How ought we to think of our relationship to future generations?
Love sees what is invisible.  Simone Weil.
How ought we to think of our relationship to future generations? 
Is this question essentially a question of justice, in turn conceived of as fairness? Mainstream political philosophy generally thinks so, notably Rawls and his entire, dominant, tradition: of political liberalism.
But this, I submit, is a terrible mistake. An awesome wrong. A blunder of mythological proportion.

Let me explain…

Future generations are collectively our children. We give birth to them. They are even more powerless than the newest new-born baby. They cannot entreat, nor even scream, let alone return the gaze. They are dependent upon us for every aspect of their life-chances: For we cause them of course to come into being, but moreover, and ever-increasingly, in this ‘anthropocene’ age, we cause their conditions to be what they are, too.
What is fair is decided in a negotiation, or in something like a court. In the course of the negotiation or the case, one deploys principles to make ones case. These principles, ideally, secure a reasonable agreement. “[There is no fairness], there are no genuinely equitable relations, except within the present.” 

Similarly, there is no fairness, no genuine equity, even within the present, between two utter unequals. Treating one’s baby merely ‘fairly’ is abominable. Yes, technically, babies are already our competitors for certain resources; but to think of them primarily under this sign is an outrageous defilement, an abject failure. Dividing food or warmth or shelter or whatever it might be ‘fairly’, in such a circumstance: this ought to be a matter of profound shame. Any parent who is merely ‘fair’ to their new-borns ought to have the baby removed from them. Such ‘fairness’ is an invitation to bad faith;
 because there is no actual ‘contract’ here, no agreement, no negotiation: just whatever you decide ‘is’ fair.
 But it is hardly fair for fairness to be a matter of the utterly powerful dictating to the utterly powerless: that is, as I say, an invitation to bad faith, a desperately and dangerously strong temptation.

So: Fairness is not what is most to the point, here. We need to rely on something stronger than fairness.
What?

Here is one possibility, suggested by Rai Gaita’s powerful book, A common humanity
: Justice conceived of as respect. Equal respect, real respect for all. Gaita’s intriguing argument is that we can make sense of showing deep and true respect for others and of that constituting justice and delivering its consequences (including fairness), but that wanting to be fair alone will not be enough to get us fully to take seriously those who we do not necessarily already treat as our equals. He considers examples such as profoundly mentally deficient people, and oppressed aboriginal cultures. Justice will require a change in our attitude, and thus in our practice.

Moreover, Gaita argues that such justice, such equal respect, will only be possible if we are able at least to imagine loving the people in question.

Here is what Gaita says: 

“Treat me as a human being, fully as your equal, without condescension – that demand (or plea), whether it is made by women to men or by blacks to whites, is a demand or a plea for justice. Not, however for justice conceived as equal access to goods and opportunities. It is for justice conceived as equality of respect. Only when one’s humanity is fully visible will one be treated as someone who can intelligibly press claims to equal access to goods and opportunities… The struggle for social justice, I argue, is the struggle to make our institutions reveal rather than obscure, and then enhance rather than diminish, the full humanity of our fellow citizens. // We have obligations to those whom we do not and could not love, but that does not mean that we would find it even intelligible that we should have those obligations if we did not also find it intelligible that someone could love them, and, more fundamentally, if we did not see them as having the kind of individuality…which, I claim, is in part constituted by our attachments, of which the forms of love are the most important. // Our credit, so to speak, from [the] language of love, we have built into a more tractable structure of rights and obligations. If the language of love goes dead on us, however, if there are no examples to nourish it, either because they do not exist or because they are no longer visible to us, then talk of inalienable natural rights or of the unconditional respect owed to rational beings will seem lame and improbable to us.” (pp.xxi-xxiii; cf. also p.5.)
This is a strong case, I believe. Gaita like me finds justice as fairness wholly inadequate: he says (p. xxvi; p.10) that it is a “parody” to see justice in the case of victims of racism etc. as merely a matter of fairness. Furthermore, he thinks that even a reconceived sufficiently strong justice, justice as real equality of respect, will fail unless its conceptual and actual links to love are preserved.

