Scientific report first workshop ENRI-Future (Bucharest, 31Oct. – 2 Nov. 2011)

1. Scientific Summary

The Bucharest workshop was the kick-off workshop of the ESF Networking Programme ‘Rights to a Green Future’ (ENRI-Future). The workshop was vital for determining in greater detail the aims of the working groups and the network as a whole, and for determining concrete working procedures and plans for output. In addition, the workshop also aimed to discuss the state of the art concerning the themes of the working groups and of the network as a whole.

The initial orientation of the network can be described as follows. Climate change, limited energy resources and other trends raise questions about moral and political obligations towards future generations. For several reasons, the current discussions (in ethics, law, economy etc.) address these normative dimensions insufficiently. First, the uncertainty of the future is a severe obstacle for a moral assessment of political options, but an ethics of risk and precaution is still missing. Second, the plea for a sustainable politics has one of its foundation in obligations we have towards future generations, but these obligations easily conflict with the established human rights-framework. Third, all political strategies towards a sustainable politics have normative and contested implications. Clarification of these normative dimensions and their interrelationships is urgently needed. 

   The network aims to identify and analyze the questions that need to be addressed in order to determine what responsibilities we have to future generations and what the political consequences of carrying these out are. This requires (a) knowledge of and reflection on future environmental developments and methods to predict them, (b) critical assessment of moral and legal frameworks, especially that of human rights, in an intergenerational perspective, (c) a concept of moral and political responsibility suitable to apply to the openness of the future, and (d) an investigation of the main psychological and institutional obstacles for a sustainable politics. This challenge asks for an approach that utilizes and synthesizes the methodologies and knowledge of the relevant disciplines. Therefore this network is an interdisciplinary enquiry that aims to develop a research agenda for a future-centred ethics of the environment 

The outcomes of the Bucharest workshop can be briefly summarized as follows:

   1. Specification of themes and aims: Working group 1 (‘science and scenarios’) defined more precisely what it wishes to address: how normative/value presuppositions of climate science and other disciplines and their models play a role in shaping recommendations (the value content of scientific input to the deliberation). Working group 2 (‘intergenerational human rights’) specified its theme in two parts: (1) human rights as a normative framework, and its limits and theoretical alternatives; (2) human rights, political institutions and implementation. Working group 3 (‘risk and precaution’) formulated their focus more precisely, with the following aspects being central: what are acceptable risks? and, how to articulate individual, collective and shared responsibilities under non-ideal conditions (e.g. non-compliance)? Working group 4 (‘motivation and governance’) specified their theme as being concerned with an identification of obstacles, institutional and psychological, through conceptual analysis and case studies. Examples of topics include sources of motivation, democracy and sustainability, and institutional and individual trust. Network as a whole and interrelationship between working groups: The central focus of the network is to interrelate existing discourses that make vital contributions to articulating a morally acceptable and politically realistic pathway towards a sustainable politics. As such, the interlinkages between the working groups are essential to the network’s theme. Very important is the relationship wg1 and other working groups. Also, the relationship between wg2 and wg3 at the thematic core of the network, and for an adequate development of the core theme of responsibility towards future generations it is vital to have a clear view of the psychological and institutional obstacles, as specified by wg4.

   2. Working procedures and output: The following means for strengthening coherence were proposed, among other ones: blogs and draft papers on the internal part of the Network’s website, accessible for the members of all working groups; regular Skype meetings of working group coordinators; combination of plenary and working group sessions at the next meeting (Graz). As for publications: the emphasis is preferably on peer-reviewed papers, but in addition a book is planned. Concerning communication with the broader public, this will be first and foremost a responsibility of the Network as a whole, taken up by its Steering Committee.

2. Scientific content

2.1 Talks and discussions

The meeting was divided in two parts – first an overview of the state of the art on the themes of the network as a whole, as well as an overview of the state of the art on the themes of the working groups. Secondly, planning sessions where the focus of the network as a whole, and of the four working groups, were specified, and where concrete plans were made concerning output, working structure, next meetings etc.

