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“As seen from space, our planet, the shared natural environment of humanity and fellow creatures, is both valuable and vulnerable. It is valuable as the bearer and the setting of valuable lives, and vulnerable through the maltreatment by its inhabitants of shared resources, and of each other. In circumstances such as these, a global ethic relevant to the environment, and applying both to individuals, institutions and countries, becomes indispensable.”

CAN THERE BE A GLOBAL environmental ethic?

INTRODUCTION   
The world faces an environmental crisis of global proportions. It is now widely acknowledged that environmental problems affecting life in one part of the world will ultimately affect life in other parts. It is therefore no longer adequate only to consider what is happening in a given locality or to address environmental problems at the local level alone. In response to this realisation, environmentalism has become a global movement. Most environmental activists and policy-makers agree that global problems require international cooperation if they are to be addressed and resolved. Many are beginning to believe that the best way to foster the required cooperation is to promote a global ethic. 
International organisations such as the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the United Nations Environment Programme, and non-governmental organisations like the World Wildlife Fund for Nature and Greenpeace International, have evolved to address international environmental issues and problems. Although differing in remit and focus, all these bodies claim international relevance and reach. Whether successfully or not, they claim to represent the interests of the ‘global community’. Equally, the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), born of the necessity to address environmental issues at a global level, in 1987, produced Our Common Future, a report  written by a transnational committee chaired by the Norwegian Prime Minister Go Harlem Brundtland. The aim of the report was to bring about international cooperation in the environmental field. Following what became known as the Brundtland report came the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992. 180 countries participated in what was known as the “Earth Summit” which rendered it the largest international conference ever held. Following the Earth Summit, UNCED called for the creation of a new charter that would set forth fundamental principles for sustainable development. The resulting Earth Charter was officially launched at the Peace Palace in The Hague on June 29th 2000. The ongoing mission of the Charter initiative is to establish a sound ethical foundation for the emerging global society and to help build a sustainable world based on respect for nature, universal human rights, economic justice, and a culture of peace. The Earth Charter is the only attempt to codify a global environmental ethic and is a clear indication that environmental ethical discourse has gone global. I shall study the Earth Charter in greater detail in Section IV. 

Environmental philosophers such as Holmes Rolston (1991)
, J Baird Callicott
, and Peter Singer
, have recently been arguing for the need for environmental ethics and that environmental philosophy consider ethics at a global level. A critical examination of the philosophical arguments for why global ethics are desirable is the focus of this dissertation. After considering the objections of those who, for a number of reasons I discuss, reject global ethics, I shall argue that some form of global environmental ethics is not only desirable, but is essential for the flourishing of the human race.
First though, I look at whether a global environmental ethic is in fact possible. Drawing upon global discourse and taking the United Nations Declaration on Human Rights (UNHDR) as a precedent I argue that, yes, such an ethic is possible. I then go on to debate whether or not it is desirable, examining the tensions between the universal and the particular, the global and the local, and ultimate individual freedom versus restriction on freedom in the name of sustainability. I argue for the universal, the global, and a restriction on certain freedoms, while enhancing others.  I propose a cosmopolitan global ethic which would be universal and apply to all. It would enable and ensure sustainability, focussing on human freedoms, capabilities and flourishing. Damaging activities and certain freedoms would be restricted. At the same time, individual cultures and traditions would be recognised: the over-arching concern being respect for human life, and for non-human life as that which sustains us.
While there are legitimate concerns about the concept of global environmental ethics, I will argue that these can be addressed and avoided and indeed they must be overcome because a global environmental ethic is necessary for the flourishing of life on the planet. I will then show why it is necessary and shall look at what the inherent principles should be. I consider the Earth Charter as it stands and conclude that it could form the basis of a global environmental ethic but could not actually be that ethic in its current form. The Earth Charter may provide us with a valuable starting point in the search for a global environmental ethic. I conclude that although a global environmental ethic may entail the curtailment of personal freedoms in some instances, it would actually increase them in others, and would contribute to an overall increase in human flourishing. 
In my view human beings are not essential for the health or well being of the environment; rather we are like a mildly irritating parasite. Earth would not self-destruct without humans (in fact if it could it would probably breathe a huge sigh of relief) but we need to respect and protect our environment to ensure that it remains habitable for us. In school biology lessons we learnt that a seed needs certain conditions for germination: light, warmth, moisture. In much the same way human beings require certain conditions for life and it is these conditions that we must maintain if we are to avoid extinction. We want to preserve the planet as we see it, as we know it, as a place in which we are comfortable and able to thrive, in short we need to look after our own interests. It is not our place to destroy, diminish, denude or exploit our environment, it is our place to respect it as that which supports us and gives us life. These insights ought to inspire not only greater humility but general agreement on some basic ethical principles that can guide our treatment of this planet.
Part I
A global environmental ethic: IS IT POSSIBLE?
a) A precedent has been set
While the primary aim of this dissertation is to put forth a convincing philosophical case for the desirability of global environmental ethics, it seems useful to begin by establishing that a global approach to ethics is in fact possible. In this section, then, I shall highlight important examples of ethical principles which are already in place and are working – to a greater or lesser degree – on a global level. If it can be shown that supranational institutions and agreements exist and are functioning to guide decision-making on other kinds of global problems, then the case could be made for a global environmental ethic working on a similar basis.

Organisations and institutions such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO), the World Health Organisation (WHO), the International Labour Organisation (ILO), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Bank function at a global level. They operate as part of the United Nations (UN) system, either as specialised agencies or autonomous organisations (with the exception of the WTO which is an independent body with “special UN cooperation arrangements”
). The United Nations is the umbrella beneath which international cooperation takes place and internationally-binding agreements and regulations are made. Some of these international agreements include the Kyoto Protocol, Agenda 21, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
Important for my purposes is the Universal Declaration of Human Rights which was adopted in 1948.  This is the central document of over fifty declarations and conventions of international and regional application to human rights. Although it is based upon Western political ideas, it is the first statement of its kind to confirm human dignity, and to outline basic rights and freedoms. Under this declaration, the rights of the individual take precedence over the interests of the nation. In this way, every individual’s rights are of importance regardless of their geographical or political status. It is not legally binding; therefore the principles take the form of recommendations rather than requirements. Because not all UN member states have unified views on human rights issues, not all have ratified the declaration. Although it is not in itself legally binding, the international community has encouraged voluntary compliance and the UN Commission on Human Rights monitors and reports on human rights situations in various countries and investigates whether those countries are living up to international standards. If it finds that they are not, even the drawing of attention to violations can bring great political pressure to bear. It can work, and national policies can change as a result, for example; the apartheid regime in South Africa. The fight against apartheid was, according to UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, “one that rallied people and Governments behind a common objective: the objective of reaffirming the basic human rights and fundamental freedoms of all peoples”.

Crucially it acts as a tool for recourse. If it is deemed that a nation state is in gross violation of agreed international standards of human rights, then action can be taken.
  It may be action in the form of political pressure, economic and/or political sanctions, or even intervention by UN agencies.
It can of course be argued that, like most UN mechanisms, the UNDHR has not been entirely successful; after all it does seem that member states tend to take the bits they like, and reject those that do not further their interests. The United States of America, for example, has refused to sign the Kyoto Protocol – the only international agreement on climate change. At the Earth Summit – UNCED – in Rio George W Bush stated that the lifestyle of the US would not be up for discussion.  The American administration also assert that US citizens would not be subject to trial in an International Criminal Court.

This element of voluntariness would seem to defeat the object, if the object is to promote and encourage universal adherence to democratically and mutually agreed principles. There are flaws with the UN system as it stands, particularly with regard to enforcement. Much has been written, discussed and proposed on the subject of UN reform, and I will touch upon some of the key issues in respect of global governance in Part IV. 
There is also a debate over whether universal principles should be adopted without question. It has been argued that the UNDHR is based on particularly Western political ideas and Western concepts of individual rights. This is a valid point if it is compared to the prevailing ideologies of countries such as China where the functioning of the collective is valued above that of the individual. When the former US Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, defended human rights as the universal moral language at the World Conference on Human Rights in 1993, he was heavily criticised. He defended his claim with the argument that “cultural relativism” had become “the last refuge of repression”, and that cultural traditions could not be regarded as ethical systems. One of his critics, American communitarian philosopher Deane Curtin, sees views such as Christopher’s as a form of systemic violence.
 Christopher was expressing the view that appeal to cultural tradition can be used to excuse all manner of repressive, oppressive, and even violent, practices. For Curtin, on the other hand, to deny these cultural practices is a form of violence. This disputation anticipates the debate I outline in the rest of this dissertation over whether global environmental ethics is desirable. I discuss Curtin’s view - and debate over universal versus particular or local ethical perspectives - in more depth in Part II. 