Gaita is surely right to preserve a key place for justice in the pantheon of what we need. Nothing in the present paper should be construed in any way as a diminution of the importance of and the places for justice in our world. And I very much welcome his linking of love to real justice, justice beyond (mere) fairness. Nevertheless, I think that Gaita’s approach does not go far enough. In intergenerational relations mediated by impersonal economics and promethean technology, it is always going to be just too easy for us, present people (who are the only judges), to construe as duly ‘respectful’ the extent of action we find we can manage, rather than being genuinely extended in what we do by the demands of ‘respect’. Substitute the case of babies or of as-yet non-existent future beings for those Gaita mentions in the quotation given above (persecuted minorities, women), and some of what he says will look weak or will simply not go through.
 Those who cannot yet press claims of any kind; those who do not as yet have a full individuality… Justice as respect, and dependent in turn upon love, will not be enough for these. It seems to me that we need to go not just beyond justice as fairness, but beyond justice altogether. (Again: This is not at all to dispense with justice; it retains its place. Rather, it is to say that our politics needs to go beyond justice, to something more wide-reaching, more powerful, more fundamental.)
Here, then, is another possibility for what at last actually may be enough to ‘do justice to’ what we owe to our children / future generations, a possibility inspired in outline by Carol Gilligan’s work (though she too tends usually still to seek to turn what she is talking about back into a revisioned justice):
 Simply care. And indeed love. One must love one’s newborn child. It must be second-nature – first-nature – to treat it as generously as one can. Or indeed to treat it as not separate from oneself at all.

The same is true of future generations. The very same. The analogy is so direct, it is barely even worth calling an analogy: future generations are our children. As I have already said, the case is in fact an a fortiori one: if it is true that we must love our new-borns, then a fortiori we must love our descendants, the future ones, the next generations. Because, as one might put it: they are still more profoundly our dependents (our children) than our own dependents (our children): they are nothing without our love and care. Without that care, they will in many many cases not even exist…
What right do we have to do what we are doing right now, for instance: to wager the entire existence of many future people on the chances of technological breakthroughs that will supposedly enable us to negate the climate-destructive impacts of economic growth that we are unwilling as yet to give up?
 The ought-to-be-allowed-to-be-ness, as we might awkwardly but appositely put it, of the future ones, in a decent future, surely exercises a stronger call upon us than that. Our absolute responsibility to the future ones is necessarily in a certain sense vague and open, in that they must be allowed when it comes to it to make and re-make their own choices and their own world;
 but the fact of them being given the chance of that future – of life – is unavoidable, ungainsayable. It is in that sense in fact utterly concrete – as concrete as our newborn children’s actual demands upon us.

Part (though only part) of my point here is that gradually all future generations tend literally to become our descendants. The wonderful thing about family trees as they move forward in time is that they become ever larger. The further you go into the future, the closer you are to being related to everyone who is alive. And here we can run a kind of argument by mathematical induction. Do you care as much for your children’s children as for your children? (In fact, of course, we may note in passing and with a wry smile that many grand-parents find that they love their grandchildren more than their own children!) It would be strange and shameful not to. Press onto their children in turn, and so in ad infinitum.

But of course, the future generations in question don’t need to be one’s own children at all. The new-born child presses a claim for care upon anyone and everyone, no matter what their filial relation or otherwise might be or whether indeed one has any children ‘of one’s own’ at all. (This is the point made by the powerful recent film, Children of Men, about a dystopian future in which there are no children being born: the meaning of the film’s superficially odd title is that any children born are children of all of us, of men as well as women. The film charts the journey of its central protagonist from a situation of cynicism to a situation of total care for a unique new-born child that is ‘not his’.
) 
Future generations are crying out, soundlessly and out of sight, for as complete care on our part as we can render them.

Compare here John Dunn’s interesting remarks about the limits of liberalism: 

“The favoured criterion [of liberalism], in Milton’s phrase, the ‘free and open encounter’, remains evocative, but also, over much of the causally most decisive space, profoundly implausible. Who ever saw a free and open encounter of any great duration between an infant and its mother (or even, for that matter, its father)? Who ever saw a free and open encounter between the unborn and the greedy present-tense consumer?” 

