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1. Is sustainable development a useful concept? What might it involve in practice?
The concept of sustainable development is a rather new interpretation of what constitutes what is popularly, and historically believed to be, reasonable development practices, to which our orthodox economic organisations are only, in the last few decades, seriously considering sustainable development and even implementing some of the varying practices that are economically and developmentally sustainable to us. 
Considering the phenomena of human advanced climate change and the impact on the general environment of the planet as direct results of our economic and development planning within the arrangements of especially what is known as ‘the developed world’ usually referencing to North America, Western Europe and Japan, but could now also be extended to much of China’s advanced sectors such as cities and factories. The impacts of such historical facts are an increasingly polluted and dangerous environment for both humans and other life as well. The World Geological Society set the start of what is known as The Anthropocene, which means that the planet’s life is currently undergoing a sixth extinction comparable with that of the other five great mass extinction events that we know of in the planet’s history. 
The things I have described are all part and parcel of the same package of economic planning and development. Sustainable development on the other hand gives human beings at least several different alternative ways of going about development in the first place. For example, our current economic system does not look forwards more than 50 years into the future and accounts the value measurement to all future humans as zero and therefore negates and responsibility to future generations. It is through these actions that we have the current challenges to our own survival such as the Anthropocene and mass pollution of water sources with plastics. I would say that the usefulness of sustainable development far outweighs the impracticalities of the continuation of the vast majority of developmental practices which now actually pose a short to mid-term existential threat to organised human civilisation. Considering this, it will only get worse if we do not change the road that our economic and developmental practices pull us down. 
The clarity that I will attempt to show about what we consider to be development will be to briefly outline the concept of underdevelopment which has the following characteristics: low wages, low life-expectancy, limited or no access to health-care services, extreme exploitation by usually a mixture of governmental practices and trans-national corporations and trade agreements, illiteracy, high mortality rates for infants/elderly people, a majority of the population living in abject poverty, what is seen and described as by more developed countries and their national interests as hotbeds and havens for foreign investors, and limited access to sanitation and the internet due to lack of electricity. So as opposed to underdevelopment, development describes a general improvement of living conditions, education, access to food, water, sanitation and so on, eventually getting to the point where these things are no longer seen as luxuries but rather base-line standards of living that the vast majority of people can expect to have. 
When it comes to any obligations to future generations of humans (and other life forms) the orthodox economics that we currently use fall extremely short when taking this point into account, especially since it tends to exasperate the situation of underdeveloped nations and in fact tends to further the underdevelopment of other nations through what is known in political science as ‘structural adjustment’ for the sake of an ‘economic miracle’ for foreign investment. So, to have a sustainable development scheme that would have any impact it would have to be international in character and scope. Not only that, but it would be classed as strong sustainability as opposed to weak sustainability. Weak sustainability is what our economies in the developed world already implement, because of the current increasing practices of global unsustainability practice created through the interpretation that weak sustainability is good, this is the reality of the situation.
In Herman E. Daly’s paper entitled ‘On Wilfred Beckerman’s Critique of Sustainable Development’, strong sustainability is explained in the following way: ‘Strong sustainability assumes that manmade and natural capital are basically complements.’[footnoteRef:1] This explanation brings into light how a strong sustainable development is one that understands resources as complementary to one another, meaning that there is an implicit understanding that manmade capital relies solely on natural capital, that one cannot have manmade capital without the use of natural capital (resources), to make it in the first place. This advocates the reasoning that all natural and manmade capital is limited and therefore we should reject that old way of thinking about resources as being limitless and worthwhile to exploit for short-term monetary gain.  [1:  Herman E. Daly, ‘On Wilfred Beckerman’s Critique of Sustainable Development’, Environmental Values 4 (1995): 49-55, p. 49] 

Strong sustainability advocates a very much longer-term view on how to use resources effectively and sustainably for an almost unlimited amount of time into the future to create a sustainable and flourishing environment for future generations to benefit from. 

2. [bookmark: _GoBack]What are the requirements for ‘having moral standing’ and which beings qualify? 