Problems with enforcement and philosophical debates notwithstanding, I want to argue that the very existence of the UNHDR serves to establish that global ethics is possible. The UNDHR sets a precedent in that it demonstrates the way in which international agreement can be reached on fundamental issues. This in turn shows that, although being part of distinct and disparate cultures, human beings globally can share common broad-based values. That is not to say there will not always be cultural difference and variation overlaying these values, but fundamentally there can be basic concurrence. If there can be this concurrence on human rights then perhaps the same could apply within the context of environmental principles applied universally.
b) How can this apply to the environment?
After the second World War, in the 1940s and 1950s, human rights issues were on the top of the international political agenda. The ensuing discussions resulted in an international declaration and broad agreement. In the same way, in the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s, environmental issues are at the forefront of international discussion. Although potentially controversial - as was the UNDHR - it could be that a similar broad agreement could be born of current environmental discourse. 
Environmental philosopher J Baird Callicott argues that some form of common environmental values already exists within differing cultures and religious traditions. In Earth’s Insights, Callicott provides an account of environmental values as seen from a variety of global religions and cultures. Of his work he says,

“[My] principle purpose is to audit the fund of ecological ideas on which the world’s various peoples may draw as we face a common and unprecedented global environmental crisis.”
 

It is not necessary here to reproduce Callicott’s work or to detail how each tradition regards the natural world. Suffice it to say that he finds evidence - perhaps in varying degrees and for differing reasons – of consideration and respect for nature in each of the traditions he studied. These traditions include the major religions as well as spiritual practices/systems less known in the West such as West Polynesian Paganism, South American Eco-Eroticism and Australian Aboriginal Dreamtime. Through looking at this variety of traditions, Callicott believes that we can derive hope from the possibility that there is “an ancient tie to nature in our human consciousness that simply needs to be rediscovered, reawakened and restored.”
  He speaks of

“..an intellectually diverse global network of indigenous environmental ethics, each adapted to its cultural and ecological bioregion.”

He then invites others to join the effort to create this network and acknowledges the plurality of environmental attitudes and values. Although acknowledging this plurality, his aim is to show that differing values can be mutually reinforcing, not necessarily contradictory and divisive. 

Callicott is appealing to the spiritual nature of humankind and is hopeful that through some form of spiritual reawakening or recognition we will reconnect with nature and thus increase our environmental awareness. The point is that Callicott shows that certain values can underpin all of human life. Although I am starting from a different point - being concerned with more basic, physical human needs as the foundation of an environmental ethic - this is what I also aim to show.  
The debate here is not over the possibility of a global environmental ethic, but its desirability. The question is not can we have a global environmental ethic - I have shown that in many ways we already do - but should we have one? This question evokes numerous questions and debates that are interesting to consider from an environmental philosophical perspective. I shall examine three: the debate between the particular and the universal, the local and the global, and negative and positive freedoms. In Part II I shall discuss the case against global environmental ethics put forth by those who value the particular and local over the universal and the global, and by those who believe that the state should have minimal powers of intervention, thus providing citizens with (almost) ultimate freedom of action. I then respond to these positions, drawing on what I think are the convincing arguments of those who argue in favour of the universal and the global and for an approach based on human capabilities (or positive personal freedoms). 
Part II 
IS A GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL ETHIC DESIRABLE?
In answering the question of whether a global environmental ethic is desirable, there are three positions I want to discuss which would oppose such an ethic. . I shall take postmodern criticism and ecocommunitarianism, the charge of globalitarianism, and neo-liberalism/libertarianism and discuss them in turn.  Although differing positions, the objection is broadly that a global ethical code would be an imposition and could never hope to be appropriate to all of the diverse populations on the planet. 

a) The case against a global ethic
i) Postmodern criticism and ecocommunitarianism: Particular ethics in local places
Strong criticism of the idea of a global environmental ethic comes from those who would argue that any attempt to prescribe a way of life, a system of thought or moral orientation for all human beings would have to be an imposition by those creating the rules (in the critics’ eyes, possibly Western environmental philosophers). It would have to deny local tradition and difference and thus be a form of cultural imperialism.
Many Western postmodern academics and ecocommunitarians certainly take this stance. I group these views together as both are concerned with the particular and the local. The postmodernist is against anything that could be deemed to be universalising, or a grand or master narrative, and supports the recognition of cultural context.  The ecocommunitarian comes from a communitarian philosophical position and as such, is concerned with tradition, context, and local community. Both would be against a global ethic as they would see it as universalising and denying cultural difference.  
For example, Jim Cheney, the author of what Max Oelschlaeger calls “the most catalytic essay in postmodern environmental ethics”
 , believes that to prepare a theory, religion or culture for export is to turn it into a potential tool for the colonisation of the minds of other people. This resonates with the view of ecocommunitarian Deane Curtin, which I discuss later in this section.
Cheney’s thesis is that there are no solutions for environmental problems in general, but only in relation to specific ecosystems where human beings have effectively dug in and taken root. Such sustained living in place, Cheney claims, gives humans the opportunity to discover the fundamental rhythms and pace, the structures and dynamics, of particular ecosystems. He regards the modern worldview as totalising and colonising: totalising in that it claims to be a master narrative, applying to all; and colonising in that it attempts to characterise all places in terms of universals of principles with no regard to the particular context. Cheney argues against any attempt at language or discourse which is totalising, and would thus disagree with the formulation of a global ethic. For him, this would be to ignore the texture of place, to demonstrate indifference to cultural difference. 

He is articulating a bioregional narrative; a narrative that reflects human situatedness in nature and articulates local knowledge of the interrelations between the human and the more than human. Simply put, bioregionalism is about regional self-sufficiency. Advocates of bioregionalism divide the earth into a series of “bioregions” – areas which constitute one integrated ecosystem. These bioregions, it is argued, should form the point of identity for populations rather than the artificial boundaries of states and counties. Bioregions should aim at being increasingly self-sufficient in food and other materials and reducing their imports from other bioregions. It is also argued that bioregions should be units of government too – thus the political boundaries would reflect natural boundaries. He believes that ethics come out of the sense of identity derived from attachment to and knowledge of place; of the bioregion. 
For reasons similar to Cheney’s, Deane Curtin objects to global ethics because it clashes fundamentally with the communitarian principle that ethics ought to emerge from the particular traditions of particular communities. 

In Chinnagounder’s Challenge, Curtin argues that social and environmental justice cannot be exported from context to another. 
 He cites as evidence the example of Project Tiger in India that has been famously criticised by Ramachandra Guha.
 This international project, supported by the Indian Government, aims to protect the endangered tiger by preserving its habitat. The project has been successful protecting the tiger, but a high price has been paid: the indigenous people have been driven off the land and consequently disenfranchised with no way to make a living. The point here is that the values of the West (in this case, in respect of wildlife preservation) do not work when imposed – perforce - on the South. Or at least, they have been successful for the Bengal tiger, but not for the displaced human population. 
For Curtin, the critical environmental issue for the great majority of the world’s people is the struggle to maintain traditional relationships to particular places, what he calls their ‘ecocommunities’. His concern is with out-of-context debates: transcultural debates, often between the first world and third worlds. The first world debate comes from the tradition of political liberalism wherein, the third world, if it experiences liberalism at all, experiences it as colonialism. In considering philosophical ethical positions – and the way(s) in which they are manifested, he concedes that utilitarian and deontological approaches are different but asserts that they are both variations of political liberalism. He defines utilitarian approaches as, “in determining the good, consider only the consequences of our actions”, and deontological approaches as, “in determining the right, never consider consequences; only universal principles or the intentions of an autonomous moral will count”. 

Moreover, the attempt to supplant community values with Western imposed ‘universal’ values, can, according to Curtin, be regarded as cultural violence. In his view, racism, sexism, and colonialism are all systemic patterns of thinking and cultural organisation that often result in the creation of institutionalised forms of violence.

Curtin’s alternative approach assumes that, for the most part, people are experts about their own lives and communities, as well as their culturally specific relationships to nature. As such, they should have the ultimate say in how that community operates and should resists diktats from external cultures. The future of the planet, according to Curtin, urgently requires a global practice of localised care for the environment. This is possible, he says, because we all live in ecocommunities, we all live in relationship to a particular place, and it is this relationship which is fundamental to ethical knowledge. Curtin quotes Wendell Berry (a fellow ecocommunitarian): 

“If we could think locally, we would take far better care of things than we do now. The right local questions and answers will be the right global ones. The Amish question, “What will this do for our community?” tends toward the right answer for the world.” 