Thus: It is absurd to foist liberalism onto our (relations with our) children and our descendants. It is little more than a sick joke. Our relationship to future generations is (or: ought to be), I would suggest, essentially one of care, of love. We need to love those, whoever they are, who don’t yet exist.
 Our goal with regard to them need not be as complex as Gaita suggests. Let’s cut out the middle-man: let’s go straight to care, and love.
It will be objected against me that people in the present will always be tempted to cheat the future, and that any principle or value (mine as much as Gaita’s or Rawls’s) is vulnerable to this temptation. My response to this is: Yes, this indicates how any principle or value in itself is not enough. We need to bear in mind Gandhi’s important claim that the quintessential (and essentially disastrous) thought of modernity is that modern civilisation can make social institutions so good that human beings do not to be good. We need to be good; we will need to go beyond justice, if we are to act as we ought to act toward our descendants.

Of course, having a good heart is not enough. Of course, being caring and loving is open to bad faith, misinterpretation, etc. too; but I think it is less open. Care and love quite plainly tug on the heart-strings more than justice does. I think that it is harder to deceive yourself, if you ask yourself the question, “Is this course of action really what someone who cares for our descendants would do?”, than if you ask yourself the question, “In making this distribution, am I being just to future generations?” Love’s being open to misinterpretation and abuse doesn’t undermine it. (I will argue below that it is in fact our last best hope.)
In relation to my title question, “How ought we to think of our relationship to future generations?”, two versions of the question must be analytically distinguished, it’s true. One is the question, How ought we to act, vis a vis future generations. The other is the question, What is the route in feeling and rhetoric that will be most effective in getting us to see future generations in the right light, and thus makes us likely to do what we ought to do for them (whatever that is exactly). In relation to the second question, I am urging the ‘model’ of a caring parent. In relation to the first question, I am not claiming at all that that model provides in itself anything remotely like a full answer. Rather, I am claiming that it provides us with a clue. It helps loosen the grip of the picture that has a hold of us (justice, and in particular justice as fairness). It opens us to the alternative picture(s) that I am urging. And it provides thus a starting-point for our best reflections on how to answer of how we ought to act vis a vis future generations.

But it will further be objected against my (and Dunn’s) line of thought here, that this means that we are taking an essentially paternalistic attitude to future generations. My response is: this is true (or rather: the attitude is at least as maternalistic as it is paternalistic
), but it is not an objection. . .
It’s a dangerous fantasy, a fantasy exploded by Foster’s The sustainability mirage, to pretend that we can in any meaningful sense engage in actual dialogue with the future. We can help ourselves love the future ones by imaginary dialogue with them; but they will of course never actually be able to converse with us, never be able to hold us to quasi-judicial account. It is a gigantic illusion to think of them being (say) in ‘the original position’ with us. So: ‘paternalism’ is inevitable through and through here. That is why true love is so vital. The irony of the situation is this: The only way in which we can treat future generations as in any sense our equals, as receiving from us the respect due to equals, is to love them as if their lives depended on it / on us (which they do). Which is to say: to treat them as (if) our children. (And this counts against any Kantian approach, not just Rawlsianism: for what I am saying is that it just will not do to try to treat future people as would-be autonomous agents, as would-be equals of ours in that respect. To take them seriously, we have to overcome the fantasy that they are anything other than utterly dependent upon us, in a permanently asymmetrical fashion. They will never get a chance to be autonomous, unless we act now in full awareness of the total extent to which, now, they are not autonomous.)
Or again, more paradoxically still, but just as truly: Not to take them as (if) our children is not to take them seriously as equals…
And thus the famous opening sentence 
 of the body of Rawls’s seminal work, A theory of justice, “Justice is the first virtue of social institutions, as truth is of systems of thought”, is terribly, profoundly mistaken. As Raymond Geuss puts the matter: Isn’t it an extremely odd response to the defining events of the twentieth century -- events such as genocides, the threat of nuclear annihilation, the vast growing ecological crisis – to think that the primary issue facing us as social beings is how to figure out the best abstract pattern for justice, rather than figuring out how to provide for “a viable social future” at all? 
 The first responsibility of human beings is to take care of their children, and (‘by extension’) of future generations. This responsibility is not primarily a matter of justice. It is abominable to seek (merely) justice for our descendants. They have a ‘right’ to our care, our love. Better: we must love them, or die.
 
