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2 Justice towards Future
Generations |

1 Introduction

As I noted in chapter 1, traditional accounts of justice hold that we
have obligations of justice towards fellow citizens who are our con-
temporaries. In this chapter, we examine a first challenge to this
standard view on the scope of justice, whereby we have obligations
to ?ﬁﬁm generations. As we will see, extending the scope of justice
over time will have implications for the question of the content of our
obligations.

Clearly, the question of justice towards future generations has gen-
erated considerable debate in recent years, wmanﬁmmw on climate
change, the consumption of non-renewable natural resources, and
energy policy. Before outlining the various positions which mmm&mmnmz
liberals, communitarians, and libertarians take on the issue of justice
towards future generations, a number of clarificatory points are in
order. First, in asking what a given generation owes to its successors
I will ask what a birth cohort owes to succeeding birth cohorts, Hmmpmm
..%E.H what an age group owes to other age groups. A cohort is a class of
Em.g.mz&m who experience a particular event — birth, marriage grad-
uation, etc. — at the same time. Thus, all individuals born wm 2006
belong to the same birth cohort. An age group is a class of individuals
swwO are of the same age, but do not necessarily coexist. Thus, indi-
viduals aged forty in 1688 belong to the same age group as Em,p.ﬁms-
als aged forty in 1789. Whether justice between future generations is
seen as justice between birth cohorts or between age groups matters
crucially. In the first case, one looks at what a given generation is
under an ogmmﬂos to do for. the sake of its successors. For example
wﬂmmmnﬁmwa@m her a given generation must leave the mdﬁ.aogmbm
in as moom_m,,mrwwm, as it has found it. In the second case, one looks at
what, at a specific point in time, say in 2006, a given age group, say
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those aged fifty, must do for the sake of some other age group, say
those aged twenty. For example, one decides whether it is appropriate
for the former to raise the compulsory age of retirement (which would
be in their interest), thereby increasing competition for jobs and
making it harder for twenty-year-olds to access the job market. And
that, one might think, is unjust. In this chapter, though, we will focus
on justice between birth cohorts.

Second, we need to be aware that a claim of the form ‘G, owes x
to G, admits of two interpretations, namely (a) ‘individual members
of G, owe x to individual members of G,’ or (b) ‘G, as a group owes
x to G, as a group’. As we shall see, theories of justice which take as
their starting point the claim that individuals, and not groups, are the
fundamental moral units seem to be committed to (a), which in turn
raises a number of serious difficulties.

Third, the words ‘future generations’ need disambiguating.
Imagine that we have three generations: G;, G,, G;. G, does not exist
vet; G, and G, overlap. From the point of view of G,, the question of
justice between generations (by which, to reiterate, I will mean birth
cohorts) must be divided into two sub-questions: whether G, owes
anything to G, — in other words, to future people — and if so, what;
whether G, owes anything to G, and if so, what. Quite obviously, it is
easier to justify obligations to overlapping generations, for example on
grounds of reciprocity. On the reciprocity view, G, has obligations to
G,, with which it overlaps, because it will receive benefits from G,

once its members are full contributors to society’s wealth. As we will -

see, however, a number of philosophers have sought to justify obliga-
tions to distant, non-overlapping generations.

Fourth, one must distinguish between three different kinds of poli-
cies which G, will typically conduct vis-a-vis its successors:

Savings: G, passes on to its successors more wealth and opportunities
than it has itself enjoyed. .

Dis-savings: G, passes on to its successors less wealth and fewer oppor-
tunities than it has itself enjoyed.

Status quo: G, passes on to its successors exactly what it has itself

enjoyed. ,
Thus, one may hold one of the four following views:

1 G, does exactly as it wishes: savings, dis-savings, and status quo are

~ all allowed.
2 G, must save, which implies that dis-savings and status quo are

prohibited.
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3 G, can save (but does not have to do s, which allows status quo),
and must not dis-save.

