Introduction and background
There is a sub-discipline of philosophy called ‘environmental philosophy’. This sub-discipline explores in great depth many issues that are relevant to sustainability. In studying this sub-discipline we will necessarily employ various research methods.
Introduction 

1. History

In the 1970’s the environmental movement raised a host of issues that could not be ignored by philosophers. It was during this time that philosophers concerned about environmental issues raised basic questions about humanity’s relationship with nature:

· Are humans the only valuable beings on the planet? 

· Does the nature world have its own worth, independent of the use it has for humans? 

· Do humans have obligations to nonhuman beings? Do we have obligations to only sentient beings, or do our obligations extent to nonsentient things like plants, and ecosystems?

· Do we have obligations to future beings?

· What are the ethical issues arising from problems to do with overpopulation and how should we best tackle the problems? 
Environmental philosophy emerged as an academic subject in a cluster of writings (of the early 1970s), most of which advocated moving from anthropocentrism (an approach which accords moral standing to human interests alone) to a non-anthropocentric approach (which recognises the moral standing of non-human beings).
Richard Sylvan claimed that 
‘The liberal philosophy of the Western world holds that one should be able to do what one wishes provided (1) that he does no harm to others and (2) that he is not likely to harm himself irreparably. Let us call this principle basic (human) chauvinism – because under it humans, or people, come first and everything else a bad last – though sometimes the principle is hailed as the freedom principle because it gives permission to perform a wide range of actions providing they do not harm others’ (‘Is There a Need for a New, an Environmental Ethic?, Proceedings  of the World Congress of Philosophy, No.1, Bulgaria, Varna, 1973, p.207). 
Sylvan argued that the dominant human-centred ethical tradition does not take sufficient account of the nonhuman world and its inhabitants and, as such, is not adequate as an environmental ethic. 

2. The sphere of morality
What kind of things matter in their own right? Some philosophers have used rational argumentation to extend the domain of morality to include other than human beings and even ecosystems. 
Whilst there is much debate about the kinds of things that have moral standing, it’s generally agreed that whatever has interests is deserving of moral consideration. A being with interests is a being that’s capable of being harmed or benefited, whereas ‘a being without interests is a being that’s incapable of being harmed or benefited, having no good or “sake” of its own’ (Joel Feinberg, ‘The Rights of Animals and Unborn Generations’, in Philosophy and Environmental Crisis, ed. William T. Blackstone (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1974), p.51). 
(* A thing has moral standing if it should be included in our moral considerations / if it matters in a moral sense.)
Let’s look at the kinds of things concerning which we may have moral obligations.
· Human beings

· Sentient beings 
· Non-sentient things 
· Non-living things 
· Groups of kinds

1. Do these kinds of beings or kinds of things matter in a moral sense? Does it matter how we treat them?
2. Do they have interests? If ‘yes’, what interests do they have? 
Reading
Essential reading
Robin Attfield, Environmental Ethics (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2003), Sec.1, pp.1-30.
Recommended reading

John Benson, Environmental Ethics: an introduction with readings (London and NY: Routledge, 2000), pp.9-16.
Further reading

- Extract from Rachel Carson, Silent Spring [1962](London: Penguin Classics, 2000).  (I will supply.)
- Extract from Paul Ehrlich, The Population Bomb (New York: Ballantine Books, 1968). (I will supply.)
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