1. 
· Singer
· Utilitarian
· Intelligence based value and worth (intellectually challenge humans have lower levels than animals)
· More extremists point 
· Against speciesism (discrimination against species you belong to)
· Agrees with animal testing as long as the benefits outweighs the harm caused to the animal
· Interest of all beings is not to suffer and we should award them with equal consideration, not doing this is the same as discriminating against skin color
· Ok to eat animals as long as they do not suffer
· Categorizes things based on human intellect
· More based on human values than inherent value
· Regan 
· Rational and suffering based values and worth
· Kantian Utilitarian- rejects kants idea that respect if only for rational beings
· Uses argument of non-rational humans (infants and mentally impaired)
· Everything has intrinsic value, shouldn’t be a means to human’s end
· Against animal use for food, experimentation and hunting
· Compares the death of an animal as fewer opportunities lost than the death of a healthy human
· Vulnerable to speciesism 
· Subject-of-a-life: non-human animals, all are equal
· Harm and death of an animal not equal to harm and death of a healthy human
· All capable of suffering are worthy of value

2. 
· Argument: leopold’s land ethic
· Expand ethics to land
· Ethics is progressive and about cooperation
· Does not prevent the alteration, managements and use of resources but affirms their continuance to exist
· Human role needs to change from conqueror to member of the land
· Many historical events related to do with interactions between humans and land
· We are currently preserving land because of its economic value, we should shift our view of it to maintaining the ecological balance
· Current education system and schools of philosophy are pulling us away from this train of thought
· Rejections
· Many philosophers see flaws with this theory
· Ignored because of difficulty in finding coherent meaning 
· Instead of an advance in ethics it is seen as a retrogression
· Put at risk human lives
· Callicott 
· Objection 1
· Evolutionary theory based on darwinian model
· Adopt or die off
· Example the eastern island tribe
· Must solve social issues among humans before solving issues with nature
· Take what you need not what you want
· Humans are capable of ethical thinking (making good or bad decisions), land can’t t acts on instincts which is to maintain the ecological balance, therefore we cannot really be part of the land community
· Objection 2
· Reducto ad absurdum
· Land ethic implies inhumane consequences (not leopold’s intention)
· Forces us to give up current lifestyle and economic system so that we can become part of the land community and promote ecological balance
· Belonging to the biotic community means we will not belong to the human community anymore, making us chose where we want to belong
· What might be good for the biotic community may not necessarily be good for the human community

3. 
· Feminist care ethic
· Connection between the domination of women and the domination of nature
· Environmental issues and feminist issues have to do with this connection
· Environmental issues are feminists issues because in third world countries (mainly) women cant get an education so in order to survive they rely on what the environment provides them with for resources and income
· Sources of oppression
· We need to look at:	
· An oppressive conceptual framework is one that explains, justifies and maintains relationships of domination and subordination
· In western society’s view: Patriarchal oppressive conceptual framework explains and justifies subordination of women by men
Three features of oppressive conceptual frameworks:
· 1. Value-hierarchical thinking – places value on what is “up” rather than what is “down”
· 2. Value dualisms – disjunctive pairs/dichotomies in which the disjuncts are seen as oppositional rather than complementary – binary thinking – black/white, one or the other, etc. Places higher value on one disjunct over the other (i.e. reason [men] given more value than emotion [women])
· 3. Logic of domination – structure of argumentation which leads to a justification of subordination (most significant)
· Views on value
· Place values on different things when compared to capitalism (patriarchal society)
· Different way of looking at things 
· Looking at it from a point to helping the women in need
· Need to shift our view from “making the rich richer, and the poor poorer”
· We tend to look at economic/social issues and not helping people, need to reverse this  
· Rather than seeing the grey we see the black/white, not a combination
· Trying to find the greatest common good
· Trying to satisfy both parties