4 G, can neither save nor dis-save, in other words, the status quo is
mandatory.

Fifth, there are different ways in which G, can pass on more, or
fewer, opportunities-and more, or less, wealth to its successors. For
example, it is sometimes argued that environmental pollution for
which we are currently responsible thins the ozone layer, with disas-
trous consequences for the environment (such as increased tempera-
tures, melting of the northern and southern ice caps, advancing
deserts and erosion of coastlines, hence less and less habitable land,
etc.). Consider, too, highly consumerist policies which deplete the
total capital available to our successors, by imposing on them high
levels of collective debts which they will have to service. Consider,
finally, policies of unfettered population growth, which result in fewer
resources per capita three or four generations down the line. In other
words, we affect our successors by making decisions relative to the
kind of environment in which they will live, to the amount of wealth
which they will have at their disposal, and to the size of the generation
to which they will belong.

This fifth point calls for a few additional remarks. For a start,
whether or not we save or dis-save is a factor of all three kinds of policy
(environmental policy, economic policy, or population policy). Thus,
we dis-save if we pass on less wealth to our successors than we have
received, even though the size of their population is the same as ours.
We also dis-save if we pass on more wealth to them than we have
received and if the size of their population is greater than ours.
Throughout this chapter, we will refer to all three kinds of policies.

Moreover, when talking about the environment, one must bear in
mind that environmental goods can be part of a theory of justice in at
least two ways. On the one hand, they can be seen as the precondition
for enjoying other goods (so that, for example, an unpolluted environ-
ment provides the conditions under which human beings can enjoy
the good of health). On the other hand, they can also be regarded as a
set of goods to be enjoyed in and of themselves (such as an area very
rich in wildlife and great natural beauty). In addition, one must attend
to different ways in which we save, or dis-save, with respect to the
environment. Thus, we dis-save if we pollute the environment, since
our successors will function under less favourable conditions than we
have had, and will enjoy fewer environmental goods than we did. We
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also dis-save if we appropriate finite, Boﬁémﬁmé.mzm Dms.b.\& resources
without providing our successors with m&m.gmﬂ,\mm. I will not, §¢5w
the scope of this chapter, attend to those various aspects of the issue M
justice and the environment in any detail. Rather, I will merely allude
s and when appropriate. .
“ MMMMM on some i@ww. ,H%m environment has moral status in mﬁm of
itself, and warrants protecting for its own sake. Less .nobqo,\mamﬁu&
others argue that our obligations with respect to the mﬁﬁaoﬁﬂmﬁw nomb.
prise obligations to attend to the welfare of non-human animals, tor
animals’ sake rather than ours. Again, space prevents me from address-
ing those various questions here. Rather, I shall focus on anthropocen-
tric accounts of our obligations with respect to the environment.
Those clarificatory points give us some sense of ﬁr.m sheer com-
plexity of the issue of justice towards mﬁ.ﬁm generations. E s&ﬁ
follows, I will sketch out some of the ways in g&ﬁw some mm&:mﬁ.ms
liberals (section 2), some noaass#mimﬁm (section w.vﬁ mwm.mobpm Eum
ertarians (section 4) have dealt with it. I will then ocm.Em an ;s.wOn%b
objection to the idea of obligations to future generations (section 5).

2 Egalitarian liberalism and future generations

As was clear in chapter 1, luck egalitarians and mmm.._nmmsmmﬁm argue
that individuals are under an obligation to help their contemporaries
— indeed, that the latter have a right to receive such help. In this
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section, we examine Rawls’s stand on our obligations to our succe

sors, leaving our discussion of the luck egalitarian and sufficientist
positions until sections 2.2 and 2.3 respectively.

