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Summary
The workshop has analyzed and discussed various ethical, social and political aspects of the problem area of developing countries that face the simultaneous pressures of development needs and of moral imperatives, the complexity and the specifics of the situation in which these countries find themselves, as regards both economic and social evolution requirements and intergenerational justice/environmental ethics requirements. The focus of the presentations and of the debates has been upon the particular obstacles faced by developing countries when confronted with the double task of simultaneously promoting intensive development and intergenerational justice, but also upon the possible solutions, means and strategies meant to stimulate sustainable development, effective protection of rights and interests of future generations and successful avoidance of conflicts of rights in areas where tradeoffs between urgent economic tasks and duties towards future generations might seem inevitable. With very few exceptions, the discussions left out historical perspectives, such as restorative justice in post-colonial countries or the case of historical emissions. In turn, most of the debate revolved around the question of whether there is a right to developing that can function as a plausible normative tool in distinguishing between the obligations of developing and, respectively, developed countries.
Some of the papers presented in the workshop have concentrated upon the conflicts among requirements faced by developing countries, and analyzed the possible tradeoffs between industrialization and environmental protection, or between prioritizing urgent needs of present generations and prioritizing the interests of future generations. Another series of papers focused upon values, conceptions and initiatives susceptible of contributing to a successful confrontation with the difficulties created by these conflicts and tradeoffs.    
Description of the content of the event
Once we begin to look carefully at the contrast between developed and developing countries, the question unfolds: Would preventing developing countries to have resource-intensive policy choices amount to affecting their autonomy? And, consequently, would placing demanding environmental protection standards in such countries prevent their populations from having their basic needs satisfied? Moreover, is the difference between the two groups of countries a different in nature or rather one in degree? That is, do we have strong reasons to believe that developing countries are trapped into their underdevelopment to such an extent that whatever standards and normative models would work in developed countries simply do not apply in their case? Or is in fact the question mis-phrased, and discussing the situation of developing countries in terms of ‘exceptions’ is misleading, because it presupposes the existence of a generally valid normative model?

The workshop, in which more than twenty specialists from Europe, Asia and Africa have participated, has consisted in four sessions. The first one has been dedicated to general issues concerning the tensions between development and industrialization needs, eradication of poverty, social progress, on one hand, and social responsibility, environmental values, and intergenerational justice, on the other. The roles played by opportunity costs (as a criterion for solving dilemmas between prioritizing development and prioritizing protection of future generations), by social agreement and by the distinction between subsistence and luxury pollution have been respectively examined, as sources of insights into the complexity of the tensions faced by developing countries. 


The second session has been dedicated to relevant environmental problems (and solutions to these problems) characterizing big developing countries like China. The huge pollution problems confronting China, the increasing GHG emissions of its economy, and the international agreements concerning these emissions have been the focal points of the discussion. Rights to increase emissions, human rights approaches to the problem of GHG emission, and the role played by traditional values (like, for instance, Confucian values) have been extensively analyzed and discussed.  

The third session has been dedicated to the experience and the problems of African countries. The ethical standards and codes of conduct for multinationals (expected to manifest  

social responsibility in respect to environmental problems), as well as the practices common in the field, have been examined (and found deficient or at least insufficient) for a substantive protection of the rights of future generations. It has also been argued that African traditional philosophy and ethics should be revived and mobilized, as instruments towards holistic, communitarian and morally superior ways of approaching the problems of future generations. 


The fourth session has been dedicated to environmental risks and to compensation for anthropogenic climate change. It has been argued that some environmental risks that are typical for many developing countries (facing institutional instability, inefficiency, malfunctioning) have not been correctly assessed and consequently have not been approached adequately. It has also been argued that, once the duty to reduce environmental risks exists, a duty to compensate harm created by pollution and climate change should also be acknowledged. 

Of all the participants expected to present a paper and included in the program, only one (Emeline Bezin) failed to show up, due to an unhappy incident. All the papers presented have been followed by questions and answers sessions and by debates, in which several participants took part. 