Liberals, such as Rawls (this is not only the meaning of and the explanation of the centrality and much of the appeal of his ‘original position’ – it is also the central point of the third and final part of A Theory of Justice), think that we are expressing our deepest nature as selves in choosing, autonomously. But the valorisation of our identity as choosers (which is - it seems to me - alarmingly close to our identity as ‘consumers’) is at best a luxury. A luxury conditional on living in a time of luxury, a time when (by historical standards) luxury is widespread. A time which our descendants are likely to characterise as decadent, casually living at their expense. If we look more clearly and truly, less self-deceptively, at our time, we will see that the real choice incumbent upon us now is whether to be responsible, far-sighted, caring – or not.

Liberalism imagines our nature as autonomous beings to be the key to our nature as beings in general, and in particular as political beings. This is an extraordinary abstraction away from our dependence upon others, our utter mutual inter-dependence. And it deliberately forgets that society was not formed historically by discreet individuals coming together. No; society, community has always been with us. We are the kinds of biological beings that naturally live in social groups, as (non-human) primates do.

Responsibility is not perhaps the archetype of our obligations to fellow autonomous human beings. But it is, towards the ill, the old, towards children, towards future generations 
 (and also towards non-human animals). Our social institutions must be adjudged a total failure if they fail to take care of our dependents, and in particular of our descendants. So: Justice is not the first virtue of social institutions. It is a secondary virtue thereof.
 It is extremely important, it will often be invaluable, it is at present essential to our large-scale impersonal society: but it is not truly founding. It is not as all-important as Rawls and many many others (including nearly all ‘major’ political philosophers) have taken it to be. The ‘first virtue’ of social institutions, if there is any such thing, would I think be care: and that means love.

It will be objected against me that, since Kant, ‘we all know’ that one cannot be commanded to love. Here, I follow rather Gaita, “It is…not straightforwardly true that love cannot be commanded, if that means that we cannot be required to love better. Love has its standards and lovers must try to rise to them.” (P.25 of A Common humanity)  Of course, it is implicit in all of this that, following Solomon and others,
 love cannot be just a feeling/sensation. So, ‘love’ is to be taken to mean something much more like an attitude with particular practical implications. Love is something that you do, more than (just) something that you feel. It is the kind of thing that Heidegger (in reading Kant on respect) calls a “fundamental attunement”, requiring cultivation.
 (Compare here also Wittgenstein, on love (and grief, and hope) as not sensations.
 )

To say that such care and love is at the least a better candidate than justice for the title of being the first virtue of social institutions, and thus is to be cultivated educationally and politically, is to set up an extremely demanding standard. But the point I am making can be put in this way, and put in this way I think it almost certainly true, and profoundly so: There is no chance, no real chance, of our descendants inheriting a planet habitable for civilisation, unless we love them. It is not enough to seek to be fair/just. We are going to have to open our hearts to them 
 as we open our hearts to a new-born. We are going to actually have to care about them enough, for instance, to be genuinely willing to sacrifice the fripperies and baubles that decorate our dwellings, our lives, etc., and which are being produced at the cost of the future. It would be truly terrible, not to do this, as (on a business-as-usual model) seems likely to be the case.
Nor is my view unprecedented in its demandingness, as a steady trickle of my footnotes here will have testified. Most notably, my line of thinking in this paper is in some key respects quite similar to that of Hans Jonas in ‘The Imperative of Responsibility’. Jonas argues that the parent-child relation is an archetype of responsibility...:
“When asked for a single instance (one is enough to break the ontological dogma) where the coincidence of the “is” and “ought” occurs, we can point at the most familiar sight: the newborn, whose mere breathing uncontradictably addresses an ought to the world around, namely, to take care of him.” (p.131)
This is not even an ‘entreaty’ because the infant cannot yet entreat us. As I argued above, future generations are quieter still – and thus even more in need of our ‘responsiveness’. 