4.
· Main points 
· It calls for civilization to undergo a process of self-questioning to seek an ecological consciousness that allows them to realize their needs and interests while challenging them to live more simply by eliminating selfish wants and desires.  
· Two main justifying norms are Self-realization and biocentric equality which help develop an ecological consciousness. 
· Self-realization has two aspects, one is an understanding that everything in the biosphere is interconnected with no boundaries; the other helps people understand their needs, wants, and interests. The rational self would be satisfied only having basic needs met and understand their interests but resists wants.
· It allows humans to identify with their own species but to extend their identification with biotic communities, realizing their intrinsic value outside of human uses.
· Boicentric equality is to step away from anthropocentrism and to look at nature from a biocentric point, and to realize that it is not there for human use, it has intrinsic value outside of human usefulness 
· Source of oppression
· Comes from the history of humans dominating nature and by this we are giving ourselves an excuse to undermine it 
· Platform 
· The well-being and flourishing of human and nonhuman life on Earth have value in themselves (synonyms: inherent worth, intrinsic value, inherent value).  These values are independent of the usefulness of the nonhuman world for human purposes.
· Richness and diversity of life-forms contribute to the realization of these values and are also values in themselves.
· Humans have no right to reduce this richness and diversity except to satisfy vital needs.
· Present human interference with the nonhuman world is excessive, and the situation is rapidly worsening.
· The flourishing of human life and cultures is compatible with a substantial decrease of the human population. The flourishing of nonhuman life requires such a decrease.
· Policies must therefore be changed. The changes in policies affect basic economic, technological, and ideological structures. The resulting state of affairs will be deeply different from the present.
· The ideological change is mainly that of appreciating life quality (dwelling in situations of inherent worth) rather than adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living. There will be a profound awareness of the difference between big and great.
· Those who subscribe to the foregoing points have an obligation directly or indirectly to participate in the attempt to implement the necessary changes
· Wilderness 
· Deep ecology rejects the ‘human-in-environment image’ (shallow ecology sees humans outside the environment) leaning towards a ‘total-field image’ where there are no distinct boundaries therefore humans are neither outside nor above nature


5.
· Social ecology
· Looks at all problems through the social structure (believe this is the problem)
· Fix problems in society before fixing problems in environment
· We don’t value all things equally
· Capitalism is the reason why we are going through an ecological crisis 
· Change the system so we can all benefit (humans and animals)
· Look at the way our society functions and slowly fix the problem by attacking different ideas 
· Wants a slow transition to ecological balance 
· Still running society in an industrial revolution way and still trying to sustain it, instead of moving on 
· we need to look at alternative ways, the system is breaking down and need to start thinking of a new method
· Just because it is currently working does not mean we can keep trying to improve on them and make things cleaner 
· Changing society structure, how we currently use our system
· Critique 
· Too slow
· Gives too many different ways of interpretation
· Giving too many options
· Where are you gonna start from?
· No standard starting point 
· Social ecology is trying to put everyone in the environment but still keeping them somewhat separate, unlike deep ecology that sees everything as one, it homogenizes everything because everything is equal
· Deep ecology wants a solution now
· Social ecology wants us to change our ways of living, example:
· Agriculture:
· Cannot use machinery because it uses fossil fuels which pollute the air, therefore we need to use animals instead 
· Deep ecology sees this as now we are using animals as a means to an end, which is not acceptable
· Pesticides: social ecology asks the question should we continue to use them because they work or should we look for healthier/cleaner alternatives?
· Deep ecology sees pesticides as an unethical act because it is killing microbes and insects and weeds, things we determine as unwanted, they are subject-of-a-life because they have intrinsic value



7. 
· Argument 
· Restoration thesis: “the destruction of something of value is compensated for by the later creation (recreation) of something of equal value."
· Why cant we take the resources we need and then reconstruct the same ecosystem
· Robert Elliot, objection:
· If the area was home to an endangered species, or contains striking rock formations, or houses a wide diversity of animal and plant life it is irrational to guarantee that these things will be restored with the ecosystem
· Elliot offers three arguments
· First, "a [natural] area is valuable, partly, because it is a natural area; one that has not been modified by human hand, one that is undeveloped, unspoilt or unsullied."
· Second argument borrows from aesthetics: "what the environmental engineers are proposing is that we accept a fake or a forgery instead of the real thing... They offer us something less than was taken away."
· He concludes from the fact that some people value natural areas-or areas with certain kinds of genesis or origin-more than restored ones, that natural areas are more valuable than restored areas.
· Reply 
· Set up reserves for endangered species
· Objection 
· Irrational to state that the ecological processes at the reserve will be natural
· Human and non-human life has intrinsic value
· Refers to the biosphere, or more accurately, to the ecosphere as a whole
· This includes individuals, species, populations, habitats, as well as human and non-human cultures
· Richness and diversity of life forms contribute to the realization of these values and are also values in themselves
· When you set up reserves, human built from scratch, it will contain less diversity than a natural area because it would be “too expensive” to include all the previous existing plants and animals
· Or for example, when you are trying to reintroduce a deer species, you will want to eliminate as many predators as possible so they have a chance to survive, however this disrupts the ecological balance


8. 
· Sources of oppression 
· Karren warren
· Comes from the male domination of women
· Leads to domination of nature
· Patriarchal societies 
· Satisfy our needs instead of helping those who rely on the environment 
· Sessions and devall
· Comes from the anthropocentric lifestyles we have been living
· Leads us to think that nature is there to satisfy our needs
· Humans excessively interfere with it to satisfy selfish wants 
· This life makes us believe that nature has no value