The main general characteristics of the presentations and the debates can be summed up as follows:

1/ the talks delivered and the ensuing discussions have focused on both conceptual problems (the nature of ‘emission rights’, the criteria by which developmental and moral priorities should be assessed, the nature of agreements/contracts that are relevant to intergenerational justice-oriented policies, the soundness of the distinction between subsistence and luxury GHG emissions, the nature of environmental risks in developing countries, the theoretical acceptability of violations of the ‘no harm’-principle on grounds pertaining to development needs, the nature of reasons on which compensation for environmental harm is based etc.), and political/economic/social or moral factual aspects characteristic to developing countries that are relevant for the ideals involved: development, emancipation, justice, materialization of environmental values 
2/ the severity and gravity of environmental problems in the developing world has unanimously been acknowledged, with particular stress on the seriousness of the threats that manifest themselves in countries characterized by rapid growth (like, for instance, China)
3/ responsibility for confronting these threats (common by their very nature) has been attributed to all the actors involved (governments, national and international institutions, political parties and movements, corporations, NGOs, individuals), regardless of their being based in the developing or the developed countries
4/ there has been general agreement on the idea that, while the environmental threats are common to all countries, there are also some specific problems characteristic to the developing world (such as some particular pressing economic and social needs, some institutional weaknesses, various sorts of political instability or political ineffectiveness, danger of social conflict etc.), so that some specific strategies and policies should be devised and applied in emerging economies, not necessarily as exclusive alternatives to what is being proposed for the Western world, but as complements to the ones conceived in and for the industrialized world  

5/ there has been significant consensus on the principle that the peculiarities of the developing world (insufficient industrialization and modernization, poverty, social tensions, institutional failures, urgent development needs, etc.) cannot be taken as justifying neglect of environmental dangers and of environmental requirements, and cannot excuse failures to fulfill our duties towards future generations; how exactly development pressures should be reconciled with moral priorities (implied by human rights, duties towards future generations etc.) has been a leading topic of the debates.
6/ various solutions and strategies have been analyzed and discussed, by which the requirements of industrialization, development and emancipation could be reconciled with the requirements of climate change mitigation, of environmental protection, and of intergenerational justice

7/ the solutions and strategies invoked have been examined critically, a series of objections and difficulties being raised by commentators. For instance, the appeal to local traditions and spiritual heritage (in developing countries in Asia or Africa) as a means to impose requirements of justice, moral imperatives, environmental values etc. and to reconcile development with intergenerational justice, has been criticized as being too general and vague, as long as no elaboration, exemplification, or illustration of the real process/methods by which certain particular values/traditions can solve the predicament of developing countries was provided.
Results and impact

The results of the meeting can be summarized as follows: 

a/ due to the presentations given by several participants coming from developing countries or specializing in the problematic of developing countries, a more complex and more accurate representation has been acquired, as regards the particularities of the developing world, their development needs, the environmental problems and the difficulties they are confronted with in the attempt to reconcile development, on one hand, and intergenerational justice and environmental ethics on the other. 
b/ experience from developing countries in the area of protecting rights of both present and future generations has been shared and analyzed

c/ the conclusion has been reached that making use of local cultural and spiritual traditions as instruments for reconciling ethical requirements with regard to future generations and development needs of present generations could constitute a promising strategy, provided that such an attempt would not consist simply in making general moral claims inspired by local values, but rather in looking for concrete solutions to prescriptive dilemmas generated by the variety of interests and priorities involved



d/ it has been stressed that the complexity of the problems of developing countries, their far reaching implications and the vast horizons of the process of reconciliation of contrasting needs and priorities require a permanent framework of scientific exchange and investigation, which could be created through a dedicated network which could function as a part of the ENRI-Future general network. The participants have agreed to join such a network.  

e/ the papers presented at the workshop, improved after the discussions and the feedback from participants, will be published in a scientific journal

f/ various aspects of the topics and ideas advanced during the workshop will be further explored and discussed in shorter articles to be published or posted on platforms which are accessible to a broader audience, from both developing countries and the developed world.   
Annexes
Participants

	Professor Axel Gosseries
	Louvain la Neuve, (BE)
	Convenor
		
	Dr. ADRIAN-PAUL ILIESCU
	Bucharest, (RO)
	Convenor
		

	

	


	Mr. JOHN ALOBWEDE NGOME
	BRUSSELS, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Professor Thierry AMOUGOU
	Louvain-La-Neuve, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Dr. Gerhard Bos
	Utrecht, (NL)
	Speaker
	
	

	Ms. Ileana Dascalu
	Bucharest, (RO)
	Speaker
	
	

