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Abstract:  Artificial Intelligence has its advantages and disadvantages when applied to the 
environment. The former has been recently considered to offer AI as a mitigating tool for 
ecological destruction, but what is more concerning here is the latter as the proliferation 
of AI as an environmental threat becomes more apparent. While, four out of the seventeen 
agendas of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals for 2030 promote 
environmental sustainability, i.e., the SDGs 12-15. Yet it was more viewed as a tool than as 
a threat to the environment. This becomes a question of whether these four SDGs 
prioritize human interests over the welfare of the natural environment, especially in light 
of AI’s positive role in SDGs 12-15 implementation. Meanwhile, in the 1970s, Arne Naess 
advocated a deep ecological movement to counter the Western Environmental Policies, as 
he deemed them Shallow Ecological Policies–laws that he believed could not attain a 
significant change in the behavior of the people. Thus, this paper wishes to critically 
analyze the UN SDGs 12-15 on its portrayal of potentially accepting Artificial Intelligence 
as a key solution for environmental sustainability via Arne Naess' Deep Ecology. I contend 
that if UN SDGs 12-15 develop its acceptance of AI, it will only intensify its 
anthropocentric impression, which could not make a positive change in the hopes of 
mitigating the threat of AI to the Environment. Thus, by integrating the insights from the 
Deep ecological movement of Arne Naess, it could propose a framework that could pave 
the way for ecological thinking in the age of AI. Lastly, this paper also hopes to present a 
deeper philosophical understanding of the interplay of UN SDGs, AI, and the Environment 
for a more sustainable future. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

As environmental activism in the 1960s, people 
began to show more concerns about the effect of 
climate change. Typically, debates on this topic are 



 
usually linked to the two disciplines, i.e., Science and 
Ethics—as environmentalists see this concern requires 
an ethical response brought by technological 
advancement (Calicott & Frodeman, 2009). To heed this 
call, the Norwegian Philosopher, Arne Naess provided 
his response and developed Deep Ecology in 1973 as his 
form of radical environmental movement which mainly 
opposes Western environmental policies—typically 
offers mitigation to the issues, yet Naess deemed it as 
having an Anthropocentric element that does not truly 
address to the pressing issue of the global 
environment—which he then termed as Shallow 
Ecology—where its movements only care for nature 
with reason of it is being understood as a utility or 
resources for humans (Zimmerman, 1993). Naess 
believes that such merely focuses on "technological 
optimism, economic growth, and scientific management" 
and not on how one should relate himself to nature. 
Having said that Deep Ecology, on the other hand, 
addresses the ecological issue from philosophical, 
social, and political standpoints (Naess, 2005). A more 
radical approach that hopes to provide a more 
significant solution to the issue of environment.  

Decades have passed since Deep Ecology was 
established, and undoubtedly its principles are still 
relevant in today's environmental problems as similar 
problems remain until today. However, one may argue 
that in today’s setting, there are certainly ecological 
concerns that would be unfamiliar to Naess. One of 
which is the growing threat of Artificial Intelligence 
towards the environment—as during his time it was 
more on the dilemma brought by rapid industrialization. 
However, while it is true that Artificial Intelligence has 
long existed already in our phenomena, it is worth 
noting that these were not a concern for most 
environmentalists back then, as the capabilities of 
Artificial Intelligence were still limited. Currently, people 
have over-reliance on the usage of Artificial intelligence 
as such is being utilized in diverse fields of human 
applications as it performs reasoning, problem-solving, 
decision-making, and, other tasks that are usually done 
by human intelligence (Mabaquiao et al, nd, p. 4). 

Fortunately, or unfortunately, we have already arrived at 
a generation where people have begun embracing 
Artificial Intelligence due to the benefits that it 
offers–-even for the environment.  

Most works of literature at present focus on 
the benefits of Artificial Intelligence in mitigating the 
problems of the environment such as climate change. As 
a matter of fact, these literatures expand the possibility 
of integrating Artificial Intelligence as a key tool for 
achieving the goals of United Nations Sustainable 
Development Goals, especially those goals that focus on 
the environment namely, SDG 12 which aims for 
responsible consumption and production, SDG 13 for 
climate action, SDG 14 on life below water, and lastly, 
SDG 15 that concerns life on land (United Nations, nd). 
Although the United Nations does not have a direct 
claim on integrating Artificial Intelligence to alleviate 
environmental problems which then could be applied to 
SDGs, yet considering the development of positive 
impacts of AI on the environment, it is reasonable to say 
that it has a high chance of integration in the years to 
come.     

But then again, one cannot escape the fact that 
such Artificial Intelligence does indeed impact the 
environment negatively. We cannot deny the fact that 
damage is far more obvious than its benefits. Hence, 
with this growing threat of Artificial Intelligence towards 
the environment, it is only fitting to say that the United 
Nations must not embrace such application of Artificial 
intelligence, otherwise, they will just come off as 
permissive of environmental destruction.   