The key point on which Jonas and I differ is on the centrality of the cultivation of a generousity of spirit, care, love:
“Thus no mention [need be] made of sympathy, pity, or whichever of the emotions may come into play on our part, and not even love.” (ibid) 

In a certain sense, Jonas then goes even further than I do. He thinks that the fact of the world in itself simply gives us an absolute responsibility to … take responsibility for those utterly dependent upon us. Whereas I advise – insist upon - the call of and the cultivation of love and the like. The facticity of the world and its creatures may give one what both Jonas and I want – but only if the right kind of attention is paid to it, to them, to us. Loving attention. Jonas says that “the newborn[‘s] mere breathing uncontradictably addresses an ought to the world around, namely, to take care of him”: but this is only true inasmuchas that world is (truly) human. For humans ought naturally to care. But that doesn’t of course imply, sadly, that they (we) always do.
Thus while Jonas calls for a new ethic of responsibility that he thinks emerges directly from the objects of that responsibility, I call for that ethic of responsibility to be an ethic of love, and insist that it requires the active involvement and ‘acknowledgement’ of all of us.

I do not, then, see the present paper as unwisely utopian: on the contrary, it is my opponents, it is the standard pro-justice/fairness agendas, that are utopian, inasmuch as they pretend that fairness is going to be enough. (And here, I am echoing Gaita: “[P]lacing the weight that I do on our humanity and on love rather than one, say, the obligated acknowledgement of rights, is more hardheaded than the longing to make secure to reason what reason cannot secure, all the while whistling in the dark.” 
 )  There is no real chance, I believe, of our taking significant enough action fast enough to save the future, if we do not love the future ones with all our hearts, as we love our loved ones (starting with our babies) now. For without such love, we will take much of what they need from them.
 We will rape their world, and ‘sell’ such rape as being simply us taking what we deserve, a fair share. We ought rather to be in awe of our wondrous power over them, and therefore utterly respectful of their vulnerability and beauty. We ought to give our all for them (This will have the great incidental advantage too of giving us some purpose in life, in these nihilistic times). For us not to be myopic, they need to be real to us (This will require for and of many people a great work of empathy, imagination, probably through art, etc.). As my epigraph from Weil would have it: we have to find ways of making them visible to us. In short: We must love them. (For any readers still sceptical of the claim that love can have any place in our civic culture, or of the thought that we are really asked by our society to love collectively our children (and thus, ‘by extension’ (though it isn’t really an extension), I am suggesting, the next generation) consider the road-sign-slogan, common in accident-blackspots near schools etc. in France, with beside it a picture of a child: “Aimez les enfants”. 
 )

That is the answer to the question which forms the title of this paper. It is not enough to try to do right by future generations merely by trying to do them justice, and it is completely hopeless to try to do right by them if that means merely to be ‘fair’ to them.
 We should give up, and admit that we do not love and do not really care, and consign them to their terrible fate – OR we should love them.

I recommend the latter course.

� See e.g. p.116 of John Foster’s The sustainability mirage (London: Earthscan, 2008). As I elaborate on below: Future generations, we cannot discuss or converse with. Thus taking negotiation as paradigmatic for justice, and justice (fairness) to be the value or goal that is paradigmatic for our ordering of society, is (literally) fatal to the interests of future generations.


� For a similar (and impressive) argument, see “What’s wrong with sustainable development?” in John Foster’s The sustainability mirage (ibid.). Now, it is of not inconsiderable interst in this context that John Rawls’s approach to the question of future generations, via his ‘just savings’ principle, a principle that can be (very crudely and very approximately) understood as a kind of intergenerational analogue to the difference principle, amounts basically to this: that enough must be saved to allow the next generation to be at least as prosperous as this one. This principle is extremely closely analogous to the principle of ‘sustainable development’ that has dominated international institutions’ thinking about the 3rd world and about future generations for the last generation, since the Brundtland Report, and that is subject to severe critique by Foster. I would add to what Foster says that such a principle is doubly vulnerable to a well-known central problem with contractarianism: that there is no real contract. Rather, you fantasise a contract…


The worry is, that if you/we are allowed to fantasise a contract, we are almost bound to drift into bad faith. With contractarianism which centres upon the current generation, this difficulty is not necessarily disastrous: for actually-existing people who can answer back function as a kind of reality-check upon any imagined contract. With regard to future people, there is no such check… [See also n.3, below.]


