Can our responsibilities towards future generations be articulated in terms of the idea that we have an obligation not to harm them? If there is a problem with that idea how are we to articulate the obligations that we clearly have? 

During the age of the ancient times all the way through to the age of contemporary philosophy. Philosophers have held metaphysics of utmost importance. One of the leading topics was how the role of responsibility one has towards future generations. It’s been of increasing interest as it demonstrates the importance that we as a human society have towards ourselves, each other and the environment that we inhabit and have an effect on. In this essay I have taken the ideas of responsibility and obligation to mean ‘the state or fact of having a duty to deal with something or of having control over someone’, And obligation to mean ‘an act or course of action to which a person is morally or legally bound; a duty or commitment.’’ But however, for this essay I have given here a platonic perspective of them in order to demonstrate Kant's philosophical outlook. Furthermore, with this platonic perspective taken of the two notions I have suggested that Responsibility and obligation are, it can be seen that they stand in for something, that which is of an essence nature. Essentially, responsibility and obligation are words to symbolise certain thought forms that connect us to essences of what there is in consciousness. Additionally, I have continued by outlining examples of the matter of locality and temporality. To then concluded with Derek Parfitt's identity problem and its relation to responsibility to future generations.
At the very least, one could say that we have responsibilities towards future generations and that can be articulated in terms of the idea that we have an obligation not to harm them because of a few reasons. Firstly, our relationship towards the ideal of responsibility could be seen as non-local and non-temporal. Effectively, meaning that our responsibilities are not limited to a single timeline of life or can be placed to specified areas of space within the environment, but rather extensive to people who have not been given birth to and extensive to whomever in all places whether it be on this world or another. Consequently, this ideal of responsibility connects us to the essence of obligation, as we are becoming incongruent by not engaging in forms, that are apart of us. Immanuel Kant here classifies this position in his philosophical discourse of critique of pure reason suggesting that the ‘good will’ is inherent in all human beings, saying it is that existing part within us that urges us to do good. Here we could use Kant's methodology to argue that responsibility, as an platonic idea, is incorporated into his category of human living, thus effectively giving human beings causal connection to act upon it. This is evident as Kant states, ‘'Both love of mankind, and respect for their rights are duties; the former however is only a conditional, the latter an unconditional, purely imperative duty, which he must be perfectly certain not to have transgressed who would give himself up to the secret emotions arising from benevolence.’’[footnoteRef:17379] Clearly, this account of enquiry leads oneself on to the ideal of duty, as its synonymous with obligation. Duty is given to us through our obligation to carry out one’s own good will and responsibility that is inherent to us. It’s important to second that point. That we are becoming incongruent otherwise. as responsibility is an ideal that is part of being a human. So, if we ignore this component of human nature in one’s life, we are diminishing ourselves from flourishing. [17379:  
] 

Here, we can see parfit in accordance with Kant as he pens the notion “This part of Kant's view is, I believe, a profound truth. We can be morally responsible in several other ways, or senses, but no one could ever be responsible, I believe, in any way that could make them deserve to suffer. Nor, I believe, does anyone deserve to be less happy.” However, on the other hand, one might argue that even though one might have an obligation towards future people, we need to establish what we mean by the identification of persons, given that we are talking about people. Because what distinguishes more or less ‘harm’ is grounded in what people are or who they are. One example here show this problem, say we want to prevent a city building a hospital near a volcano, and we do manage to make that change because of the danger that it may cause and instead the city builds the hospital near the sea side where we expected there would be less danger, but however all of a sudden there is an earthquake that effects areas of seaside causing destruction of the building and harm to all the people in there.  Therefore, resulting in the initial plan to cause less harm to future generations a fail. In light of this, this shows us that we cannot cause less harm to future generation as we cannot predict events. Here is another example to explain, if we got into a time machine and looked into the future world state and saw all the chaos there and thought to come back to present day to make changes in the world, we would begin by finding things to change in the current state of the world like medicine, nuclear waste, recycling plants. However, these things that we change now with expectation that casualties for less harm for future generation may in actual fact lead to more harm rather than less because the actions we take potentially cause a unaccounted for butterfly effect that could lead to more bad than good. Additionally, if we went into the future to save certain set of people they may not want saving or less harm as their identity changes over time, as due to the environment changing and their causal circumstances that make them who they are. In light of this, it demonstrates to us that we cannot account for who/what the people will become in the future and whether or not what is the right course of action to take, if that happened to be less harm, as we don’t understand what it is to be a human and human nature.

To conclude, there is an obligation to not harm future generations, given to us through the essence of responsibility as a platonic form, a component within human nature, whilst also being in relation with Immanuel Kant's good will, another component of human nature. However, as we cannot determine future events and still have ignorance to what it is to be human, the question is left open ended 
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