, says Hawking. 30 November 2006. at: 
<http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/6158855.stm> [accessed October 2008].

[33] Sandberg A, Matheny JG, Ćirković MM. How can we reduce the risk of human 
extinction?. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 2008;September.

[34] Urias JM, DeAngelis IM, Ahern DA, Caszatt JS, Fenimore GW, Wadzinski MJ. 
Planetary defense. United States Air Force 1996. at: <csat.au.af.mil/2025/volume3/
vol3ch16.pdf> [accessed October 2008].

[35] Gritzner C. Analysis of alternative systems for orbit alteration of near-Earth 
asteroids and comets. European Space Agency 1997. at: <http://www.tu-dresden.de/
mwilr/space/rfs/Dokumente/Publikationen/ESA-TT-1349.pdf> [accessed October 
2008].



[36] Hanson R. Catastrophe, Social Collapse, and Human Extinction.  In Bostrom N, 
Ćirković M, eds. Global Catastrophic Risks. Oxford: Oxford University Press;2008. 
p. 363–77.

[37] Lovelock J, Seidel P. A Primer of Civilization. World Futures 2003;59(3-4):315–8.
[38] Charles D. A ‘Forever’ Seed Bank Takes Root in the Arctic. Science 

2006;312:1730–1.
[39] Posner R. Catastrophe: risk and response. New York: Oxford University 

Press;2004.
[40] Tonn BE. Distant futures and the environment. Futures 2002;34:117–32.
[41] Tonn BE. Transcending oblivion. Futures 1999 ;31:351–9.
[42] Whittington D, MacRae Jr D. The issue of standing in cost-benefit analysis. Journal 

of Policy Analysis and Management 1986;5(4):665–82.
[43] Eckersley R. Beyond Human Racism. Environmental Values 1998;7:165–82.
[44] Hayward T. Anthropocentrism: A Misunderstood Problem. Environmental Values 

1997;6:49–63.
[45] Nozick R. Anarchy, State and Utopia. New York: Basic Books;1974.
[46] Schelling TC. Intergenerational and international discounting. Risk Analysis 

2000;20(6):833–7.
[47] Singer P. Famine, affluence, and morality. Philosophy and Public Affairs 

1972;1(1):229–43.
[48] Singer P. Animal Liberation: A New Ethics for our Treatment of Animals. New 

York: Random House;1975.
[49] Singer P. The great ape debate. Project Syndicate, May, 2006. at: 

<http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/singer11> [accessed October 
2008].

[50] Jamieson D, ed. Singer and his critics. Oxford: Blackwell;1999.
[51] Azar C. Weight factors in cost-benefit analysis of climate change. Environmental 

and Resource Economics 1999;13:249–68.
[52] Hammitt JK. Valuing Changes in Mortality Risk: Lives Saved Versus Life Years 

Saved. Review of Environmental Economics and Policy 2007;1(2):228–240.
[53] Somanathan E. Valuing lives equally: distributional weights for welfare analysis. 

Economics Letters 2006;90:122–5.
[54] McKay CP, Toon OB, Kasting JF. Making Mars habitable. Nature 1991;352:489–

96.
[55] Frederick S. Valuing future life and future lives: A framework for understanding 

discounting. Journal of Economic Psychology 2006;27(5):667–80.
[56] Howarth RB. Against high discount rates. In Sinnott-Armstrong W, Howarth RB, 

eds. Perspectives on climate change: science, economics, politics, ethics. 
Amsterdam: Elsevier;2005. p. 99–120.

[57] Newell R, Pizer W. Discounting the distant future: how much do uncertain rates 
increase valuations? Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 
2003;46:52–71.

[58] Arrow KJ, Cline W, Maler KG, Munasinghe M, Squitieri R, Stiglitz J. 
Intertemporal equity, discounting and economic efficiency. in Bruce J, Lee H, 
Haites E, eds. Climate change 1995: economic and social dimensions of climate 
change. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press;1996. p. 125–44 [chapter 4].



[59] Baum S. Beyond the Ramsey model for climate change assessments. Ethics in 
Science and Environmental Politics 2007;2007:15–21.

[60] Matheny JG. Reducing the risk of human extinction. Risk Analysis 
2007;27(5):1335–44.