As for the first part of the meeting there were the following lectures in plenary sessions:

Dr. Jeroen van der Sluijs (Utrecht, Netherlands) discussed what our knowledge is about the future climate; Prof. Lukas Meyer (Graz, Austria) developed the theme of a right of future generations to an open future; Prof. Dieter Birnbacher (Düsseldorf, Germany) considered the empirical-psychological obstacles for a sustainable politics; and Prof. May Thorseth (Trondheim, Norway) spoke about governmental and institutional obstacles in this regard. Prof. Marcus Düwell (Utrecht, Netherlands) talked about human rights in an intergenerational perspective. Finally, Prof. Adrian-Paul Iliescu (Bucharest, Romania) presented the project ‘fairness assessment task force on the Saligny disposal project’.

Furthermore, the following lectures took place in the working group sessions:

Working group 1: Martin Kowarsch MA (München, Germany) talked about ‘Scenario results and the science-policy interface – suitable basis discourses, debates or decisions?’; Dr. Joachim H. Spangenberg (Köln, Germany) addressed ‘hidden  norms and values in natural and social sciences, and what philosophy, law and politics should be aware of when using scientific input’; and Malgorzata Dereniowska addressed ‘Methodological pluralism for sustainability science’.

Working group 2: Prof. Elina Pirjatanniemi (Abo, Finland) considered intergenerational human rights from the perspective of the current human rights regime, and Prof. Herman Philipse (Utrecht, Netherlands) gave an overview of import recent literature in climate ethics. Claudia Reitinger MA (Graz, Austria) considered will- and interest theories of rights, and Dr. Jos Philips (Utrecht, Netherlands) talked about  intra- and intergenerational justice and human rights, with particular attention for questions of priority-setting. Finally, Tim Meijer MA (Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium) addressed population ethics and intergenerational justice.

Working group 3: Four presentations. Two were meant to introduce the main themes of the working group: Dr. Karsten Klint Jensen (Copenhagen, Denmark) discussed consequentialist and liberal notions of acceptable risk and Dr. Fabian Schuppert (Zürich, Switzerland) analysed the state of the art of the philosophical discussion on environmental responsibility. The two other papers were draft papers, namely Dr. Raphael Ziegler (Greifswald, Germany) on innovation and responsibility, and Pranay Sanklecha MA and Prof. Lukas Meyer (both Graz, Austria) on the responsibility of individuals in highly industrialized countries under non-ideal conditions, especially the lack of an authoritatively imposed effective and fair global distribution of the benefits and burdens of climate mitigation and adaptation. 

Working group 4: Prof. Dieter Birnbacher (Düsseldorf, Germany) talked on intergenerational justice, motivation and obstacles; Dr. Philip Nickel (Eindhoven, Netherlands) addressed ‘justified trust in government’, Dr. des. Ivo Wallimann (Zürich, Switzerland) gave a talk entitled ‘Liberal Tragedy of the Commons’, and Dr. Dominic Roser (Graz, Austria) considered feasibility constraints in discussions of climate change and climate policy. Finally, Dr. Mickey Gjerris (Copenhagen, Denmark) addressed psychological and existential barriers for changing life style.

2.2. Thematic foci, plans and interlinkages of working groups

Working group 1 (shorthand: ‘science & scenarios’)

Foci:

· Focus on scenarios (not predictions) - selection of which scenarios: later (to include IPCC). In any case: also other scenarios than climate scenarios.

· What are the most important scenarios and what do they have in common? Implicit assumptions and values in these scenarios, and how that influences decision making. Other groups get info in May.

· Focus on ethical and inter- and intragenerational justice issues in models, as well as on science-policy interface. For instance, the value of human lives, or what is the relation of future persons’ rights and discounting?

3 steps:

Step 1: inform working groups about the most dominant scenarios and about the assumptions that these scenarios have in common (= state of art in scenario building and underlying models etc. – most scenarios are integrated scenarios);

Step 2: evaluate normative content of the models, uncertainties and value judgments;

Step 3: impacts for application in ethically responsible, scenario-informed decision making.

· overview of potential or real success (impact) and obstacles to usefulness of the models from a political and ethical point of view.

· literature overview on aforementioned three points, and identification of open questions. The main gap in the literature seems to be: ideas on how to shape next assessments – that is what is missing. Ethicists talk about value in general, but not applied to specific scenarios, while amongst scenario builders the awareness about the role of ethical positions for scenario outcome is limited.