	Professor Cristian Fatauros
	Cordoba, (AR)
	Speaker
	
	

	Mr. Thomas Ferretti
	Louvain la Neuve, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Ms. Tine Flanagan
	Copenhagen, (DK)
	Speaker
	
	

	Dr. Inigo Gonzalez-Ricoy
	Louvain la Neuve, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Professor Sirkku Kristiina Hellsten
	Dar es Salaam, (TZ)
	Speaker
	
	

	Dr. Karsten Klint Jensen
	Frederiksberg C, (DK)
	Speaker
	
	

	Professor Jianjun Li
	Beijing, (CN)
	Speaker
	
	

	Professor Feng Lu
	Beijing, (CN)
	Speaker
	
	

	Mr. Tim Meijers
	Louvain la Neuve, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Ms. GENNY NGENDE
	Brussels, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Mr. Thierry NGOSSO NGOSSO
	Louvain la Neuve, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Mr. Frédéric Paul Piguet
	Lausanne, (CH)
	Speaker
	
	

	Dr. Dominic Roser
	Oxford, (UK)
	Speaker
	
	

	Dr. Olivier Sterck
	Louvain la Neuve, (BE)
	Speaker
	
	

	Ms. Fei Teng
	Utrecht, (NL)
	Speaker
	
	

	Dr. Rafael Ziegler
	Greifswald, (DE)
	Speaker
	
	


	Professor Marcus Düwell
	Utrecht, (NL)
	Participant

	Mr. Geert Fremout
	Brussels, (BE)
	Participant


The Workshop Program

[image: image1.jpg]UROPERAN
CIENCE
— OUNDATION

SETTING SCIENCE AGENDAS FOR EUROPE




Action de Recherche Concertée (ARC)

Université Catholique de Louvain (UCL)

Developing countries and duties towards the future

An ESF - ARC WORKSHOP, organized in the framework of the Research Networking Programme on “Rights to a Green Future, Uncertainty, Intergenerational Human Rights and Pathways to Realization (ENRI-Future)”


LOUVAIN-LA-NEUVE, JUNE 20 – 21, 2013
Organizers: Axel Gosseries (Université Catholique de Louvain), Adrian-Paul Iliescu (University of Bucharest), Thierry Ngosso (Université Catholique de Louvain)

June 20, 2013 
General Issues and the Experience of China 
Chair 1, General Issues : Marcus Duwell
Doyen 22
10h – 10h15: Welcome and Opening Remarks (Marcus Düwell)

10h15 – 10h20: Technical details (Adrian-Paul Iliescu) 

10h20 –10h40: Entrapment and Moral Dilemmas: Are There Cases where Priority Should Be Given to Development, not to Environmental Values? 
Adrian-Paul Iliescu (University of Bucharest, Romania)

Some severe forms of entrapment (poverty traps, social traps, institutional traps) threaten communities with acute humanitarian crises or even disasters caused by famine, bad health or violent conflict. In such cases dramatic moral dilemmas might appear concerning the allocation of resources and efforts. Finding rational solutions to such dilemmas implies deciding upon the priority of diverting resources from long term aims, like protecting rights of future generations, to immediate aims like fighting entrapment and underdevelopment, vs. the priority of diverting resources from immediate aims to protection of future generations’ rights. Among other things, this dilemma can and should be judged from the point of view of opportunity costs implied (focusing, of course, on basic needs or vitals of human life). In some situations, moral reasoning based on opportunity costs leads to obvious conclusions, as e.g. in case we had to compare investing to reduce present child mortality vs. investing to reduce present GHG emissions (taken as an exclusive disjunction). Other situations are, of course, much more problematic, as e.g. in case where investing to reduce present child mortality should be compared to investing to reduce child mortality among future generations caused by climate change. In many cases, a precise comparison of the opportunity costs involved might prove to be impossible, but the moral dilemma remains important: what if by saving some children now we simply abandon the saving of some children in the future (or the other way round)? The aim of my paper is to extend the analysis in terms of opportunity costs to the dilemma: should a developing country give priority to investing in development and in escaping from traps or priority should be given to prevention (of climate change) and protection (of future generations’ rights)? I seek some operational criteria by which one could decide both rationally and morally on when priority should be given to crisis management and to development aims, or to long term sustainability and intergenerational justice aims. In order to explore the problem, I shall use a comparison with analogous domestic dilemmas and insist that one should not focus exclusively on comparisons between our opportunity costs, but also on comparisons of opportunity costs incurred by future generations - which makes the problem even more complicated. In some particular cases, I conclude, priority should be given to development in order not just to meet immediate needs, but also to reduce costs incurred by future generations.