� For a somewhat similar line of thinking, see sections 243-261 of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations (henceforth ‘PI’, London: MacMillan, 2009 (1953); e.g. section 258, on the absence of any potential check on the alleged private language: “One would like to say: whatever is going to seem right to me is right. And that only means that here we can’t talk about ‘right’.”). By which remark, I mean to suggest: that the absence of a real contract and the presence of a through-and-through fantasised ‘contract’ in a situation (i.e. our relations with future people) where there could not possibly be a contract (e.g. because our decisions will partly decide which future people there are ) is roughly analogous to Wittgenstein’s questioning in the opening sections of the anti-‘private-language’ considerations of the through-and-through fantasised ‘language’ under consideration there. In the end a language of one’s own is no language at all; similarly, a contract with the future which in the end is only a contract with ourselves is no contract at all. Thus one can I think deploy Wittgenstein’s considerations against the concept of ‘sustainable development’ (cf. also n.2, above), against alleged principles of justice such as Rawls’s ‘just savings’, and against any application of Rawlsian thinking to the future. For the very idea of a ‘private language’ is absurd, nothing; and similarly, the ‘contract’ of Rawls and his predecessors is a contract with nobody, a contract ‘private’ to its purveyors. There is no real contract – and, worse still, there could not possibly be a contract with future people. 


 Now, Rawls’s backers might in reply stress the fact that Rawls doesn’t reply on strictly contractarian thinking to help decide how we ought to treat future people. He treats them, rather as a kind of special case, and (as mentioned above) puts forward his ‘just savings’ principle to decide on their treatment (See section 44 of ToJ.)  But to me, this makes things if anything even worse. Because it is ludicrous to pretend that future generations are a special case, something to put on one side and consider secondarily. This is a disastrous consequence of treating justice, as Rawls famously does, as the ‘first virtue’ of social institutions: it inclines us to think of people contemporaneous with one another and able to contract with each other as our paradigm case for political philosophy. Whereas, any political philosophy that fails to place centrally our responsibility for the future is condemnable, it seems to me, grossly derelict in its duty. See the discussion below of what if anything is the first virtue of social institutions. (I say “if anything” because of Raymond Geuss’s powerful argument that the question ‘What is the first virtue of social institutions?’ is misplaced. See pp.70-1 of Philosophy and real politics (Princeton: Princeton U. Pr., 2008).)


  Rawls is held captive by an interlinked set of pictures: of people as individuals, juridical subjects; of social institutions as (like) law; of political philosophy as (like) science. All these pictures, I would submit, are (a) ungrounded, (b) in dire need of being challenged by alternative pictures, and/or (c) if not so challenged, then anathema. 


(For more on Wittgenstein as anti-Rawlsian, see my “Wittgenstein vs. Rawls”, forthcoming.)


� A parallel can be drawn between my thought here and my paper, “The difference principle is not action-guiding” (forthcoming). Just as the difference principle can be argued to fail to be politically action-guiding, because it does not rule out any level of inequality at all, however gross, if you make strong enough assumptions for example about the level of inequality needed to incentivise the rich to generate wealth that will then (allegedly) benefit the poor through being redistributed; so: If you make strong enough assumptions about technological advances in the future, and about tolerable risk levels, then you can justify virtually any level whatsoever of takings from the Earth. You can ‘justify’ it, in the same way that Rawls actually does (see section 44 of his A theory of Justice (Oxford: OUP, 2005 (1971)): as an investment, and with incentives for the best kind of investment to occur.


� Subtitled “Thinking about love and truth and justice” (London: Routledge, 2000 (2nd edition)). As will become clear, I mean this as a possibility. (Cf. Gordon Baker on Wittgenstein; and PI 243-246)  I will shortly consider another. And further possibilities still might also be considered: e.g. fraternity/comradeship/friendship; though that one seems to me less promising. I think that comradeship, like contract-ship, is definitely a dish best served among contemporaries…  But I would be very interested to look at other/good possibilities, if they were presented me, as further alternatives.


� I think that there is already a problem in the case of the severely mentally-deficient, a case that Gaita does dwell on at length. However, it is striking – telling - that in their connection he speaks almost exclusively of love, not of justice. And this is of a piece with the case that I am making.