Thus, this potential endorsement of the UN of 
Artificial Intelligence to achieve SDGs 12-15 will be 
critically analyzed using Arne Naess's Deep Ecological 
principle in order to reveal the anthropocentric nature 
that obscures the goal of sustainable development of the 
environment.   

 
 

2.  The Environmental Impact of AI   



 
 

It could be observed that this kind of discussion 
lacks interest for the majority of the scholars knowing that the 
impact of Artificial Intelligence on the environment still lacks 
clarity at present. Also, there might be a more important issue 
in the contemporary world that needs to be addressed than 
having this topic—e.g., social inequalities, war, human rights, 
and the like (Jose, as edited by Mabaquiao, nd, p. 186). But 
despite the vagueness that it presents due to minimal 
scientific claims and the lack of interest brought by being 
unnoticed with more apparent global issues, one thing is for 
sure, i.e., there is a clear negative impact of AI on the 
environment.    

According to a report from UN, there are four 
major effects of Artificial Intelligence on the 
environment—i.e., Data Centres, E-waste, Water 
Consumption, and Excessive Energy Consumption (UN 
Environmental Programme, nd). Primarily, it comes from the 
Data Centres which serve as the location for service 
providers, that use microchips for their computers that require 
800 kg of raw materials from mining.  

Second, electronic waste (e-waste) as AI hardware 
is overused, it results in being easily damaged and does not 
last long, such waste uses mercury, and lead and is claimed as 
hazardous for the ecological whole if not disposed of 
properly as it contains dangerous materials that cause global 
warming (UN Environmental Programme, nd). Data says that 
electronic waste attained 53.5 million tons in the year 2019 
and it is anticipated that 75 million tons in 2030 (Thangam,  
et al, 2024). Hence, recycling is necessary so as to mitigate 
such waste that mostly ends up in landfills.  

Third, is the overconsumption of water to cool 
down the temperature of the machines to stop the servers 
from overheating during their usage of energy (Thangam  et 
al, 2024). Apparently, it has been estimated that using AI 
infrastructure may soon consume 6 times more water than 
Denmark and it is alarming that many people in the world are 
thirsting due to the lack of access and clean water sanitation 
(UN Environmental Programme, nd).  

Lastly, on the Excessive consumption of Energy, it 
has been studied that using Artificial intelligence consumes 
10 times the electricity from a Google search (UN 
Environmental Programme, nd). In addition, this machine 
Learning Artificial Intelligence requires a substantial amount 
of energy for data processing and data storage, nearly 
300,000 kg of carbon dioxide is equivalent when one is using 
natural language processing (NLP), which would mean that it 
is five times what a car produces over its lifetime 
(Coeckelbergh, 2020, p. 2). 

Now, with the data given above presenting an 
alarming threat of AI to the environment, a study has been 
presented that despite its threats, “The number of data centers 
worldwide has surged from 500,000 in 2012 to over 8 
million, with energy consumption doubling every four years. 
The rise in internet penetration rates and the introduction of 
5G technologies and Internet of things (IoT) devices will 
further exacerbate the issue, increasing the demand for data 
processing.” (UN Environmental Programme, nd). In this 
manner, it manifests that industries of Data Centres present 
themselves as Technocentric(Wealth, 2019) — which values 
technology over ecology in favor of economic development.  

Having said that, the irreversible growth of 
Artificial Intelligence would eventually lead to its embracing 
in society especially since its negative effects on the 
environment are being outweighed by its beneficial ones. 
Such as using AI as a reduction for disaster risk, for it could 
analyze and predict natural disasters, e.g. tsunami alerts. AI 
could also support conservation efforts as it could analyze 
large datasets through the use of drones. Also, AI could be an 
aid for environmental policies as it could provide faster 
data-driven solutions for environmental challenges 
(Schneegans, 2019). These functions of AI are only one of 
the numerous beneficial effects that have been discovered 
through studies. This only serves as a sign that it will be 
completely utilized by humanity and even governmental 
entities to achieve environmental sustainability.  
 
 
 

 



 
3.  Integrating Deep Ecological Principles 
on UN SDGs   
 

A decade (1984) after Arne Naess developed 
Deep Ecology, his follower George Sessions came up 
with an eight-point platform that summarizes the aims of 
the movement:   

 
1. The well-being and flourishing of human and 
nonhuman Life on Earth have value in themselves. 
These values are independent of the usefulness of 
the nonhuman world for human purposes. 
2. The richness and diversity of life forms 
contribute to the realization of these values and are 
also values in themselves. 
3. Humans have no right to reduce this richness 
and diversity except to satisfy vital needs. 
4. 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. 
5. The present human interference with the 
nonhuman world is excessive, and the situation is 
rapidly worsening. 
6. Policies must therefore be changed. These 
policies affect basic economic, technological, and 
ideological structures. The resulting state of affairs 
will be deeply different from the present. 
7. The ideological change is mainly that of 
appreciating life quality. 
8. Those who subscribe to the foregoing points 
have an obligation directly or indirectly to try to 
implement the necessary changes. (Naess, 2005) 