10h40 –10h50 Respondent:  Dominic Roser (University of Zurich, Switzerland)

10h50 – 11h10: Social agreements & responsibility for the future in a context of poverty and degraded ecosystems 
Rafael Ziegler (Greifswald University, Germany)

What, if anything, could be the role of social agreement for inter- and intragenerational justice? And especially of such social agreements in a context of poverty and degraded ecosystems? Social agreements, roughly put, are a focused and actual variant of social contracts. They are focused on the agreement of parties to co-operate and they pertain to basic aspects of living and living together; however, not comprehensively but focused on a specific theme or themes such as sanitation, water supply or energy provisions. Unlike hypothetical social contracts, social agreements can be empirically studied. Conceptually, social agreement is of interest a) in that it resonates with the social contract tradition from Rousseau to Rawls. This tradition has been subject to much criticism, including from capability theorists who argue that the approach fails to sufficiently include distant others (spatially and temporally) as well as non-human others. B) The institution of a social agreement involves the question what constitutes or should constitute a “demos”, understood as the parties that by some criteria or action function as moral agents and patients in the social agreement. Practically, social agreements are a possible process for a more sustainable way of living and living together in a context of poverty and degraded ecosystems. This paper illustrates social agreement with a case study on the theme of watershed development in an arid zone with low-income farmers, or in a problematic political language: in a “developing country” with institutional “voids”. Watershed development in this context seeks to restore degraded land and simultaneously local democratic institutions. It is an ecological and social investment with medium term and long-term benefits, i.e. for both present and future generations. Drawing on this case study it will be asked: which objections to hypothetical social contract pertain to social agreement as far as duties to future generations are concerned? And what are the practical implications of dealing with these objections? It will be argued that the empirical focus on social agreement highlights the role of learning as a critical dimension that has received insufficient attention, especially in relation to the boundaries of a social agreement and its way of dealing with dynamics in the wider socio-ecological context. Social agreement, so the practical thesis, is a social innovation of potentially wide practical importance for contexts of poverty and degraded ecosystems.

11h10 – 11h20 Respondent: Tim Meijers (UCL, Belgium)

11h20 – 11h40: The right to development of developing countries: An argument against environmental protection?
Thierry Ngosso (Hoover Chair, UCL, Belgium & CERJUSP, UCAC, Cameroon)

The right to development is one of the fundamental human rights recognized by the United Nations since 1986 (resolution 41/128). The fight against poverty and the aspiration to improvement of well-being, however, can collide with environmental requirements in an intergenerational justice perspective. In fact, the right to development in that perspective actually serves as an argument, especially in developing countries, for refusing demanding environmental standards. Opportunity costs for the poor as individuals and loss of competitive advantage for the poor states as collectives are the key worries here. We will show that this twofold worry ignores the complexity of the relationship between development and environmental protection and that this should reverse the perspective of developing countries on the matter. Under certain circumstances, development as a fight against poverty does not necessarily collide with demanding environmental standards that constitute one way of meeting developing countries’ duties towards future generations. In that perspective, we will first of all clarify two competing definitions of the right to development: the right to development as a right to a continuous improvement of material living conditions where poverty is considered as having low income (economic development) and the right to development as a right to a certain minimum of basic capabilities (Sen) where poverty is assimilated to “unfreedom” (human development). Second, we will examine the relevance of these two conceptions. We will show that if both conceptions can be vulnerable to some criticisms, they remain morally relevant. Poverty as basic needs deprivation is morally wrong like “unfreedom” as basic freedom deprivation. If development supposes improving well-being, then the improvement of material living conditions is a necessary but not a sufficient condition of development. Thirdly, we will examine cases where environmental protection seriously conflicts with economic and human development. When it happens, there are serious risks of opportunity costs for the poor and loss of competitive advantage for the states. Making a distinction between subsistence pollution and luxury pollution, I will argue that protecting the nature will be legitimate only and only if this does not compromise the lives of the poorest and the worse-off. If not the right to development could justify in developing countries non-compliance with demanding environmental standards. Forth, we will examine cases where both economic and human development could benefit from the protection of nature. I shall argue that if poor countries limit their access to natural resources, this would oblige them to count on their citizens and then to be more transparent. The result could be the improvement of political institutions quality whose impact on optimal production and fair redistribution could change for the better the lives of the worse-off. 
11h40 – 11h50 Respondent: Genny Ngende (VUBrussels, Belgium)