.1 Rawls’s just savings principle .

meai%m @Omgw&od on mpmﬂnm towards mﬁsﬁm generations is to _.um found
in §44 of A Theory of Justice. Instead of going %o:.mﬁ all the interpre-
tative nuances and disagreements which that position has elicited, I

i ine its basic features. .
gﬂ% Mwuwimws& position, parties do not know anything about their
conception of the good, their talent, their gender, race, .rmmEr mﬁn..ww
the same token, Rawls notes, they ought not to know égn.r mgmumﬁma
they belong to. The question, then, is what they.are going to decide
when it comes to transfers of wealth from one generation to the next,

given that they do not know where they are located in time. "
The immediate problem, of course, is that Rawls postulates the
parties to be self-interested, and it is unclear, then, why they should
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care about what happens to their successots. Fortunately, Rawls notes,
the parties are heads of families and are therefore concerned with the
fate of their children and grandchildren. In particular, they are con-
cerned that the latter should be able to live in a just society. According
to Rawls, then, the parties will choose a principle of just savings, the
point of which is to preserve just institutions over time. As he puts it,
the just savings principle is the result of ‘an understanding between
generations to carry their fair share of the burden of realizing and pre-
serving a just society’ (Rawls, 1999a, p. 289). Thus, the principle of
just savings is just because it aims at realizing a just society and
because each generation must be able to contribute to that project with
a fair share of resources.

More precisely, the principle works in two stages. In the first, accu-
maulation, stage, a given generation must save and pass on motre to its
successors than it has received. For if, right from prehistoric times, we
held that generations are allowed not to save, we would end upin a sit-
uation where no accumulation of wealth would occur, and not enough
wealth would be created over time to sustain just institutions.
However, once just institutions are in place and secure, we reach a
steady-state stage, where a given generation is not under a duty to save
for the sake of its successors. In the accumulation stage, then, savings
are mandatory and dis-savings prohibited; in the steady-state stage,
savings are no longer mandatory but merely permissible, and dis-
savings are still prohibited.

One implication of this view is that, at the accumulation stage, the
worst-off members of society, at time t, will be worse off than they
would be if their generation did not save for the sake of its successors
but instead spent those resources to improve the situation of the worst
off. Rawls would argue that this is defensible, if one keeps in mind the
necessity of sustaining just institutions in the long run. This in turn
presupposes that a minimal amount of wealth is necessary to do just
that: empirically, this seems plausible as there appears to be a con-
nection between levels of wealth and the presence, or lack thereof, of
strong democratic institutions. It remains to be seen, however,
whether a correct understanding of egalitarian justice ~ and this is
what Rawls aims to offer — delivers the conclusion that the current
generation must not dis-save, but does not have to save.