Interaction with the other working groups:

We ask input concerning ethical issues and uncertainty from the other working groups (and from the fourth working group on obstacles), and if they point to certain ethical/uncertainty problems we can show them to what extent these really play a role in diverse scenarios.

Furthermore, a question could be to what extent precaution, obstacles, risk, rights etc. can be translated into models.

· from 4th wg we’d like to receive input on obstacles;

· from 2nd, 3rd wg.: ethical and epistemic input, input on how to shape science policy interface (e.g. which human rights criteria should be turned into assumptions for sustainability scenarios).

Plans and output:

-Upcoming 12 months: papers will be prepared; and information on models will be sent to everyone.

-Output: preference for papers, and for a special issue rather than a book (although also cooperation with book synthesis);

-We’d be interested in bigger research projects after this network;

-Malgorzata Dereniowska as permanent guest;

-Experts to be invited (suggestions from Lukas Meyer): Karl Steininger (Graz), Claudia Reitinger, PIK.

Working group 2 (shorthand: ‘intergenerational human rights’)

Foci:

Motto of working group 2’s mission statement:

What would a contemporary declaration of human rights look like?

Thematic foci:

1: human rights as a normative framework, and its limits and theoretical alternatives. Some 

   subthemes:

-do rights already imply presuppositions on precaution, risks etc.?

-relationship between moral rights and legal rights;

-possibilities to integrate sustainability in the human rights framework;

-questions of  prioritization.

2: human rights, political institutions and implementation. Some subthemes: 

-the roles of deliberative democracy;

-persuasive technology.

The focus is not only on climate change (although climate change is perhaps get some priority) but rather on sustainability more in general, i.e. including population growth, scarcity of resources etc.

Time schedule: March 1st draft papers, May comments, July 2nd version.

Diverse experts to be invited: e.g. Stephen Gardiner (as well as a number of others).

At least two legal experts to be added to the working group.

Important input from persons not now present: Axel Gosseries, Deryck Beyleveld, Roger Brownsword.

Interrelationship with other working groups: strong relations with wg3, also vital input from and to wg1 and wg4 (cf. second thematic focus).

Working group 3 (shorthand: ‘risk and precaution’)

Thematic focus:

Avoiding unacceptable risks. Individual and collective responsibilities in the face of climate change.

To elaborate:

-What are acceptable risks (from a consequentialist, rights-based perspective etc.)? 

-Are rights of future people to be qualified because of risks?

-Individual, collective and shared responsibilities under non-ideal conditions, e.g. non-compliance (where responsibility means more than simply that one has to do one’s duty).

For the Graz meeting: pre-circulated draft papers, to be introduced by others than the authors.

Experts we’d like to invite : risk theorists and normative theorists, both on what are unacceptable risks (Sven Hansson, Ortwin Renn; Dale Jamieson and Stephen Gardiner).

Publications: a preference for peer reviewed journals, possibly special issues.

Exchange visits: for co-authoring papers, e.g. K.K. Jensen would like to spend time in Utrecht, and Harald Stelzer in Zurich (on geo-engineering and risk).

Many ideas on public impact:

-meetings with decision makers, engagement with NGOs, presentations in museums. Must be an activity of the network as a whole;

-Joachim Spangenberg: it can be activity of the network to attempt to have some impact at Rio+20, as in the preparation process the dominant controversy is about the relation of sustainability (including justice considerations) vs. Green Economy/Green Growth concepts (based on market and utility).

Clear interrelationships with all other working groups.

Working group 4 (shorthand: ‘motivation and governance’)

Topics:

-local government and sustainable development;

-individual/psychological, and governmental/institutional obstacles. Not up until the level of policy, but just identify obstacles;

-technological obstacles;

-sources of motivation;

-what claims can be made on the poor, for the sake of sustainability?

-how far can we go in legitimate paternalism?

-democracy and sustainability: strategies;

-trust: institutional and individual;

-forming public opinion.

General:

-not only climate change;

-aim is to identify obstacles, not to get to policy level.

Methods: 

-conceptual analysis, case studies;

-include political scientist or sociologist;

-complementarity philosophers and psychologists;

-experts to be invited: e.g., Indra de Soysa, Thomas Pogge.