Curtin is calling for a far more pluralistic, multi-dimensional account of moral and ecological knowledge and proposes a critical ecocommunitarianism, meaning that all values begin in local moral identities. For him it is local knowledge that should inform ethical discourse – internal, not external, goods should be the focus. He is critical of the well-meaning assumption that “we’re all in the same boat” because it corrupts the possibility of genuine communication. For Curtin, genuine communication can only happen when it begins within and emanates from the context of the particular (eco)community, rather than – as he sees it – being imposed from outside.
ii) Globalitarianism
A second kind of criticism of global environmental ethic comes from those who, although not coming from a postmodern, academic standpoint, are concerned with the disregard of local concerns and express a fear of Western imperial tendencies within the context of environmental ethics. The concern is that any global ethic would have to be totalising and colonising; a form of neo-imperialism. This position differs to that of the postmodernist, or ecocommunitarian, in that the claim is that such imposition goes even deeper than culture: as in it is an actual form of imperialism when policies are imposed. Among these critics are Wolfgang Sachs and Vandana Shiva who have been highly critical of UNCED and WCED policies and projects (e.g., the Brundtland Report and the Rio Summit in particular) - especially their impacts on people and environments of the global South..
In his introduction to Global Ecology, Sachs writes:

“In recent years a discourse on global ecology has developed that is largely devoid of any consideration of power relations, cultural authenticity and moral choice: instead, it rather promotes the aspirations of arising eco-cracy to manage nature and regulate people worldwide. Ironically, a movement which once invited people to humility has produced experts who succumb to the temptation of hubris.”
 
This quotation neatly captures the position of Sachs and Shiva (who contributed an article to that book titled “The Greening of the Global Reach”). They argue that the North, having influenced the world and imposed Western industrialisation throughout, is now experiencing the negative consequences of this influence, this domination, and so now is looking to further influence the South to mitigate these consequences. In Sachs’ view this is tantamount to more imposition and colonisation.  We (in the North) want to impose limitations upon the South in order to avert the global crisis but are not willing to accept limits ourselves (this is especially illustrated by the US stance on certain global environmental issues). It is fair to point out, as Sachs does, that it is common for Northerners to rush to protect, say, the Amazonian rainforest or an endangered tiger, whereas it is not common for Southerners to act in defence of, say, North American old growth forest.  We know something is going wrong, we want to save ourselves, so we turn our attention to the rest of the world. Suddenly we care about floods in Bangladesh because we realise that this is symptomatic of something that will ultimately affect us. As Sachs says, “the survival instinct of the North shapes its claim to save humanity”.
  
Sachs is critical of the development experts whose frame remains that of “sustainable development”, calling for the conservation of development, not the conservation of nature. He observes that it is not the conservation of nature’s dignity which is on the international agenda, but the extension of human centred utilitarianism to posterity. Sachs uses the term “eco-cratic” to describe those experts who wish to apply ecological rules universally and likens their approach to the developmentalist who adheres to universalist economic rules. He criticises both for passing over the rights of local communities to be in charge of their resources and to build a meaningful society. This may be true in some cases of the economist and the capitalist – we have seen the results of economic development – but it need not be true of the environmentalist. 

Vandana Shiva quite correctly observes that the “local” has disappeared from environmental concern and that it seems as though only “global” environmental problems exist, and that it is taken for granted that their solution can only be global. As already discussed, environmental problems are now seen as global because they do not just affect localities, they have global repercussions. Consequently, their solution(s) by necessity must be global in reach.  However, writes Shiva: 
“the “global” in the dominant discourse is the political space in which a particular dominant local seeks global control, and frees itself of local, national and international restraints. The global does not represent the universal human interest, it represents a particular local and parochial interest which has been globalised through the scope of its reach…...”
  
What she is saying here is that the dominant discourse at summits and conferences is coming from organisations and institutions with local (i.e., Western/Northern) economic and development interests. Because they are in a powerful position on the world stage, these local interests have global reach: they aim to have global dominion yet they have only their own interest, or that of their particular nation, state or region, at heart. In making this argument Shiva is not wrong. The World Trade Organisation (WTO), North American Free Trade Association (NAFTA), Free Trade Association of the Americas (FTAA), et al, do not generally speaking represent universal human interest. If they did, and if they were effective, I would not be writing this paper; I’d have no need to because there would not be an ecological crisis. Those with the power have local interests as their focus, and thus seek to impose those interests upon all, for the benefit of their own particular locality.
Echoing Sachs’ concerns, for Shiva, global concerns create the case for green imperialism. The North gains a new political space in which to control the South. Shiva gives the example of Dupont, a large-scale manufacturer of CFCs. She says that the rational mechanism to control CFC production and use was to control these plants. But, she claims, once ozone depletion becomes a global concern, the manufacturers are not held to account, instead poorer nations are blamed for their use of CFCs.
 I agree: Dupont should be held to account, and their practices should be restricted. This is precisely what I propose later in this Section when discussing curtailment of freedoms - in this case, Dupont’s freedom to produce CFCs with impunity. 

iii) Libertarianism and neo-liberal individualism
Opposition to universal ethical principles does not only come from those concerned with local tradition and cultural context. Advocates of libertarian theory, or neo-liberalism
 are also against any form of global environmental ethic. This is because the neo-liberal view (in theory) opposes imperialism and stands against interference from the state or government (or indeed any global authority) in the affairs of free and equal individuals. A global environmental ethic would be viewed as interference by an external authority, which would go against neo-liberal theory, prizing as it does, the ultimate freedom of the individual to do as s/he pleases, as long as s/he is not harming anyone else in the process. A straightforward account of libertarian theory is provided by Peter Wenz
.  
Contemporary approaches to political and economic liberalism can be traced to John Rawls’s influential and important theory of justice. A particular requirement of this theory is the “priority of liberty”. This priority takes a particularly sharp form in modern libertarian theory, which in some formulations (e.g., Nozick – see below) give extensive classes of rights – varying from personal liberties to property rights – nearly complete precedence over the pursuit of social goals (including the removal of deprivation and destitution). 

Following Rawls, Robert Nozick advocates libertarianism.
 Libertarianism – unlike utilitarianism - has no direct interest in happiness or desire fulfilment, its foundation consists entirely of liberties and rights of various kinds. Rights, including property rights, have complete priority. According to Nozick, the “entitlements” that people have through the exercise of these rights cannot, in general, be outweighed because of their results – no matter what those results may be. Of course, these consequences need not always be desirable, and can sometimes be terrible, for example, deprivation and famine can coexist with all libertarian rights (including rights of property ownership) being satisfied.
 

In Social Justice and Environmental Goods David Miller attempts to show how environmental concerns (“goods”) can be integrated into a liberal theory of social justice
. I cite him as a defender of the neo-liberal position: he may not be a neo-liberal himself, but in this article he is considering how environmental problems can be addressed within the current – predominantly neo-liberal – economic climate. He observes that environmental goods are not distributed to individuals, for example, “nobody gets a share of the ozone layer or the Siberian tiger”
 and that therefore there will be difficulty in evaluating them within a liberal, individualistic framework. Miller notes that any attempt on the part of a government to enact an environmental policy will restrict or reduce people’s liberty to some degree or another. Public expenditure may need to be increased, the tax burden may thus be increased on certain individuals, and perhaps cuts will need to be made elsewhere, possibly in education or social security. And, he argues, the impact is likely to be felt more by some individuals than by others. Here he illustrates how individual freedoms may be curtailed as a result of environmental policy, which is not a scenario welcomed by the neo-liberal or libertarian. 
Under the standard liberal view, environmentalism, or environmental concern, is simply one of many “preferences”, and as such, should not have any more (or indeed less) standing than any other “preference”. According to Rawlsian theory it is not acceptable to make some pay for the preference(s) of others. Thereby, no individual should have to suffer - or to be restricted in terms of personal or financial freedom – in order to satisfy the preference of another individual. 
A possible solution the problem of achieving environmental justice offered by Miller is that environmental goods become considered alongside primary goods as goods that everyone wants as much of as possible. Then people would be provided with liberties, opportunities and wealth – the rights prescribed by neo-liberalism – and with an environment that is valued. Miller though finds a problem with the question of how to determine which features of the environment are valued by individuals. He predicts conflict between one person who desires a landscape free of human interference, and another who wants to build a football stadium. The problem for the neo-liberal is basically that global ethics threaten to impose restrictions on individual liberty. From the neo-liberal perspective, individuals should be ‘’free from” such impositions.

In the following section I shall respond to these critics in turn. While they raise important concerns, it is my argument that each may be addressed by defending a cosmopolitan and capabilities based approach to global environmental ethics.
Part III
Common ground: endorsing desirability
a) Defending cosmopolitanism – answering postmodernists and ecocommunitarians
In order to counter arguments against the desirability of global or universal environmental ethics, I want first to consider the principles of cosmopolitanism. A cosmopolitan approach to environmental ethics is taken by British philosopher Robin Attfield who in his book The Ethics of the Global Environment takes the view that we, as citizens of the world, not only have rights, but also duties and responsibilities to the world as a whole
. He defends the concept of the global environment, and argues for shared national and international responsibilities in its regard. For him, cosmopolitanism is the belief in universal moral responsibility, the inclusion of all human beings as members of one human “family” and a sense of global environmental citizenship. It embraces the notion that “ethical responsibilities apply everywhere and to all moral agents capable of shouldering them”.
 