11h50-12h05: Coffee Break

12h05-13h30: Discussions
13h30 -14h30: Lunch
Chair 2, The Experience of China: Gerhard Bos (Utrecht University, The Netherlands, Belgium)
Doyen 22
14h30 – 14h50: Reflections on the Global Environmental Crisis from Confucian and Ecological Perspectives
Lu Feng (Tsinghua University, Beijing, China)

To correct the mistakes of modernity, we can find some profound suggestions from Confucianism. Confucian ethics is a kind of virtue ethics. Some virtues cultivated by Confucians are very important for us to cultivate to restrain our materialistic greed, which is leading us to be in the ecological crisis. And the Confucian understanding of holistic relationships among reason, emotion, and volition is also enlightening for us to reflect on the modern separation of reason, emotion and volition. Confucians never think that a person should do his best to get maximum satisfaction of personal preference in any situation, but think one should always do appropriate things in any circumstances. Confucians never think that the growth of material wealth and improvement of conditions of material life is the most important thing for a society, but think that the progress of morality is. Confucians never try to give a universal moral principle from a point of logic, but think a gentle man should always respect others. Confucians seldom say anything about future generation directly, but the whole Confucian discourse presupposes that present people should cherish the flourishing of future generations forever. In other words, Confucians take it for granted that present people should respect the basic rights of future generations. In ancient China, the innovation of technology, economical activities including all commercial activities, and politics were all under the guidance of morality. But within the framework of modernity, the whole culture is led by technology, science and commercial business. That is why almost all people are greedy comparing to people in the ancient time, and the health of biosphere in the earth are threatened seriously by human activity today. We have to go out of modernity and try our best to construct a new civilization which can really be sustainable. The new civilization will also inherit some good elements from modern western civilization, and democracy might be the most precious one.

14h50 – 15h00 Respondent: Respondent: Diego Hernandez (UCL, Belgium)
15h00 – 15h20 Beijing’s heavy fog and smog: a watershed towards a green future
Li Jianjun (China Agricultural University, Beijing, China)

Since Jan 22, 2013, Beijing, the capital of China, engulfed by heavy fog and smog many times, resulted in many millions of citizen breathing difficulty. An appeal for the right to breathing and towards a green future thus became the most urgent priority and override all others concerns for the first time in China. Is it justified morally and politically to simply pursue a rapid economic growth in the name of current development while disregarding the burden of ecological environment? What kind of new strategy and policy could leads Chinese to an aesthetic and wealthy future? A stricter atmospheric pollution law or to a certain extent revival of Confucian environment ethics which emphasizes holistic harmony between human and nature? All these maybe are very important for us but it is necessary to introduce new ideology and social system which takes full account of living requirements and claims of others and future generation, special for fresh air, pure water and rural landscape, and clarifies our obligation towards others and the future.

15h20 – 15h30 Respondent: Cristian Fatauros (Universidad Nacional de Córdoba, Argentina)
15h30 – 16h30: Discussions
16h30 – 16h45: Coffee-Break

16h45 – 17h05: Accounting emission rights in Emission trading system of developing China: a human right based study
Teng Fei (Utrecht University, the Netherlands)

In Europe, market based mechanism—emission trading system—is the dominate response to climate change and emission mitigation. Although it has been criticized for various reasons, its experience has been introduced to other countries. Within China seven cities and provinces are setting up pilots to test emission trading systems (ETS) and expect to start on national level by 2015. Allocating and accounting the price of emission rights are the most essential parts of ETS which determine the efficiency and justice of the whole system. But the standard setting of emissions rights is not clear and the nature of emission rights is a controversial debate from ethical point of view as well. In this paper, I concentrate on the ethical point of view on consumption based emission rights which is differs from traditional (production-based) ones, because of imports and exports of goods and services between countries. It will be organized as follows. First I critically evaluate the different understanding of emission rights, for example: (1) regard it as right to pollute or(2) tradable commodity ,(3)Property right. Then use human right approach to re-examine this notion, to find out the linkage of emission rights and other fundamental rights. Finally, we will back to the practical question to see whether the human right approach will help us to make different understanding on accounting emission rights in ETS of developing countries.