We will address this question in section 2.2. For now, note that it
brings ‘out the following two aspects of Rawls’s account of justice
towards future generations. For a start, in so far as the parties are moti-
vated by a concern for the next two generations, the principles which
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they choose do not address cases where dis-savings will hit their distant
successors without hitting their immediate SUCCESSOTS. Zonoéw
Rawls does not regard environmental goods as @.Ebm E&E the remit
of justice. From his discussion of public goods in sections 42-30of A
Theory, one can infer that environmental goods are public goods, the
provision of which cannot be left to the market but must be S.Bmm.ﬁm.Wms
by the state. However, they are not primary .moo.%~ and .EQ.H distribu-
tion and provision is not a matter for the @E.H%Fm of justice — most
notably the difference principle — to decide; it is, rather, a matter for
democratic decision-making. As we saw in section 1, however, it is not
far-fetched to regard environmental goods as @EBE goods. moH,. as we
noted there, they can be regarded both as wamnob&ﬁnwm for enjoying
other primary goods (which for Rawls do fall within .ﬁ._am scope OM
justice) and as goods which individuals can ms.m do enjoy in msum o
themselves. Whether one can construe a Wméwmuws ﬁrmoQ.ow environ-
mental justice on that basis remains an interesting question which I
will not pursue here. o .
Before moving on to luck egalitarian accounts of justice towards
future generations, it is worth examining the connection _umgmwm
Rawlsian justice and population control, in so far as it highlights a dif-
ficulty with Rawls’s methodology. Rawls’s account of the .mnn%&m-
tion and steady-state stages concerns policies m:nr. as preserving the
environment and saving (or, as the case may be, &m-mmﬁ«_mv Bmﬂob.&
wealth. Clearly, though, whether or not m.ﬁnﬁm generations will _u.m
subject to dis-savings will depend on their size. The question, then, is
whether the current generation is under a mﬁ.@ to control the rate of
its population growth should it fail not to dis-save 2m&§~ so as to
ensure that, at the steady-state stage, future generations are not
ject to dis-savings. .
mcﬂméﬂm.m sammgoﬁ_om_omvN fails to deliver an answer to that question. As
we saw, the parties in the original position do not know which gener-
ation they belong to. And it is in ignorance of this fact that Emw.ﬁm,\m
to decide which policy to adopt towards their successors. In m&&ﬁoﬂr
whatever principle they choose will apply to all generations. And this
is where Rawls’s theory seems to encounter an Eﬁmnﬁm_&m problem.
For in so far as whatever principle they mmnam.mﬁwrmm to é genera-
tions, it applies to the parties’ 3&2&8&. in time. >nno.~&bm.§ the
parties will end up choosing a principle which may Hmmj.: in their own
non-existence. Suppose they decide that, as a matter of justice, all gen-
‘erations ought to adopt a one-child only .@ornw. m.oém,\mﬁ to Worw Mm
parties’ predecessors up to that policy will result in a number of the
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parties themselves not existing. And that would be conceptually inco-
herent, since if there is one thing of which the parties can be sure in
the original position, it is the fact that they themselves exist.

Let us assume that the foregoing is wrong — that parties in the

original position can settle on a principle for population control.
Which one would they choose? They would say that individuals are
not under an obligation not to reproduce. For, according to Rawls,
one cannot sacrifice fundamental rights and liberties for the sake of
greater material advantage. In so far as the right to reproduce is a
fundamental right, it follows that it cannot be curtailed for the sake
of bringing about greater material advantages for our successors. I
should say here that luck egalitarians, such as Dworkin, as well as
sufficientists (with the notable exception of Brian Barry (Barry,
1999)) would also oppose infringements on the right to reproduce as
one wishes. Such infringements, they would claim, constitute an
unacceptable violation of bodily and personal integrity. However,
Rawlsians, luck egalitarians, and sufficientists can endorse giving
individuals incentives to control how many children they have (for
example, by publicly funding contraceptive measures and lowering
subsidies for childcare, and so on). Their point, then, is that what.
ever obligations of justice individuals have towards their successors
pertain to the environment and wealth, and not to population
control.

As we saw in chapter 1, however, some egalitarian liberals argue
that a just society is not merely one in which individuals’ moral rights
against one another are enforced by the law: it is one whose ethos is
such that individuals act, in their daily lives, in accordance with the
principles of justice, even if their failure so to act would not be sanc-
tioned by the law. On that view, even if it is true that holding individ-
uals under an enforceable obligation not to reproduce as they wish
would constitute an unacceptable violation of their autonomy, it might
be that they nevertheless are under such a moral obligation. More
strongly, they would act unjustly if they failed to fulfil it, even though
the law would allow them to do so. In what follows, however, and in
so far as egalitarians, liberals (and sufficientists) do not believe that
failure to control the rate of population growth is a breach of justice, I
will focus on the issues of the environment and economic policies. But
it is worth bearing in mind that whether or not we are under an oblig-
ation to save material resources (be they natural or man-made), and if
soto what extent, will depend on the reproductive decisions we make,
within our rights, regarding the size of our successors’ generations.
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2.2 Luck egalitarianism .
As I noted above, Rawls argues that, once the steady-state stage is

reached, dis-savings are disallowed, and savings are allowed. It is not
clear, however, that other luck egalitarians would agree with him on
that score. As we saw in chapter 1, they argue that individuals should
not be disadvantaged for reasons which are beyond their control.
Accordingly, not only should they not be disadvantaged by their com-
munity membership; they should not be disadvantaged by their loca-

. tion in time either.