Attfield asserts that given the far-reaching impacts of our actions, we must not avoid taking seriously the need for some kind of global ethic that might limit the worst of these impacts. Acknowledging that the burden of responsibility falls in part on governments, corporations and other organisations, he believes that institutional cooperation is crucial for any such project to ever have a chance of success in practice. It is clearly not sufficient to have an ethic which is followed on an individual basis alone; governments and powerful global institutions must not be able to ignore it and continue to make their own rules. This is precisely where I am coming from, and where both Attfield and I differ fundamentally from the neo-liberal position. An ethical code adhered to on an individual basis can never hope to be globally beneficial, or cosmopolitan in its scope. This is because cosmopolitanism takes responsibility to the cosmopolis – the whole – in this case, the Earth, as its starting point, not the individual. 
The thorny question here is whether it is feasible for all people to adhere to one commonly held ethic. Attfield addresses this question by observing that people who recognise their dependence on their surroundings and on something greater than themselves have in every age shown themselves capable of loyalty (and sometimes of devotion) to whatever was believed to be the greater being, whether it be Nature, the Earth Mother, the gods or the Creator. If we accept this, then universal commitment to the cause of the global environment is entirely feasible because it could be based on belief in a comparable dependence, and in the shared destiny and common interest of creatures sharing this dependence. This is well observed and may form the basis of a global ethic if human beings can rediscover this sense of the “other” or “greater”, that is; some other or greater cause or focus than oneself and one’s own individual needs. At present the most powerful “other” or that which is greater seems to be the god of consumption, wealth and acquisition. It will be no mean feat to overcome this omnipresence.

Attfield concedes that some may be sceptical about the idea of a global ethic, suspecting complicity with economic globalisation or a desire to impose some form of homogenous global code which would be blind to cultural diversity and potentially hostile to minority peoples. Some of these opposing views have been examined earlier in this paper, and Attfield responds to this opposition by maintaining that global ethics and cultural diversity are not mutually exclusive. In fact the protection of minority rights should figure prominently in global ethics. He says that far from promoting the globalisation of capitalism, and far from demanding uniformity or homogeneity, a global ethic can nourish self-determination and enable the emancipation of localities from centralising bureaucracy.
 
Possible objections – including that from Cheney - include the claim that any attempt to seek, and thus base environmental ethics upon, common ground, will be to disregard difference and diversity. Although I do not embrace Cheney’s bioregionalism as the ground upon which to build an ethical system, it is worth acknowledging that the concept of bioregions may make sense for other reasons. In the past, regions were divided by natural boundaries such as mountain ranges, rivers, watersheds, impenetrable forests and yet now, looking at a map of the world, we see straight lines where land is carved up politically with little or no regard for natural boundaries. Arguably the creation of these artificial boundaries has led to territorial disputes and wars which may not have arisen had some form of bioregionalism been adhered to. In this context there may be a case for a localised form of bioregionalism as a potential solution to such conflicts. But, the subject of this paper is ethical principles for living within the world - on the planet - as a whole. Here it is worth mentioning Kant’s argument that cosmopolitan values transcend territorial loyalties. The cosmopolitan political ideal derives from the Kantian tradition, entailing as it does the notion of a polis extending around the globe. 

“The peoples of the earth have entered in varying degrees into a universal community, and it is developed to the point where a violation of laws in one part of the world is felt everywhere. The idea of a cosmopolitan law is therefore not fantastic and overstrained; it is a necessary complement to the unwritten code of political and international law, transforming it into a universal law of humanity.”

Although our local specificities (in terms of ecological features and problems) may differ, we need to base our actions and therefore our underlying ethical code, on global considerations – not just upon our immediate environment. To base environmental ethics upon our immediate surroundings, or community, could be viewed by cosmopolitans as a form of eco-parochialism, and, fundamentally, cosmopolitans are against parochialisms. That is not to say we should ignore our immediate environment – quite the contrary – but our consideration of the cultural context must operate within a wider framework. 

I would also refer eco-communitarian and bioregional (i.e., localist) objectors to the precedent of the UNDHR. Would they claim that this declaration, which aims to protect individuals from genocide, mutilation, and torture, is to be rejected as totalising and universalising? I would suggest, in agreement with Warren Christopher, that the postmodernist tendency to deny universality and common ground and embrace cultural difference (arguably for its own sake) is not necessarily good for politics. Any political system must be based upon some conception of commonality or common purpose: to deny that any such commonality exists, or should be acknowledged, is to render politics obsolete. It is for this reason that many environmentalists, although supportive of the need to deconstruct the ideologies that make up the modern Western worldview, are critical of postmodernism because it leads to political paralysis:  it cannot offer widespread solutions to universal problems. 
To advocate a global environmental ethic does not imply that bioregions, or contextual considerations, must be ignored. I refer back to Callicott in response to the suggestion that it does. At no point though does Callicott disregard cultural difference. In fact he makes it clear that cultural differences ought to be celebrated and respected within the framework of a broad consensus on environmental values. 
Another philosopher who advocates a global view of environmental ethics is Peter Singer. In How are we to live?
  Singer argues that if we were to live ethical lives we would be far more fulfilled. He examines the history of ethical thought and traces the route by which we have arrived at a point where individualism and the acquisition of wealth are the goals. He argues that there is something else for which human beings ought to strive. Although it appears that he is coming from an individualistic (liberal) standpoint, his motivation for endorsing an ethical way of life on the part of the individual is precisely because of the current state of the planet and the world of (hu)man. As he says, we cannot continue with business as usual. We shall either change voluntarily, or the climate of our planet will change, and eventually render our lives extremely difficult, if not impossible. He notes that the necessary changes are major ones. They are fundamental changes involving the basic values and outlook underlying modern Western societies. Singer calls for not only an advancement in ethical theory and an advancement in ethical practice but also a politics based on ethics. It is tragedy enough that we do not have a politics based on ethics, what does exist is a political and economic model which encourages pursuit of individual interests (largely understood in terms of material wealth) as the chief goal of life. 
It is clear that Singer advocates the concept of a global ethical code. In One World: The Ethics of Globalisation
 his thesis is that how well we come through the era of globalisation (perhaps whether we come through it at all) will depend on how we respond ethically to the idea that we live in one world. In Singer’s view it has long been morally wrong for the rich nations not to take a global ethical viewpoint. Now it is also, in the long term, a danger to their security. He argues that an ethical code regarding how we treat each other and our environment is essential for our survival. He sees it as perfectly possible that we can adhere to a broad ethic while not imposing totalising and culture-denying rules. 
Singer further argues that we should reject moral relativism while acknowledging that we are all enriched by being able to observe and appreciate a diversity of cultures. Of course we can recognise that Western culture does not hold all the answers and be aware and sensitive towards the values of others. But it does not follow that those values are sacrosanct. Just as if we are to accept that there can be a rational, universal ethic, or set of values, we must question whether those values are sound, defensible, and justifiable. Equally, the same must be asked by the relativist who claims that local and contextualised values are those to be upheld. As Singer points out, sometimes what people claim to be a distinctive cultural practice really serves the interests of only a small minority of the population, rather than the people as a whole. Or perhaps it harms the interests of some without being beneficial to any. It does not necessarily follow that such practices are elements of a distinctive culture that are worth preserving, and it is not imperialist to say that they lack the element of consideration for others that is required of any justifiable ethic. 
 
Here Singer is in accord with Warren Christopher, in that both realise that not all traditions, practices and values in particular cultures is necessarily to be prized and upheld. Just as some argue that we should not accept universal codes or principles indiscriminately, neither then should we indiscriminately accept distinct cultural principles. Singer’s point is that we need to accept that there is an argument for an environmental ethic which is independent of any particular culture. In this he supports my view: that there can be a broad-based environmental ethic across cultures. No such ethic needs to be totalising or colonising. What I am proposing is a broad base of human norms of behaviour: standards which are common to all, which underlie differences of culture or tradition. Similarly, in response to Curtin, I in no way suggest that we should not respect cultural traditions. Such customs could sit quite happily upon a broad foundation of the ethic I propose. 
I return to Project Tiger as a good example of the imposition of Western values and perceived ideals upon another cultural context, one that demonstrates the insensitivity to which such policies are prone.  While it is true that Project Tiger was seemingly ill-advised and did not take fundamental considerations regarding the indigenous human population into account, it does not follow that this would always be the case. There has to be a balance: a knowledge of culture is essential before attempting to import any such policies. This could be achieved by the direct participation of local peoples in the negotiation and implementation of such policies – in much the same way as the Earth Charter was produced: as a product of multi-national and multi-cultural participation. I study the Earth Charter in more detail in Part IV. Also, if, as I discuss later, an ethic is founded on human capabilities, then the human situation resulting from Project Tiger would not arise.

Curtin highlights the inequality of cross cultural discourse originating as it does in economic liberalism. He is not wrong to do so: it is often thus. But what I suggest is not the further imposition of such liberalism. He might criticise my approach as a form of systemic, institutionalised, violence. What he is guarding against here is cultural imperialism, which could be tantamount to cultural violence. He sees charity as potentially cultural violent. I am not proposing charity, however. What is at issue here is the survival of all, not some “others”.  