Output:

-many people are already working on relevant papers;

-integrate papers that people are currently working on in rights to green future;

-put literature lists on web;

-blog;

-discuss papers in Graz;

-contribute to each other’s teaching, put lectures on web, with link from webpage.

Input of this working group is vital for wg2 and wg3, possibly also for wg1.

3 Assessment of the results and impact of the event on the future directions of the field

The result of the meeting was to get the goals of the network defined more precisely, in two ways: (1) the themes and aims; (2) the working procedures and output.

The workshop was vital for specifying both, and thus for determining more precisely the future directions of the network.

As for the first point:

Working group 1 defined its focus more precisely: that it wants to work on climate as well as other scenarios, and what gap in the literature it wishes to address – namely how normative/value presuppositions of climate and other models influence policy recommendations, and how they could more explicitly been taken into account when developing new scenarios and deriving policy recommendations.  

Working group 2 formulated a motto that illustrates its central concern [‘What would a contemporary declaration of human rights look like?’] and specified its theme in two parts: (1) human rights as a normative framework, and its limits and theoretical alternatives; (2) human rights, politicial institutions and implementation.

Working group 3 also formulated their focus more precisely, as ‘avoiding unacceptable risks. Individual and collective responsibilities in the face of climate change.’ Some central aspects are: what are acceptable risks? are rights of future people to be qualified because of risks? and how to articulate individual, collective and shared responsibilities under non-ideal conditions (e.g. non-compliance)? 

Working group 4 specified  their theme as being concerned with an identification of obstacles, institutional and psychological, through conceptual analysis and case studies. Examples of topics include sources of motivation, democracy and sustainability, and institutional and individual trust.

Interrelationship between working groups. Very important is the relationship wg1 and other working groups. Where wg 2-4 point to certain ethical/uncertainty problems, wg1 can show to what extent these really play a role in diverse scenarios. Besides, it can be considered to what extent precaution, obstacles, risk, rights etc. can be translated into models.

   Also, the relationship between wg2 and wg3 at the thematic core of the network, and for an adequate development of the core theme of responsibility towards future generations it is vital to have a clear view of the psychological and institutional obstacles, as specified by wg4.

The central focus of the network is to interrelate existing discourses that make vital contributions to articulating a morally acceptable and politically realistic pathway towards a sustainable politics. As such, the interlinkages between the working groups are essential to the network’s theme; the whole network has a focus of integration. To arrive at an integrated idea of moral-political responsibility, we need to draw in scientific models and have a clear idea of the presuppositions that they make; we need to reflect on uncertainty, precaution and responsibility in situations of non-compliance; and we need to explicate and develop how to relate to the practice of human rights, which is so dominant in many contexts; and reflection is needed on (psychological-institutional) obstacles for implementation. As the foci of the working groups are increasingly specified, their integration gains shape and precision.

As for the second point, practical measures for strengthening coherence the following were proposed and developed:

-website with external and internal part. On the internal part: blogs of all working groups, with all blogs accessible for the members of all working groups, and a possibility of commenting; also draft papers posted on the internal website.

-regular Skype meetings of working group coordinators;

-combination of plenary and working group sessions at the next meeting (Graz). 

Also, communication with the broader public will be first and foremost by the steering committee, thus gaining shape for the network as a whole. An agenda of external events will be posted on the website. 

As for publications: the emphasis is preferably on papers, but in addition a summary book is envisaged.

More specific points on the working procedures:

-Working mode between meetings: commenting on papers; 4-5 e-mails per year with collection of important issues; those points are additionally on the blog with the possibility of commenting. 

-Working mode for conferences and workshops: Graz Conference (Wednesday 12 September morning until Friday 14 September late afternoon): 1,5 days in working groups for discussing papers; 1,5 days with keynote lectures of experts – who are asked to participate in the entire meeting; Paris workshop is planned for Oct. 2013.

-Public debate: an inventory of possible activities and of established contacts will be made.

-Other Activities: Summer school 2012 (Netherlands); Summer school 2013 (Graz); Societas Ethica 2013

-Exchange visits: 3 short visits (up to 15 days) remaining; 3 long visits (15 days to 6 months). Exchange visits are to be used for co-authoring papers. Proposals can be made by the working groups until Graz Conference.
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