9.
· Argument	
· Strong believer that to solve the ecological problem we need to reduce the human population by 90%
· Every life has intrinsic value and the right to exist
· The richness and diversity of life has value in itself
· This is independent of their usefulness to humans
· Human interference with nature is excessive and getting worst
· We need to think of the quality of life not aiming for higher standard of living
· Objection: bookchin
· He states that deep ecology “has no real sense that our ecological problems have their roots in society and in social problems”
· Deep ecology simply blames humanity for the ecological crisis
· Deep ecology sees humanity as “a cancer in the world of life”
· Bookchin relates deep ecology’s method of reducing the human population (famine, war, desease, etc) to be the same type of thinking that led Hitler to the use of death camps during the Second World War
· Deep ecology platform completely ignores the role capitalism
· “Grow or die” type of model in which companies are constantly competing by offering products and making people believe they need them; leads to consumerist lifestyle
· Will continue to happen regardless of the size of the human population; 
· Who would be the one to decide how much humans can interfere with nature and to what extent; we need to modify our environment in order to survive; need to use resources in a sustainable manner instead
· Deep ecology should look at, is the reason that leads to the excessive interference with the natural world
· Has been pointed out by Bernard Dixon that deep ecology has no clear boundaries as to what needs to be conserved in terms of wildlife; this suggest that viruses such as AIDS should be preserved because they are “endangered species”; Bookchin states that deep ecologists should volunteer their bodies to conserve them in their natural habitat
· Objection: guha
· Sees deep ecology as strictly American and therefore it follows a very narrow practice that does not take into consideration the cultural differences around the world and people’s different economic necessities
· Superficial similarities with environmental movements in other cultures
· Overall social and political goals are very different
· Strongly believes that there will be severe social consequences across the world if this philosophy is put into practice
· Sees four features to deep ecology and attacks each separately
· Deep ecology states that “the environmental movement must shift from an ‘anthropocentric’ to a ‘biocentric’ perspective”; preservation of nature has an intrinsic value despite the benefits it will bring to future human populations
· Guha states that this ignores the problems that lead to environmental degradation
· He states that the “fundamental ecological problems” facing our world are two. One is the over-consumption led by the First World countries and the dominant figures in the Third World countries. The second is the “growing militarization” for short-term and long-term purposes
· It calls for the restoration of natural areas that have been degraded by humans; other living beings have “an intrinsic right to exist”; value in keeping a diverse gene pool of all species 
· Guha claims that these acts are detrimental when they are applied to Third World countries
· Example of “project tiger”: a conservation reserve was set up to protect the tigers, following the American nature preservation practices
· People who lived in small communities in or around this reserve had to relocate, their needs not even being considered
· Preserve nature at the expense of human that need to use the environment around them in order to survival
· Influenced by Eastern religious traditions
· The Hinduism, Buddhism and Taoism religions are grouped together by deep ecologists because they have a view on nature that is considered biocentric
· Only selects the traditions that go hand in hand with the fundamental ideas of deep ecology
· Guha argues that this connection deep ecology tries to make with Eastern traditions is “in part dictated by the need to construct an authentic lineage and in part a desire to present deep ecology as a universalistic philosophy”
· They are holistic and closer to nature
· Deep ecologists think of themselves as the main leading movement in environmental ethics
· He sees deep ecology as a radical trend
· It ignores consumerism
· It does not look into the social and political cultures that lead to this behavior
· Uses wilderness and the preservation of it as an antidote to today’s civilization