Curtin’s view is that genuine cross-cultural communication is negated by the assumption that, as human beings, we all share a form of sameness. I would respond that on some basic levels, we are the same. We do share a fundamental human-ness. The cosmopolitan would respond that what we share is precisely our human-ness and, as such, our residency and citizenship of the earth. Both Singer and Attfield would disagree with Curtin’s eco-communitarian standpoint as they both advocate a cosmopolitan global ethical code.
 It is this human-ness and our resultant needs upon which we should base an ethical system. Communication can exist above this base level. It is this basic level of same-ness, of human needs that I go on to consider in the next section.  
b) The capabilities approach – responding to globalitarian and neo-liberal criticisms 
In this section, I respond to the concerns of those who are opposed to imperialism and against what they perceive as the colonising imposition of Western/Northern values and interest on the diverse peoples of the South. I also address the criticism from the neo-liberal, or libertarian, standpoint because here too is a resistance to any interference by another entity (e.g., the state or global ethical code as the case may be) with the enjoyment of individual liberties. The connection between these lies in the tensions between cultural freedom, individual freedom, and my suggestion that certain freedoms be restricted, and others enhanced, in the name of a global environmental ethic.

Firstly, I shall address the accusations of imperialism and globalitarianism which come from Sachs and Shiva. Sachs points out that it is the extension of human-centred utilitarianism to posterity which is on the international agenda, rather than the conservation of nature’s dignity. This is true, and is perhaps bound to be true. Why else would we humans draw up international agreements and treaties if not to protect our own interests? Perhaps we should consider the interests of the nonhuman, and much philosophical discourse surrounds this, but is a subject for discussion elsewhere.  Looking at our track record, however, as human beings we are unlikely to look to the wider environment until we have looked after our own interests. But in this case, our interests include (indeed are founded upon) taking care of and respecting the world which sustains us. Sachs himself notes that the North is in an advantageous, even luxurious, position from which it can address conservation/environmental issues. Many have argued that “we” are only concerned with environmental questions because we are at liberty to be so, while those who are living in poverty and starving do not have the luxury to know or care, even less to act. But these questions do affect everyone – rich, poor, North, South. These dualistic divisions and the perspectives that affirm them have created the current crises.  This is why I call for a global environmental ethic that can transcend the divisions that prevent the cooperation we so urgently need.
Sachs sees the pursuit of sustainability as being at the cost of local power, democracy and cultural autonomy. He sees a “tribe of global ecocrats” ready to preside over the world and believes the concept of sustainability to be increasingly conceived as a challenge for global management.
  He criticises global ecological data as being faceless and placeless, as not considering individual cultures, and holds that any global vantage point by definition means ironing out differences and disregarding all circumstances. I would respond that taking a global view does not necessarily entail any such exclusion or glossing over. Meteorological information concerning global weather patterns does not need to consider why the Tuaregs are driven to exhaust their water holes.
  It may well be the case that the Tuaregs are exhausting their water holes as a result of drought which is caused by changing climactic patterns. But in order to consider and address the problem of global climate change we are operating on a different level. It is not to say that the plight of the Tuaregs (or indeed anyone else) should be ignored. Far from it. But there is a place for a level of global operations which can consider all on certain levels. No, a global set of data on x or y will not account for each cultural variation – it could never hope to – but it can address problems on a wider scale, which, if sorted out, will in turn affect the individual cultures. If deforestation, intensive agriculture and soil erosion are globally acknowledged as causes of drought, and remedial action taken internationally, the Tuareg may find that their water supplies begin to be replenished.   In Sachs’ view, it is inevitable (my emphasis) that claims of global management are in conflict with the aspirations for cultural rights, democracy and self-determination. There can be global consideration and action without sacrificing cultural difference. 
As Sachs and Shiva imply, there is an opportunity for the North to wade in and control the South in the name of environmental protection or sustainability. In my vision of global environmental ethics, however, this would not – could not – happen. All nations – rich, poor, North, South – would be represented, would have a say, a vote (however it would work) and so one hemisphere could not control the other. Global ethics can and should be derived through global debate, negotiation and participation - via an ongoing polylogue. In fact, I think that Shiva has a black and white view, not only of the status quo, but also of the possibilities. Hers is an ‘either or’ view that fails to imagine positive possibilities or alternatives. Conversely, I hold out hope for change - that global cooperation is possible because I am convinced by the precedents and thus by the possibility.  
Shiva calls for a world in which every local community is equipped with rights and obligations which would constitute a new global order for environmental care. We share some common ground here, although I am not in agreement with her communitarian stance. As global citizens we would all have rights and obligations on a global level, towards the world as a whole. So long as we were fulfilling these obligations and respecting each other’s rights on this global level, we could then operate within our respective communities according to our culture and tradition. 

So, I am endorsing a global environmental ethic, arguing on universal and cosmopolitan grounds. But what could form the basis of such an ethic? Where to begin? What should be the basic principles? And how do I respond to the claims of the liberals that any attempt to apply a universal ethical code would amount to an unjustifiable curtailment of individual freedom?
I argue that the implementation of a global ethic, in order to respect and protect the environment and sustain human life, will necessarily result in the curtailment of certain accepted human freedoms. The pervasive Western acceptance of the freedom from want has taken us down a path that is ultimately unsustainable and so, the emphasis needs to be shifted away from the freedom to wantonly consume to something else - a different kind of freedom, perhaps. I suggest that what is needed is a form of freedom with a fundamentally different focus. That focus is upon personal (which is not the same as individual) freedom, functioning and flourishing. 

Such a project demands a certain form of human development, and recognition of what freedoms and functionings are central to it. To answer this in the first instance I want to turn to the work of Indian economist Amartya Sen. It is interesting to note that both Sen and Shiva’s work comes from a Southern (i.e., Indian) standpoint and an analysis of the world development process, though their outlook differs fundamentally. Sen argues for a universalist position while Shiva would criticise him for wishing to impose an external view that erodes local tradition. Sen sees development as requiring the removal of major sources of ‘unfreedom’: poverty as well as tyranny, poor economic opportunities as well as systematic social deprivation, neglect of public facilities as well as intolerance or overactivity of repressive states.
 Currently, elementary freedoms are denied to vast numbers of people: freedom to satisfy hunger, to achieve sufficient nutrition, to obtain remedies for treatable illnesses, opportunity to be adequately clothed or sheltered, to enjoy clean water or sanitary facilities. In other cases, the violation of freedom results directly from a denial of political and civil liberties by authoritarian regimes and from imposed restrictions on the freedom to participate in the social, political and economic life of the community. Sen’s argument is that these freedoms are central to the process of development. 

Sen is an economist, and as such is concerned with development in an economic sense. It is not within the scope of this paper to examine his analyses in depth, only to highlight Sen’s basic assertion that human beings have rights to certain personal freedoms in order for any meaningful development to occur. He argues against the liberal view by urging us to look beyond mere wealth accumulation and economic growth and look to a fuller understanding of the development process. Development has to be more concerned with enhancing the lives we lead and expanding the freedoms that we enjoy. Expanding the freedoms that we have reason to value not only makes our lives richer and more unfettered, but allows us to be fuller social persons, exercising our own volitions and interacting with  - and influencing – the world in which we live. This means expanding the range of things that a person can be and do - functionings and capabilities to function, such as to be healthy and well nourished, to be knowledgeable, to participate in the life of a community. From this point of view, development is about removing the obstacles to the things that a person can do in life, such as illiteracy, ill health, lack of access to resources, or lack of civil and political freedoms. The freedoms to be concentrated upon are precisely these freedoms rather than the freedom to consume and pursue material wealth. By shifting this emphasis and reconstructing our notion of freedom, global society will be sustainable, will value human life and that which sustains it. It is often said that those in “poorer”, or “developing”, countries, do not have the luxury (or indeed freedom) to concern themselves with environmental issues - it is enough to survive. If all people enjoyed the freedoms propounded by Sen, survival would be a given and so the freedom would exist to think and act beyond mere subsistence.  
It is necessary to note an important distinction here in the use of the term “freedom”. Sen’s freedom is not the same as the freedom advocated by neo-liberal theorists, for whom freedom to act as one wishes, without interference, is paramount. I would call Sen’s freedom a positive freedom, while the freedom of the libertarian is negative, at least in the context under discussion.  Critically, I am working with a distinction between individual and personal freedoms: I take individual freedom to be the freedom advocated by the liberal/libertarian view: the freedom to do as one wishes so long as one is not harming others. Personal freedoms are those such as propounded by Sen – and, further, by Nussbaum as capabilities – which relate to needs as opposed to desires.  