Having these eight-point platforms it provides 
an understanding that the principles of Deep ecology 
differ from those other environmental movements that 
fail to deliver a substantial change in the ecological 
consciousness of the people. First, it offers an 
ecocentric approach whereas other environmentalists 
simply counter anthropocentrism. By having an 
ecocentric attitude it offers the idea that every living 
organism has its value. Second, Deep ecology is not 
simply a philosophy from a theoretical standpoint but it 
takes philosophy in a practical manner where Naess 
strongly proves his point that his movement is a form of 

activism (Naess, 2005) —that social change is needed to 
fight the upheavals of the environment, especially from 
selfish perpetrators of its degradation for the sake of 
personal interests (Migle, 2019).He then adds that the 
other environmental movements do not provide a 
significant change as they fail to grasp the real need as 
he sees this as simply an “elite concern” (Rootes, 2008). 
Which results from not considering those 
underrepresented. Consequently, for Naess when 
movements fail to have these principles, they are then 
within movements of Shallow Ecology.   

In the 6th platform, he stated the need for 
changing policy as it has been insisted upon so that the 
aims of deep ecology will be attained. Deep ecology 
during its time criticized the ideologies on the 
environment as it is valuable in the market economy 
(Naess, 2005). Hence, it is necessary to take note that 
radical policies are important for Arne Naess Deep 
Ecological Movement.  

​ Most experts have their anticipation that the 
UN SDG would embrace Artificial Intelligence as a tool 
for addressing environmental issues. Considering the 
number of benefits that it provides, it is worth assuming 
that it may occur soon. But the question arises: Does the 
potential acceptance of UN  SDG on AI use to mitigate 
environmental concerns conform to the standard of the 
Deep Ecological Movement? 

​ While Artificial Intelligence was still limited 
during the time of Arne Naess since during his time it 
was the rapid technological advancement brought by 
Industrization which activists have been protesting 
during the time of Arne Naess which they considered as 
the major factor for the adverse effect of the 
environment. But we have to take note that the aim of 
the Deep Ecological Movement is also known as 

Long-range ecology to be relevant not only during their 
time but also for the impending ecological crisis, i.e., the 
environmental impacts of AI.  



 
Scholars observed that it focuses more on the 

benefits that AI offers for the environment, similar to 
how the EU AI Act was drafted—“We are told these 
benefits can be found in agriculture, biodiversity, and 
ecosystem conservation and restoration, and climate 
change mitigation and adaptation” (Warso & Shrishak, 
2024). With this it manifests a downplay of the 
disadvantages that Artificial Intelligence brings and no 
sign of precautionary measures could be observed with 
respect for the environment. 

According to Akamani (nd), the UN Sustainable 
Development Goal is deemed to focus more on 
economic growth than human needs. He adds, “The 
shortfalls associated with the lack of integrated 
approaches to sustainable development are best 
illustrated in policies on food, energy, and water 
resource systems where the pursuit of narrow sectoral 
approaches have often resulted in adverse consequences 
that threaten food, energy, and water security” 
(Akamani, nd, p. 6). Thus to answer the question posed 
above, Arne Naess then would consider UN SDG as a 
Shallow Ecology.   

Despite such, this paper still suggests that, for 
UN SDG to be more relevant to the environmental 
concerns brought by AI, it is thus proper to adopt Deep 
Ecological principles so that such policies evolve not 
merely prioritizing the economic benefits of Artificial 
intelligence but rather focus on the holistic approach of 
ecological sustainability, i.e., not only for the selected 
few but for the every being—human and non-human. 
Ergo, it calls for an ecocentric approach.   

Lastly, while at present, the United Nations 
SDGs do not directly endorse Artificial intelligence as a 
tool for mitigating environmental issues, in due time the 
UN SDG will perhaps embrace and certainly, it would 
only add optimism of reinforcing anthropocentric 
thinking—thus becoming more categorized as shallow 
ecology from the framework of Naess. Hence, UN SDGs 
12-15 that seek environmental protection will remain an 
inadequate solution to ecological issues—as they only 

seek to protect nature as it serves as a mere utility that 
fails to uncover the intrinsic value of nature. 

 
4.  CONCLUSIONS 
 

To end, the potential application of the UN 
SDG of Artificial Intelligence presents a Shallow 
Ecology. As the application of Artificial Intelligence only 
fails to lead to an ecological paradigm despite the 
positive effects that it offers, it could be denied that the 
negative ones are evidently observed. Thus, the latter 
has only been overshadowed by the former as experts 
assume that Artificial Intelligence from Big Tech 
companies could offer significant economic growth—a 
manifestation of prioritizing personal human needs over 
the ecological whole. As a result, AI-driven SDG 
solutions and the Deep Ecology of Naess are obviously 
in conflict. With this, the aim of UN SDGs 12-15 will only 
remain problematic for it being shallow.  This simply 
relates to the reason why Arne Naess developed his 
movement in 1973—one may argue that this concern 
posed by AI towards the environment belongs to the 
long-range plans for ecocentric thinking proposed by 
Arne Naess's Deep Ecology.    
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