G. J. Warnock on moral standing says ‘A being has moral standing if that being ought to be taken into consideration for itself. Beings that have moral standing are beings ‘to whom principles of morality apply from, so to speak, the other end – from the standpoint not of the agent but of the “patient”.[footnoteRef:2] one way in which this could be interpreted, could be that what Warnock believes to be a patient in a moral circumstance, would have to be a being whose intelligence allowed them the capacity to feel that if they were in distress or pain for example. Then they would feel a sense, of obligation towards themselves from others to see them in a moral light. That is having the capacity to seek help from others when in a moral dilemma of one’s own particular circumstances. One example that immediately springs to mind in terms of what could be applicable to such an interpretation the only thing that it seems could be proven to have these capacities is a human being, and therefore in this particular way to interpret the remark that Warnock makes would be to see that he could only be talking about human beings. Therefore, this interpretation would be an anthropocentric one and of course therefore alienates all other beings from that kind of description. However, this is not the only interpretation of what it is to have moral standing. Another interpretation which possibly has more complications but applies to many more living beings is the biocentric view, one specific view of this kind is called biocentric consequentialism in the paper that Robin Attfield wrote, Can Biocentric Consequentialism meet Pluralist Challenges? he explains, “Biocentric theories recognise the moral standing of all living creatures, and not of humanity alone.”[footnoteRef:3] One the defining characteristics of biocentrism is it describes intrinsic value to all living beings. This intrinsic value is indirect reference to what is called ‘the good’ within these living beings, Alan Carter states, “Attfield argues that whatever as a good of its own as moral standing, and that all living creatures of the good of their own. However, this is not to say that all living beings have equal moral significance.”[footnoteRef:4] Attfield explained that he takes the intrinsic good of all living things to consist of the flourishing, “development of the capacities essential to their kind”[footnoteRef:5] , he explains that he has used Aristotle’s interpretation of what ‘the good’ may account for. He does give Carter his due credit by mentioning in response to his criticism of biocentrism , a maintaining that the more complex and nuanced different capacities may be, he gives the example of autonomy, could take preference over things of a less complex description of capacities, he says the only time this could be applicable would be when both different descriptions of organisms or beings are both at risk but makes it clear that neither one would take priority over the other if such an event, as both beings being at risk then the case would be that there is specific circumstances in which a value judgement must be made over beings that of intrinsically valuable. In a strange way this references animal farm in the famous words of, ‘everyone is equal but some more equal than others’. Here I’m not trying to directly criticise Attfield in statement, where I’m essentially saying that he is authoritarian in his discrepancies over the capacities of living beings whom are, (according to his own philosophical beliefs) all intrinsically valuable but, rather that, the value judgement that he is making here is as he puts it himself, “value dependent on their appreciation by conscious observers”[footnoteRef:6] . The reason why I do not think this is a wholly ironic anthropocentric stance is a recognition of as he puts it, “there immense instrumental value in supporting multitudes of individual bearers of moral standing and making possible there flourishing.”[footnoteRef:7] it is here that he argues for the preservation of the largest possible amounts of what he calls biodiversity. It is here I must appreciate the vast interconnectedness of nature when I consider what could be intrinsically valuable in order to have some kind of moral standing in the manner that biocentrism proposes because, it seems that all things, both living and not living are interconnected to one another simultaneously in a holistic nature and functionality. That is to say that,  in order for life to exist in the first place there must be inanimate objects for which there is no life, but simply the possibility of chemical reactions leading to the what may be called, emergent properties of such a character of reactions. In which case, one could say the pre-requisites of life are things of that which are not actually alive which considering Attfield’s position, with things being intrinsically valuable because they uphold various parts of an ecosystem one could say that even inanimate objects are intrinsically valuable in of themselves, because of their capacity to produce the possibilities of emergent properties such as life in the first place and without which there would be no life at all. Following this the beings applicable to having moral standing would be all beings as a standardised point however it would have to then expand on the essay question in terms of the fact that it implies the possibility that inanimate objects have intrinsic value also. Therefore the possibility exists that all things are intrinsically valuable and the only way that one could make a judgement of different kinds of values depending on the different situations would be, to make an independent value judgement based on how much one could appreciate that particular thing whether it is thing that is alive or a thing that is not.  One may also say that one might have to have an  intricate knowledge of chemical reactions  and  the specific chemical reactions needed  for possibility of the emergent property that we call life  because of course there are many chemical reactions  that happened in the universe that  one could say have very little to do with  the possibility of life occurring  in the universe.  there is one other possibility and that is of the possibility of a machine singularity created through mechanical means, that is to say manmade means and therefore gaining a kind of sentience, which course and the possibility of that singularity having sentience as a part of its characteristics but also therefore the possibility of having a moral standing over itself and its context and also therefore having some kind of possibility of an intrinsic value within that thing. [2:  G.J Warnock, 1971, p. 148 cited by Kenneth Goodpaster, 1978, p. 308) at]  [3:  Robin Attfield, ‘Can Biocentric Consequentialism meet Pluralist Challenges?’, Consequentialism & Environmental Ethics (2014) 1-45, p. 1
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