As I read it, Sen is talking of freedoms in the same (or similar) sense as Martha Nussbaum talks of capabilities,
 I draw upon both of these concepts when arguing that realisation of such capabilities is essential to development; expansion of random and limitless personal freedoms is not.  When Sen talks of “unfreedoms” I take him to be talking of injustices and barriers to the full functioning of capabilities. Unfreedoms include the denial of basic means to survive through famine, or little or no access to health care, the denial of political rights and of civil liberty.
 Unfreedoms prevent people from doing what it is their right to do – their right being to lead full, functioning and flourishing lives. In common with Sen, Nussbaum submits that we ought to begin with the human being: with the capabilities and needs that join all humans, across barriers of gender and class and race and nation
. The suggestion is that we focus on needs and basic functions, rather than power or status. 
What Nussbaum and Sen propose is universalist and “essentialist”. That is, it asks us to focus on what is common to all, rather than on differences, and to see some capabilities and functions as more central, more at the core of human life, than others. As we have seen, its primary opponents will be “anti-essentialists” of various types, postmodern thinkers who urge us to begin not with sameness but with difference and to seek norms defined relatively to a local context and locally held beliefs. For the sake of a global ethic, we must begin with similarity and that which we have in common – to start with the ways in which we differ would not further the project in any way. 

Where then is the philosophical basis for such an argument? Sen is critical of classical utilitarianism
 where utility is defined as pleasure, or happiness, or satisfaction, and everything thus turns on these mental achievements. Individual freedom, fulfilment or violation of recognised rights, cannot take precedence over a utilitarian framework according to Sen. The concentration is entirely on the total utility of everyone taken together. This pervasive insensitivity to individual needs is, for Sen, a significant limitation of utilitarian ethics. In response he proposes an alternative approach, one which concentrates on individual freedoms (not utilities), and incorporates a utilitarian sensitivity to consequences. As far as Sen is concerned, ignoring consequences in general, including the freedoms that people get – or do not get – to exercise, can hardly be an adequate basis for an acceptable evaluative system. Libertarianism is, for Sen, also too limited. It ignores those variables to which utilitarian and welfarist theories attach great importance, and also neglects the most basic freedoms that we have reason to treasure and demand. It seems that Sen does not equate liberty with freedom, which again would put us in accord. The basic freedoms that Sen claims we have reason to “treasure and demand” are not, as we have seen, the individual freedoms of the libertarian.
The common liberal approach, measuring quality of life in terms of utility, misses the obvious fact that desires and subjective preferences are not always reliable indicators of what a person really needs. The rich and pampered easily become accustomed to their luxury, and view with pain and frustration a life in which they are treated just like everyone else. Just as the poor and deprived frequently adjust their expectations and aspirations to the low level of life they have known. Thus they may not demand more education, better health care. Like the women described in Sen’s account of health surveys in India, they may not even know what it is to feel healthy. As Sen argues, they may have never fully internalised the ideas behind the traditional system of discrimination, and may view their deprivation as normal or “natural”. Thus if we rely on utility as our measure of life quality, we most often will get results that support the status quo and oppose radical change.

Sen argues that the appropriate “space” is neither that of utilities (as claimed by welfarists), nor that of primary goods (as demanded by Rawls), but that of substantive freedoms – the capabilities – to choose a life one has reason to value. Sen’s and Nussbaum’s response to Shiva and Sachs would be that although local traditions are significant, ethics should begin with human capabilities, and that these capabilities are common to all, regardless of geopolitical considerations. This concept of “functionings”, which has distinctly Aristotelian roots, reflects the various things a person may value doing or being. The valued functionings may vary from elementary ones, such as being adequately nourished and being free from unavoidable disease, to very complex activities or personal states, such as being able to take part in the life of the community and having self-respect. A person’s “capability” refers to the alternative combinations of functionings that are feasible for her to achieve. Capability is thus a kind of freedom: the substantive freedom to achieve alternative functioning combinations.
 
It may be asked what this has to do with the formation of a global environmental ethic. Simply put, if development were such that freedoms in Sen’s sense were prioritised, then the basis would be formed for the establishment of an ethic by which all people around the world could live. Every human being – not just those in the West or the North – would enjoy the same personal freedoms to function fully and to flourish. In this climate sustainability would be the rule. It could be no other: in order to enable the freedom that Sen propounds sustainability is essential, the two are inextricable. With sustainability comes a respect for the environment enabling all to live with and within it. Taking human freedom, functioning and flourishing as a starting point would lead the way to a global ethic which would ensure respect for human and nonhuman life and result in sustainability and preservation of the environment as a whole. This may in turn mean that human life stands a chance in the long term. 

It is clear that Sen and Nussbaum believe in the ability of different people from different cultures to share many common values and to agree on some common commitments. The entire premise of Sen’s book – the overriding value of freedom as the organising principle - is a universalist one, as is Nussbaum’s. Nussbaum defends this universalist needs-based approach by explaining that she wants her approach to retain plurality  - and thus not disregard cultural and historical difference - in two significantly different ways: plural specification, and local specification. What she means here is that, although public policy will be determined at a high level of generality, there will still be a good deal of latitude for citizens to specify particular elements in accordance with local traditions. This describes what I suggest with regard to environmental policy: that a broad, universal agreement exist at a general level, but that cultures can retain their individuality within this framework. The list of capabilities is designed to leave room for choice. Government is not directed to push citizens into acting in certain valued ways; instead it is directed to make sure that all human beings have the necessary resources and conditions for acting in those ways. It leaves the choice up to them. One of the most central capabilities will be the capability of choice itself.
 With reference to her two levels of human capabilities, (see Appendix 1 for a full account of Nussbaum’s theory of human capabilities) Nussbaum implies that once all are across the second threshold then societies are to a great extent free to choose the other goals that they wish to pursue. I am with her up until this point where I would tend to urge caution. Yes, human beings should be enabled to live well (in the sense of capabilities), but to then absolve oneself (as a theorist) of responsibility and turn all decision-making over and above this threshold to the state, paves the way for a transition from Rawls
 to Nozick
, and possibly beyond, to a libertarian free-for-all. 
I am clearly arguing against this purely individualistic outlook. The project in hand demands that we look beyond the individual. Having said that, in common with Rawls, Nozick et al, I do advocate a deontological starting point, but with a significant difference. Yes, rights of the individual are important, but what is called for are accompanying responsibilities. This is consistent with the cosmopolitan position and with Kant’s deontological cosmopolitanism. The problem(s) being faced are the result of the exercising of personal rights, without the assuming of any responsibility. This has meant we have been able to consume, use, dispose of, denude, and denigrate, without any concern for the consequences: without taking any ultimate responsibility for our actions.  It is this lack that needs addressing, morally and philosophically.

The demand that all human beings - all citizens of the globe - accept certain responsibilities and thus act in certain prescribed ways could be criticised by libertarian theorists as totalising and eco-authoritarian. Their key concern is with individual liberty. I would respond that we have surely gone far beyond a situation where environmental values can be considered as mere preferences, because of the crises faced and because, as a result of these crises, we now know better. A preference is whether or not I choose to have green or pink hair; whether I choose to spend my weekend hiking in the Lake District or attending a football match; whether I travel by train or by car.
 Conversely, concern for melting polar ice caps and rising sea levels is hardly a matter of personal preference. In my view this concern is fundamental to our survival, not something we may “prefer” to concern ourselves with.  Here Miller may take issue with my position. He is arguing against what he calls “apocalyptic fundamentalism”. This is perhaps what some may accuse me of advocating.  How does a global approach such as mine, which unapologetically advocates the curtailment of individual freedom to the extent that it allow for the realisation of sustainability for all, respond to charges of eco-authoritarianism?
In answer to this question, I take issue with two points made by Miller. Firstly, his persistent focus on the individual. He is steadfast to the liberal position whereby the individual is at the centre, and all else radiates from that centre. He cannot see a way to decide what action should be taken environmentally other than via the establishment of people’s private valuations and the use of cost-benefit analysis.  What he proposes is that we evaluate personal, individual preferences in order to arrive at a consensus. I reply that it is not about the parts of the environment that an individual values for his or her own sake: it is about the entire environment that all must value for the sake of all. Secondly, nowhere is there any notion of the individual as having responsibility towards any other entity. It is all about what the individual values, wants, and is entitled to. My argument requires that all individuals have responsibilities toward all other individuals and toward the environment as a whole.

What I suggest is, yes, there ought to be concern for individual rights and freedoms, but with the interest of all inhabitants of the planet, present and future, at the centre. I am taking a theory of basic human needs over preferences as the way to reach conclusions regarding environmental action. 