11.
· Argument:
· Capitalism leads to the consumerist lifestyle, the ecological problem
· Grow or die markets
· This increases our use in resources
· This use in unsustainable because it is cheaper
· Cheaper production means higher profits for corporations, meaning that they “rule” the market
· Objection: Vandana Shiva
· Promotes “Earth democracy”
· Advocates the creation of all-inclusive living economies that protect life on Earth while providing basic needs for all
· Based on two fundamental principles
· The continuity of all life on earth, and its right to freedom on the basis of gender, race, religion, class and species
· The continuum between and indivisibility of justice, peace and sustainability (believe that without ecological sustainability and a just division of the earth’s bounties, there can be no peace)
· Corporate globalization stops this, they create competition and conflict between species and people, often subjugating other species to the demands of human kind
· They end up shifting our focus from sustainability, peace and justice to conflict and violence
· Goes beyond the triple crisis of economic injustice ecological non-sustainability, and the subjugation of people and other species brought on by the growth of global capitalism 
· Corporate globalization leads to monocultures and the belief of dominance of one species over others 
· This leads to the destruction of resources, biodiversity, water and food
· Also to the deepening of poverty and the exclusion of millions from their livelihoods and economic security 
· Creates an economic system with short-run benefits to just a few
· The earth democracy movement liberates us from this train of thought 
· It recontextualises human beings as members of the earth
· When the intrinsic worth and value of every life form is recognized, diversity and cultural diversity flourish 
· When monocultures and replaced with diverse cultures, the economics of scarcity are replaced with the economics of mutually shared abundance, guaranteed provision of basic needs and access to vital resources
· Erath democracy is not limited to only humans; it is expanded to all species and creates an obligation on humans to take other’s well-being into account
· It puts responsibility at the core of our relationships with each other and with other species
· The separation of rights and responsibility is at the roots of the ecological devastation
· Corporations that make profits from the chemical industry or from pollution resulting from genetically altered crops do not have to bear with the pollution 
· These social and ecological cost are externalized to people who did not have a say in the decision
· Earth democracy is based on the idea that those that pay the price should have a say in the decision 
· By doing this earth democracy shifts the constellation of power from corporations to the people
· It creates real security and the conditions of peace
· It would create systems of sustainable and just economics, governed by democratic and accountable organizations
· It is about maintaining life, and a society’s natural right to maintain the conditions necessary to stay alive
· 
 12. 
· Argument
· Guerrilla gardening is gardening on land that the gardeners do not have legal right to use, often an abandoned site or area not cared for by anyone. It encompasses a very diverse range of people and motivations, from the enthusiastic gardener who spills over their legal boundaries to the highly political gardener who seeks to provoke change through direct action.
· The land that is guerrilla gardened is usually abandoned or neglected by its legal owner. That land is used by guerrilla gardeners to raise plants, frequently focusing on food crops or plants intended to beautify an area. This practice has implications for land rights and land reform; it promotes re-consideration of land ownership in order to reclaim land from perceived neglect or misuse and assign a new purpose to it.
· Some guerrilla gardeners carry out their actions at night, in relative secrecy, to sow and tend a new vegetable patch or flower garden in an effort to make the area of use and/or more attractive. Some garden at more visible hours to be seen by their community. It has grown into a form of proactive activism or pro-activism.

· Deep ecology point of view

The deep ecologists viewpoint on the idea of Guerilla Gardening is that of everything having intrinsic value and that the land that is going unused if able to support life should.
The deep ecologists would agree with the practices of the guerilla gardeners in the use of land for either growing food, using the land to plant wild plant species and with the idea that because we have interfered with the land we should help return it to its natural use of supporting life.

ARGUMENT FOR
· The use of this land for growing food allows for one of the simple propositions of “simple living” or treading lightly on the planet. This “go local” ideal would take pressures of other lands from development, travel and shipping of goods across long distances. Urban gardening and locally grown produce reconnects people to nature and where their food comes from.
· The planting of native species or “wild plants” allows for species to return to these areas that have been developed by humans. This helps to educate urban citizens on the plight of native wildlife and how they can help. This allows for them to see all species as having intrinsic and inherit value in themselves.
OBJECTION AGAINST
· The deep ecologists could however argue against these gardens and the use of the land for wild species. The argument against the gardens would be going against deep ecology’s philosophy that every creature is entitled to life and because these gardens are managed and maintained by humans they play a large role in what gets planted in these gardens. These plants would be serving the interests of those humans for either food (monocultures), or for their esthetic value to people. If the deep ecology philosophy was to be held and maintained “weeds” would have to be allowed to live in the gardens and other undesirable species would also have to be allowed to benefit in their spoils.

· 
· Social ecology
[bookmark: _GoBack]
The social ecologists viewpoint on the idea of Guerilla Gardening is that all of society can play a part in the creation of the gardens because no special skills are required. This plays into the ideals of social ecology be a sort of “communalism”. 

ARGUMENT FOR
· It welcomes in individuals from all backgrounds and placing them together as equals. It enables community building and helps alleviate some social pressures on disadvantaged communities. 
· These gardens can allow for various types of self-expression and creativity to be expressed so as not to diminish individuality and self worth. 
· They help to reharmonize human communities with the natural world, breaking the down the hierarchical barriers that society puts up between individuals and between society and nature.
· Guerilla gardening allows for societies structure to be reexamined and retooled and allow for a more harmonious relationship and mutualistic social structure.
· It brings to light the need to rethink are “wants” and to focus instead on our true “needs”.
OBJECTION AGAINST
· Social ecologists could argue that these gardens could become a soapbox for political or religious groups to spread there message and in doing so could be excluding portions of the community who may not share the same beliefs. These programs would have to be founded on “neutral” relationships will everyone’s well-being in mind regardless on affiliation. 
· 
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