� I am thinking principally of course of her In a different voice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard, 1993 (1982)). See also � HYPERLINK "http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-political/#MatFem" ��http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-political/#MatFem� , and Sara Ruddick’s “Maternal thinking”, Feminist Studies 6:2 (1980) ( � HYPERLINK "http://www.jstor.org/pss/3177749" ��http://www.jstor.org/pss/3177749� ), for the direction I have in mind; Ruddick et al more than Gilligan break from thinking that we have to think care (and love) in terms of justice. (A further ‘psychological hypothesis’ for why liberals fail to take future generations seriously might now be mentioned: that they tacitly privatise child-rearing, and (even more tacitly) assume that mothers will take care thereby of the next generation, and that this can be taken for granted and does not need to be thematized or reflected upon. But of course provision for the next generation(s) HAS to be social, thoroughgoingly collective. That is a key lesson of Feminist thought – and a key driver of the present paper.)


� For a similar argument, see Joanna Macy’s beautiful book, World as lover, world as self, passim (London: Parallax Press, 2005). In an important sense, the argument that I am making in the present paper could, following Macy, be put in the following, radical, form: To think of our being in any kind of relation to future generations at all is a deep mistake - unless the relation in question be what Wittgenstein, following the Idealists, called an ‘internal’ relation (That is: not really a relation(ship) at all). We have rather to think of ourselves as indivisible from them. Of all our fellow human beings, and all our planetary ecosystem in fact, as a part of us, and we of them. But we must not allow such thinking to cloud the other key point I am making in this paper: that they depend utterly upon us, as we depend utterly upon our own hearts; we are in a position of utterly asymmetrical power over them.


� See the excellent discussion at p.34f. of Hans Jonas’s The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of an Ethics for the Technological Age’ (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1984). Though I disagree with Jonas’s claim (at p.43) that future humankind has an absolute right to be in all circumstances. If, as a result of natural or human-induced calamity, we were faced with the overwhelming likelihood of an endlessly-horrific future, then we should consider the possibility that mass suicide or at least mass refraining-from-procreation might be preferable.


� This point, I draw from p.133 of Jonas.


� This new child thus symbolises the entire future of humankind, all future generations. It thus fits closely with the line of thought that I am pursuing in this paper. All who come after us are the children of all women, and all men. That is what I think the title of this fascinating film really means... (See also the discussion of Hans Jonas toward the end of the present paper.) Our bringing into being of the future ones and of the conditions which will (or will not) sustain them makes us responsible for them, as the bringing into being of a child makes its parents responsible for it. But even without this causal relationship, we still have responsibility – this is the message of the film (of its title). Thus, analogously: even if is not our fault that capitalism etc is wreaking havoc on the future, it is our responsibility to prevent it from doing so.


� P. 298-9 of The Cunning of Unreason (Bury St. Edmonds: HarperCollins, 2000).


� And even if they might never exist, if our love fails them. For those who find these thoughts too paradoxical, I would urge a remark of Kuhn’s, in a non-altogether-dissimilar context: “I am convinced that we must learn to make sense of statements that at least resemble these.” (Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: Chicago U. P., 1962; page 121)  We need to undergo a revolution in ourselves and in our thinking about the relation between ourselves and the future…


� On this point, compare the important recent work of George Lakoff on political discourse; Lakoff argues precisely that it is aiming for one’s government/polity to act (as if) as a ‘caring parent’ that one is likely to do the best for all one’s citizens, present and future, rather than (as ‘conservatives’ do) acting as a ‘strict father’. And compare Hans Jonas’s in-depth analogisation of parent and statesman, in his op.cit, especially at page 98 ff.  (Cf. also n.7, above.)


� Rawls’s conjuring trick was the very move that we thought innocent… 


Justice is thought to be the first virtue of social institutions by liberals, because it is the first virtue of the institutions of a society that has instituted mutual indifference, and replaced relations with lawyers with relations with one another. Such, increasingly, is our society – but that is not a society that will foster mutual care (it is indeed therefore unlikely to be in a certain important sense a society at all), still less one that will foster care for those who can’t hire lawyers, who can’t negotiate, converse, agree, disagree.


� P.283 of his “Neither history nor praxis” (European Review 11:3 (2003), pp.281-292), an excoriating critique of Rawls, that makes mine look modest and gentle by comparison.