17h05 – 17h15 Respondent: Olivier Sterck (UCL, Belgium)

17h15 – 17h35: Should countries like China be allowed to increase their per capita emissions? 
Frédéric-Paul Piguet (University of Lausanne, Switzerland)

Current levels of greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions are so high that, despite drastic diminishing of future anthropogenic emissions to 10 Gt CO2e year 1, the atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide will increase during three or four decades, and contribute harming hundred of millions people, or worse. So, despite strong climate policy, the threshold of 2°C could be overstep with a probability of at least 1/6 (Meinshausen: 2009), triggering very dangerous positive feedbacks within the whole biosphere such as methane release. Despite considerable efforts for GHG reduction (hypothesis), the risk remains unacceptable because emitters put the life-support commons at stake. According to intergenerational justice, developed countries have to diminish their emissions of a factor six to twelve or more (within 40 years). It will not be certain to remain below 2°C despite considerable efforts and strong policy. Developing countries like China, Brazil or Argentina have already overshot the per capita carbon dioxide planetary sink. If they do not diminish their emissions, the 10 Gt CO2e year 1 target will not be respected. Do they have the right to increase their emissions since the risk is unacceptable? In other terms, will they violate the no harm principle in searching to equalize their consumption level with developed countries?

17h35 – 17h45 Respondent: Ileana Dascalu (University of Bucharest, Romania)

17h45 – 18h30: Discussions
19h30: Dinner (Brussels)

 
June 21, 2013 
Africa Cases and Specific issues
Chair 1, Africa cases: Geert Fremout (Member of Federal Administration, Belgium)
Doyen 21 (videoconferencing room)

10h00 – 10h20: Could African philosophy offer a paradigm change for development thinking and cooperation? 
Sirkku Hellsten (University of Dar es Salam, Tanzania & The University of Helsinki, Finland)

There is an increased awareness that our current concept of development as ‘modernization that takes place in a context of economic growth’ is unsustainable in the long run, and leaves the future generation to tackle with a very challenging environment (pollution, climate change, economic crisis, overpopulation, etc.). However, the international policies for ‘development’ and ’global justice’ have not significantly changed - except maybe in rhetoric. This presentation argues that it is high time for a radical paradigm change in our thinking of development if we are to save our planet for the future generations. An alternative conception of development should be based on a more holistic framework that shifts our understanding of humans from ‘masters of nature’ to ‘members of community of communities’ (earth). The author does not aim to disregard altogether the traditional Western rights-based approaches, but rather to highlight their deficiencies. The main thesis is that we need a more holistic understanding of our universal interdependency and more focus on our responsibilities and duties towards nature and to each other. This approach recognizes the rights of individuals from a stance that gives weight to corresponding duties and to local and global responsibilities. All in all, the author claims that in our development discourse, development policies and development cooperation, we need a shift of our cultural, social, and economic standards and of their implicit metaphysics and ethics (atomistic individualism, idealistic liberalism) to a more holistic and communalist way of thinking that can be found, for example, in the African philosophy and ethics. The aim of this argument is not to abandon one tradition for another, but to map out how the different paradigms for development could best complement each other so that we could define development as social justice.

10h20 – 10h30:Respondent: John Alobwede (VUBrussels, Belgium)


10h30 – 10h50: Social responsibility of multinational corporations and the rights of future generations in Africa 
Ernest-Marie Mbonda (CERJUSP, UCAC, Cameroon) (videoconferencing)

The growing importance of multinational in the development, particularly in developing countries, has led to the establishment, within the standardization bodies such as ISO and international institutions like the UN and OECD, of standards supposed to supervise their activities and to make them compatible with the requirements of human rights and the environment. Some of these normative instruments evoke the notion of "sustainable development" (multiple occurrences of this concept in the Guidelines of the OECD 2011), often defined as "development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability simultaneously of future generations to meet their own needs. "(See, Brundtland Report). The objective of this paper is to show that the rights of future generations is not really supported neither through the standards prescribed by international corporations or in the codes that multinationals establish themselves, nor in the practices of these multinationals. If the concept of "sustainable development" appears with relative frequency in some of these standards, if this concept has been defined in the Brundtland Report in relation to future generations, this frequency is far from reflecting a genuine concern for future generations.