At this stage I want to mention Chris Cuomo and her work on human flourishing because it emphasises the requirement to focus on human needs
. This Aristotelian notion of flourishing is similar to the freedoms and capabilities already discussed and can be integrated into the same ethical code. The meaning of flourishing here is the opportunity to use one’s abilities to their fullest potential, and the achievement of happiness and enjoyment through the exercise of these realised capacities
. Although Cuomo does not advocate universal rules or restrictive guidelines, she does identify a defining feature of ecological (feminist) thought as its commitment to the flourishing, or well-being, of individuals, species, or communities. Her point is that if we are to consider anything morally valuable, or if ethics are to get off the ground at all, some amount of human flourishing is necessary. So, for Cuomo, ethics implies human flourishing, both logically and practically. Also, she observes, ethics that assert the value of all people, and reject hierarchies that have led to the unjustifiable, categorical devaluation of subordinated others, assume that a preferred state of affairs is one which, prima facie, as much human flourishing as possible occurs. Since nonhuman communities and entities are necessarily intrinsically bound up with human life and interests, the well-being of nature is implied in human flourishing. Thus, some degree of nonhuman flourishing is instrumentally necessary for human flourishing. What Cuomo is saying supports my position: in order for human beings to flourish the nonhuman world must also enjoy some degree of flourishing, as the two are mutually dependent. Or at least, human beings are certainly dependent upon the flourishing of the nonhuman world. So, in order for humans to flourish we need to attend to the flourishing of the natural world. What this then means in the context of this paper is that any (global) environmental ethic must consider flourishing as a fundamental principle. 
William Ophuls, often cited as  a proponent of eco-authoritarianism, holds that the beginning of ecological wisdom is to understand that we are all implicated in the mistreatment of nature, and that it is our well-being and survival that are at stake
. He argues that (economic) liberal politics creates an amoral and unsustainable society that cannot endure. He calls for a genuine political community based on moral principles, uniting the generations in the joint enterprise of civilisation. Liberty, he says, is not freedom, and happiness is not felicity: liberty and the pursuit of individual happiness are ultimately self-defeating
. In agreement with my view, Ophuls suggests that what is required is a moral code that judges our acts according to their effects on society as a whole and over the long term (Ophuls’ emphasis) – in other words, a morality that is fundamentally ecological in spirit. 

Ophuls is right in maintaining that we must learn once again to govern. By “govern”, he means controlling, guiding, directing and restraining individuals (or organisations, institutions or nations) who would otherwise behave destructively, so that they respect the interests and needs of a larger human and natural community of which they are a part.  This is a justifiable approach because although we have rights, concomitant with the cosmopolitan view, we do also have responsibilities. Under a predominantly neutral liberal
 system where we are directed as little as possible, given the choice (and the individual freedom), we take no responsibility for anything other than ourselves. Therefore some involvement by the state, or government, is clearly required in order that those responsibilities toward others and toward the cosmopolis are shouldered and enacted.
By way of concluding this section, I will reassert that a global environmental ethic is not only possible; it is desirable because it outlines a code by which human beings could live in accord with their environment. It would apply internationally and to all as global citizens. It could prescribe modes of action without denying or disregarding cultural difference. Assuming it was adhered to, it would ensure that the environment were treated in a sustainable manner, thus enabling human and sustaining human life. It would require a restriction on certain freedoms. 

While the UNDHR has been debated on grounds that no one declaration can apply to all people(s), on balance it has remained an important international document because it is a tool that can be used where individuals or nations feel that particular practices are in violation of human rights. It is a means by which injustice can be addressed. It does suggest – broadly – what is acceptable and what is not in respect of human rights. A global environmental ethic could and should do something similar by outlining what is and what is not acceptable in respect of behaviour toward the environment.
IV
WHAT FUTURE FOR A GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL ETHIC?
Whereas human rights were the central global concern and a matter of UN policy discussion in the postcolonising world of the 1940s and 1950s, it may be argued that today’s urgent concern requiring international cooperation is the global ecological crisis. Although there have been many examples of cooperation within the UN and within global civil society, there is as of yet no UN Declaration of environmental principles.  As mentioned in the Introduction, The Earth Charter (which failed to achieve the endorsement of the UN General Assembly at the 2002 Earth Summit in Johannesburg) is the only attempt to codify a global environmental ethic. I argue that it is evidence that defining principles can result from cross-cultural conversation and negotiation. It is for this reason that it is interesting to examine it in light of the foregoing discussion. In particular, the following questions should be asked of the EC: how far does it succeed as a workable environmental ethic, and what does it offer?
a) How for does the Earth Charter succeed as a workable global environmental ethic?

The Earth Charter is the only internationally recognised document attempting to respond to global problem(s) with a set of basic ethical principles. As it stands, it is not legally enforceable, but it does codify - or at least declare an ethical stance towards the environmental concerns, issues and problems we face, and proposes ways in which these can be addressed. It perhaps provides a framework for a workable – that is, a potentially enforceable - global environmental ethic.
i) The aims  of the Earth Charter 

What exactly is the Earth Charter and what are its origins? To answer this question I shall draw on the brief history outlined on the Earth Charter website
 as well as on Ramachandra Guha’s account
.  

In 1987 the United Nations issued a report on sustainable development called, “Our Common Future”, written by a transnational committee chaired by the Norwegian Prime Minister Go Harlem Brundtland. The aim of the report was to bring about international cooperation in the environmental field. The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) followed, held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992. 180 countries participated in what became known as the “Earth Summit” which rendered it the largest international conference ever held. Following the Earth Summit the UNCED called for the creation of a new charter that would set forth fundamental principles for sustainable development. The Earth Charter was officially launched at the Peace Palace in The Hague on June 29th 2000. 
The aims and vision of the Earth Charter and the Earth Charter Initiative are to establish a sound ethical foundation for the emerging global society and to help build a sustainable world based on respect for nature, universal human rights, economic justice, and a culture of peace. The vision is one of universal responsibility, of identifying ourselves with the whole Earth community as well as our local communities. The Charter states that we must realise that when basic needs have been met, human development is primarily about being more, not having more (my emphasis).  The preamble to the Earth Charter reads:

“We stand at a critical moment in Earth’s history, a time when humanity must choose its future. As the world becomes increasingly interdependent and fragile, the future at once holds great peril and great promise. To move forward we must recognize that in the midst of a magnificent diversity of cultures and life forms we are one human family and one Earth community with a common destiny. We must join together to bring forth a sustainable global society founded on respect for nature, universal human rights, economic justice, and a culture of peace. Towards this end, it is imperative that we, the peoples of Earth, declare our responsibility to one another, to the greater community of life, and to future generations.”

I do not need to detail the content of the Earth Charter here; the full transcript can be found on the website.
. In the following section I shall examine what - if anything - the Earth Charter offers as a global environment ethic. 
ii) What does the Earth Charter offer?
The Earth Charter’s vision of universal responsibility is highly compatible with my view on the way forward as it is with the views of Attfield and Singer. The Charter acknowledges that although comprising local communities, the Earth is also one whole community. This is what I have been suggesting throughout: that we recognise local communities but need an over-arching global ethic because we are all part of the global community. It talks of citizens of different nations and of one world and of everyone sharing responsibility. This echoes the cosmopolitan position, defended by Attfield and which I endorse. 

“We urgently need a shared vision of basic values to provide an ethical foundation for the emerging world community…a common standard by which the conduct of all individuals, organisations, businesses, governments, and transnational institutions is to be guided and assessed.”

The Earth Charter clearly calls for a global environmental ethic in much the same way that I do. From the quotation above, it is evident that the vision is one of an international declaration or code similar to the UNDHR, which is as I suggest it could be envisaged. 

When it also states that we must realise that when basic needs have been met, human development is primarily about being more, not having more, the Charter seems to be supporting what Sen and Nussbaum propound. That is that human freedoms, needs and capabilities are met first and foremost – the focus being upon functioning and flourishing rather than owning and consuming. 
The Earth Charter certainly serves as a model, and, given that is was the product of delegates from180 countries, provides evidence that people can reach agreement across cultures. This is a positive move in the right direction. Although the Charter as it stands is not legally binding, and so lacks teeth, it does offer a sound basis for continuing discourse and debate. 
A feature of the Earth Charter worth noting is its affirmation of the positive, as opposed to concentration on denial and restraints. It would be a good move for the environmental movement to promote positive enticements to change behaviour rather than to issue warnings or threaten retroactive punishments in order to constrain action.  For example, the assertion of the right to clean air would be a more positive approach than the command to “cut emissions”. This is a welcome shift in emphasis and one which may prove to generate a more positive and productive response from the global community. This is not the place to examine the psychology and relative merits of discipline and punishment versus reward and positive outcomes, but the latter would seem to be the more optimistic and effective approach. 
So, these principles have been stated and (by some) applauded, but are we prepared to give up freedom(s)? A reading of the Earth Charter will quickly show that some (mainly in the West) will have to sacrifice a certain amount in order to adhere to the principles. I have been predicting - and defending - this necessity throughout this paper. It is indeed the only logical way forward, and it is a view supported by Ophuls and Singer among others. Some of our freedoms may be curtailed under such a Charter, declaration, or ethic, but equally restricted will be discrimination, imperialism, colonisation, oppression. So we may be less free to destroy rainforest, or pollute the atmosphere, but we will also be less free to abuse others and impose our will. 
b) From ethic to law
Having discussed the theory of a global environmental ethic, the next question is how such an ethic could be put into practice. It has been my task to convince of the desirability of a global ethic, rather than to detail how it can be implemented, but it is worth mentioning some of the proposals that have been put forward. 
There is currently much discourse on possible ways forward, ways to implement environmental ethics globally. The United Nations’ Commission on Global Governance, for example, has produced a lengthy document which makes recommendations proposing the expansion of UN authority in various areas, including UN authority over the global commons
. The Commission believes that, given “global awareness of impending environmental catastrophe…the people of the world will recognise the need for, and the benefits of, global governance.”
 The report is quick to emphasise that global governance is not the same as world government, or world federalism. It is perhaps difficult to discern the distinction here, especially as there is no historic model for the system proposed. In accord with the thesis of this paper, the Commission’s report states,
“The foundation for global governance is the belief that the world is now ready to accept a “global civic ethic” based on “a set of core values that can unite people of all cultural, political, religious, or philosophical backgrounds.” This belief is reinforced by another belief: that governance should be underpinned by democracy at all levels and ultimately by the rule of enforceable law.”