� I am thinking here of Julian Barnes’s acute discussion of Auden on love, at p.232f. of his A history of the world in 10 and a half chapters (London: Picador, 1990). (It should not be thought here that I must now be committed full-bloodedly to a quasi-Kantian ‘duty to love’. Rather, my remarks here are intended in part as a kind of (reminder of a) call, even an exhortation. What exactly I mean to call people back to / ‘remind’ people of is further explicated immediately below.)


� My line of thinking on this point is very close to Jonas’s, at p.134 of his op.cit. .


� One might possibly argue that at the time Rawls wrote, it was reasonable to regard justice as the first virtue of social institutions, and that it is only since then that it has become clear that responsibility and love and care trump justice. I think that this is very implausible: it has always been essential for humans to take care of the future. Think of the traditional Native American requirement that everything that be done be done only after consideration of its potential negative impacts on the 7th generation. But the point that might be made in Rawls’s defence is Jonas’s point (see especially p.122f. of his op.cit.) that, our power now being so much more awesome, our responsibility is much greater than it used to be. Such that we now need a strengthened ethic of responsibility. So: at very best Rawls’s point is tellingly and totally out-of-date.


� Robert Solomon, About Love; New York: Madison, 2001 (1988).


� See Heidegger’s 'The Basic Problem of Phenomenology' trans. Albert Hofstadter (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988) pp.132-137. (Heidegger’s idiosyncratically broad version of care (“sorge”) is of course somewhere in the background of this entire paper. It is sorge that makes our lives meaningful. Somewhat similarly, and more precisely, Foster suggests that our caring for and belief in a continued future for humankind is a necessary condition for our lives being meaningful. That is my view, too.)


� At Philosophical Investigations 583, and p.174. 


� Some great ideas on how to do this, how to water the seeds of love for the future ones, can be found in Joanna Macy’s The work that reconnects, here: � HYPERLINK "http://www.turntowardlife.tv/joanna_macy_workshop_video/about.htm" ��http://www.turntowardlife.tv/joanna_macy_workshop_video/about.htm� .


� Interestingly for present purposes, given my criticisms of Rawls’s contractarianism above, Jonas goes on thus:  “But precisely this  in its wholly contingent uniqueness is that to which responsibility is now committed - the only case where the “cause” one serves has nothing to do with appraisal of worthiness, nothing with comparison, and nothing with contract.” (p.134-5; italics mine) …Not at all the “only case”, I think, but surely as Jonas says previously a kind of an ‘archetype.’ 


� On this topic, of the need for active mindful human acknowledgement of others’ needs, suffering, etc., see my “Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations as a war book”, forthcoming.


� P.xxi of his (2000); cf. also the closing chapters of that work.


� Georgescu-Roegen’s provocative work in the foundations of ecological economics is highly relevant here.  E.g. Think of his important claim that every time we make a Cadillac, we irrevocably destroy a quantity of low entropy energy that otherwise could have been used to produce a hoe or spade.


� See also this new style of bollard in England: � HYPERLINK "http://tinyurl.com/yzard3s" ��http://tinyurl.com/yzard3s� . 


Furthermore: it simply is clear that love has a place already not only in our political and civic culture, but in our laws and our most fundamental institutions; piquantly for our present purpose, parents’ “duty of care” to their children is frequently cashed out in terms of love, as well as of care. We take kids away from their parents sometimes, because they are uncaring (or unloving, failing to show, for example ‘a mother’s love’) - not because they are unjust – toward them. (Of course, this move must be made subtly, sensitively: it would be crass simply to say to mothers who are suffering from post-natal depression, “You must show more love to your child!”). 


Finally: What do we ask of marrying couples, in the marriage ceremony?...


� The fundamental dichotomy between Rawls and the attitude I am promoting here might then be put thus: Love vs. disinterest. One is not allowed to love, in the original position. One simply looks after oneself. Or at best, one is permitted to be coldly fair.


� Actually, my belief is that in an important sense we DO already love them – but that is a story for another occasion.


� Thanks to John Foster, Angela Breitenbach, Tom Greaves, Angus Ross, and to an audience at the University of Helsinki for very helpful comments.
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