10h20 – 10h30: Respondent: Thierry Amougou (UCL, Belgium)
10h30 – 10h40: The dynamics of green consumption and directed technical change 
Emeline Bezin (University of Rennes, France)

In this paper, we set up a theoretical framework which allows studying dynamic interactions between the distribution of green preferences and the technology. We develop a two-sector model with endogenous directed technical change. Investments in the productivity of each sector, the clean one or the dirty one, lie on researchers' decisions, motivated by profit opportunities. The latters depend on the expected market size, namely, on the future distribution of environmental preferences in the population. Besides green preferences (defined as a taste for clean products) are transmitted through a socialization mechanism which is sensitive to expected relative prices. Our model generates multiple equilibria. Contrary to what has been found in the previous literature, a virtuous path along which green preferences spread out, the clean technology develops and pollution is reduced may emerges even though the relative productivity in the clean sector is very low initially. This is true provided that the initial share of green agents is sufficiently high. For lower shares, there is indeterminacy due to self-fulfilling expectations. However, when there are initially very few greens in the society, the economy then follows a path along which the dirty technology develops and pollution experiences unlimited growth. In this case, we show that various policies targeting either consumers or producers can be used. Besides, there is a cost of delay which argues for the ``early action principle".

10h40 – 11h 00 Coffee-break

11h00 – 12h00: Discussions.
13h00: Lunch
Chair 2, Specific issues - Risks, Green Consumption, Compensation: Adrian-Paul Iliescu
Doyen 22

14h00 – 14h20: Taking Institutional and Social Risks Seriously: Suggestions for Environmental Risk Assessment in Developing Countries 
Ileana Dascalu (University of Bucharest, Romania)

This research starts from the assumption that certain social problems and institutional malfunctions specific to developing countries are so important that they deserve to be considered risks as such. Factors like political instability, institutional inefficiency, and various social vulnerabilities of these countries are not sufficiently taken into account by current methods of assessing environmental risks. The claim of this paper is that they should be taken seriously, and that this can be beneficial for the future environment; specifically, for fairer ethical appraisals of environmental projects. However, focusing on social and institutional risks in developing countries is challenging for three main reasons: perception and amplification problems cannot always be clearly separated by the risks as such; the legal framework regulating risk issues often deals exclusively with natural and technological risks; the pressure to solve urgent economic problems is conducive to less demanding (environmental) protection standards, and, therefore, to minimizing social and institutional risks. We aim to show that failure to take these risks seriously legitimizes myths and fallacies which are dangerous for developing countries. The goal of this research is not to provide a formal complex model, but rather to make a few suggestions for comprehensive and context-specific risk assessment criteria.

14h20 – 14h30 Respondent:Inigo Gonzalez Ricoy (Louvain la Neuve  University, Belgium)


14h30 – 14h50: Climate change and compensation 
Tine Bech Flanagan & Karsten Klint Jensen (Institute of Food and Resource Economics, University of Copenhagen, Denmark)

In the discussions about global climate change, the question of compensation for anthropogenic climate change related losses and damages, is often ignored; instead the focus of the discussions lies on how to mitigate climate change and to some extent on how we as humans should adapt to future climate change. The aim of this article is to present a case for compensation for losses and damages related to anthropogenic climate change. First, we argue that the following principle is very plausible: If there is moral reason to reduce the risk of a certain harm occurring, there is also a moral reason to address this harm in case it materializes. By ‘address’ we refer to various relevant ways of repairing or compensating the harm in question. Next, we argue that this principle applies to climate change: If wealthy countries accept there is moral reason to reduce the harm resulting from the impact climate change through mitigation, they should also accept there is moral reason to address the harm from climate change already occurring in the poor countries. Hence, insofar as the wealthy countries act for moral reasons when accepting a duty to mitigate, they fail to draw the implications of this duty concerning the harm materializing in the poor countries.

14h50 – 15h00: Respondent: Thomas Ferretti (UCL, Belgium)

15h00 – 15h20: Coffee-break

15h20 – 16h20: Discussions.
16h20 – 16h30: Concluding Remarks: Axel Gosseries (Hoover Chair, UCL)

End of the workshop.
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