George Monbiot proposes a set of alternative institutions to govern and regulate global trade and global politics, including a world parliament
. His world parliament would not be a legislative body (at least, not initially) but would hold global players to account. He outlines a new constitution for global governance calling for democracy at a global level and claiming to offer a possible blueprint for a “new world order”. It seems that many of those concerned with the neo-liberal, capitalist, environmentally destructive status quo understand and realise the need for more active, and perhaps coercive, governance, and that governance needs to be at a global level.
Some might say that most attempts at universalising principle(s) have failed. Examples could include the UN Security Council (nations adhering when it suits and not when it doesn’t), International Criminal Court (US saying that Americans will not be tried there), Kyoto Protocol (again, the US refusing to sign). However a precedent has already been set by the UN Declaration on Human Rights and it is an example of how such a declaration/treaty can work on a global scale. The United Nations has gradually expanded human rights law to encompass particular standards for vulnerable groups who now possess rights protecting them from discriminatory practices. General Assembly decisions have gradually established the universality of human rights, demonstrating their interrelatedness with development and democracy. The United Nations mechanisms monitoring compliance with human rights covenants have gained cohesiveness and weight among Member States.
 I argue that if this can work then there is hope for a global environmental ethic. 

IV
Conclusion 
Often, the focus of those around the global negotiating table is on their own national interests and as long as this is the case it is hard to see how any international agreement can be reached in any significant way. Again in the case of the US – Kyoto Protocol – America won’t sign because, as a huge consumer of oil and thus a huge producer of CO2, it is patently not in its interest to limit its use. This is short-sighted in the extreme, but until this narrow, nation-centred outlook is addressed and overcome, there can be no global environmental ethic. Unfortunately it is not within the scope of this paper to answer just how this can be achieved practically, only to consider a possible, ethical way forward. 

I propose a global ethic which would be universal and apply to all. It would enable and ensure sustainability, focussing on human freedoms, capabilities and flourishing. Damaging activities and negative freedoms would be restricted. At the same time, individual cultures and traditions would be recognised: the over-arching concern being respect for human life, and for non-human life as that which sustains us. There does need to be some form of global governance regarding environmental ethic and enforcement thereof. This is not just limited to environmentalism: economics, politics, technology, culture, are all tied up together and need to be considered all as part of the whole. 
This ethic could run along similar lines to the UN Declaration of Human Rights in that it can be appealed to, not necessarily universally enforced law in itself, but a tool to be used where individuals or nations feel the need to appeal against environmental (or indeed any other) injustice. This could be said to be too weak. The question then arises of how to ensure that member states (ideally all states) adhere to principles: it would have to be enforceable in some way. Therefore the freedom of states, nations and individuals will necessarily be curtailed. The “right” freedoms will be upheld and maintained while the damaging will not. Is this eco-fascism? Well, no. Not if we look at the underlying principles of the UN as they stand, and consider that, generally, the aims of the UNDHR are not deemed fascist or totalitarian.  And if we consider just the basic duties and responsibilities that we, as citizens of the world are (or should be) bound by, then it would seem that “imposing” or living by such broad principles should be acceptable by all. It will, after all, be ultimately essential for all.
While some personal and national freedoms will necessarily be restricted, other freedoms – such as the freedoms to live a “normal”, flourishing, human life, will be enhanced. Cultural difference will be respected but activities damaging to the environment, that which is unsustainable, will be limited. To borrow from Ophuls, a politics based on mere liberty is unsustainable: to achieve real freedom we must govern our appetites.

“It is not that communitarianism and relativism are utterly wrong. We are members of local communities whose values have shaped us, but at the same time we are members of the global human community. As individuals we shape each other by doing things together, sharing experiences, and talking about things together. Local traditions can change. Traditions in all our countries benefit from being seen with the sharp and critical perspective of someone from outside. There is much variety in the things we humans care about. But there are also similarities. I hope that certain moral values, including some recognisable version of justice, are to be found in the part of our common humanity hat crosses cultural boundaries. This may not guarantee “objectivity”, but it is enough to get a dialogue going. Society is a human creation; we can change it when it does not fit our human needs and values.” 

APPENDIX 1  
CAPABILITIES FOR HUMAN FUNCTIONING – MARTHA NUSSBAUM 
Nussbaum distinguishes between two thresholds: a threshold of capability to function beneath which a life will be so impoverished that it will not be human at all; and a somewhat higher threshold, beneath which those characteristic functions are available in such a reduced way that, though we may judge the form of life a human one, we will not think it a good human life. It is the latter threshold which concerns us in the case of public policy: for, as Nussbaum says, we don't want societies to make their citizens capable of the bare minimum. Aristotle: a good political arrangement is one “in accordance with which anyone whatsoever might do well and live a flourishing life”. 

Level 1 of the Conception of the Human Being: The Shape of the Human form of Life: mortality; the human body; hunger and thirst; need for shelter; sexual desire; mobility; capacity for pleasure and pain; cognitive capability; early infant development; practical reason; affiliation with other human beings; relatedness to other species and to nature; humour and play; separateness; strong separateness.

Level 2 of the Conception of the Human Being: Basic Human Functional Capabilities – see below.  This is a list of capabilities to function, rather than of actual functionings – Nussbaum’s argument is that capability, not actual functioning, should be the goal of public policy. 

1. Life. Being able to live to the end of a human life of normal length; not dying prematurely, or before one’s life is so reduced as not to be worth living.

2. Bodily health and integrity. Being able to have good health; to be adequately nourished; to have adequate shelter; having opportunities for sexual satisfaction and for choice in matters of reproduction; being able to move from place to place; being secure against violent assault, including sexual assault, marital rape, and domestic violence.

3. Pleasure and Pain. Being able to avoid unnecessary and non-beneficial pain, so far as possible, and to have pleasurable experiences. 

4. Senses, Imagination, Thought. Being able to use the senses; being able to imagine, to think, and to reason - and to do these things in a way informed and cultivated by an adequate education, including, but by no means limited to, literacy and basic mathematical and scientific training. Being able to use imagination and thought in connection with experiencing and producing spiritually enriching materials and events of one's own choice (religious, literary, musical, and so forth). Being able to use one's mind in ways protected by guarantees of freedom of expression with respect to both political and artistic speech, and freedom of religious exercise. 

5. Emotions. Being able to have attachments to things and persons outside ourselves; to love those who love and care for us, to grieve at their absence; in general, to love, to grieve, to experience longing, gratitude, and justified anger. Supporting this capability means supporting forms of human association that can be shown to be crucial in their development. 

6. Practical Reason. Being able to form a conception of the good and to engage in critical reflection about the planning of one's own life. This includes, today, being able to seek employment outside the home and to participate in political life. 

7. Affiliation. Being able to live for and to others, to recognize and show concern for other human beings, to engage in various forms of social interaction; to be able to imagine the situation of an- other and to have compassion for that situation; to have the capability for both justice and friendship. Protecting this capability means, once again, protecting institutions that constitute such forms of affiliation, and also protecting the freedoms of assembly and political speech. 

8. Other Species. Being able to live with concern for and in relation to animals, plants, and the world of nature. 

9. Play. Being able to laugh, to play, to enjoy recreational activities. 

10. Separateness. Being able to live one’s own life and nobody else’s. This means having certain guarantees of non-interference with certain choices that are especially personal and definitive of selfhood, such as choices regarding marriage, childbearing, sexual expression, speech and employment.

10a. Strong Separateness. Being able to live one’s own life in one’s own surroundings and context. This means guarantees of freedom of association and of freedom from unwarranted search and seizure; it also means a certain sort of guarantee of the integrity of personal property, though this guarantee may be limited in various ways by the demands of social equality, and is always up for negotiation in connection with the interpretation of the other capabilities, since personal property, unlike personal liberty, is a tool of human functioning rather than an end in itself.
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