Now, it seems clear that, on this view, the first generation — G, -
should not leave less to its successors — G, — than it had itself. For
were G, to dis-save, the members of G, would be disadvantaged in

virtue of belonging to a generation which comes later in time than a

generation — in that instance, G, — which chose to dis-save. The ques-

tion, then, is whether G, can, indeed ought to, save, for the sake of G,.

Whichever stand one takes on this will depend on the degree to which

one wants principles of justice to be individualistic. If one takes the

view that no one should be disadvantaged by factors over which he or

she has no control, then it seems that each generation owes at least a

fair share to each individual member of future generations. This, in turn,

suggests that each generation is under an obligation to pass on to its
successors the wealth it has itself received, but no more: dis-savings are
prohibited but savings are not compulsory. In fact, they are even disal-
lowed, unless every single member of each generation agrees that they
should be made. For suppose that G, produces a surplus; and suppose
that a majority of the members of G, decide not to consume it, but
instead to pass it on to G,. G, will thus have a greater share than those

members of G, who would have benefited from the surplus had G,
decided to keep it for itself. If those members of G, did not agree to save
this surplus for the sake of G,, they could complain that they are made
worse off than G, through no fault of their own (that is, solely in virtue
of belonging to a generation, G,, which has decided to save).

. But we might instead think that each generation owes its succes-
sors a fair share of economic opportunities, and that it is the respon-
sibility of each generation to ensure that justice obtains between its
members. To anticipate somewhat, we will encounter a similar view
when discussing global justice in chapter 5. There we will see that
national self-determination matters, and that giving it its due is
incompatible with the requirement that no individual be made worse
off for reasons which are beyond his control. Here, we are dealing with
the view that generational self-determination matters too. On that view,
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each generation must only ensure that it does not pass on less to its
successors than it has itself inherited: savings are allowed, and not
mandatory. .

Hﬁm mowmmowam interpretations of luck egalitarianism are in need of
@:&.Hmnm_uob. For a start, those interpretations assume that future gen-
mumﬁosm.ﬁ.: not need more resources, to begin with, than we mﬁ-
mmw.\mm did. Suppose, however, that we have very on.Sm reasons to
believe that a destructive earthquake will occur in about a hundred
years from now. Our successors will need far more resources than we
started with to deal with the aftermath of the earthquake: they will
need to Ewi&m health care to the wounded, to rebuild ro:mm.sm mMn In
Emﬁ case, in so far as, ex hypothesi, our successors will not be mmm .ob-
sible for their predicament, they have a claim against us that we %uE-
pensate them, which in turn requires that we set aside at least some
of our surplus wealth.

HB. addition, those interpretations do not take on board the fact that
the size of the population is likely to increase over time. Once one takes
u&mﬁ.mm@ on board, it is hard to see how we could know what a fair share
is, since we simply do not know how many people, in the future, there
will be. Simply put, if we do not know how many will want or s.mmm to
eat the cake, we simply cannot know how to divide the cake. More
strongly put, on the plausible assumption that, until our Emﬂm.m.nmmmmm

to support human life, the total number of individuals among which
to &Smm finite resources will approach infinity, the shares to which
they will all have a claim will amount to, strictly speaking, nothin

Ho conclude, luck egalitarians are not all committed :,u noumoWb
savings. On an individualistic view of our obligations to future mmsﬁ..m.
ations, they are more likely to reject savings or, at least, to make
savings conditional on the consent of all the members of .mrm gener-
ation whose savings it is. On a more collective view of our obligations
savings are allowed but not mandatory, unless we know that our mﬁnH
cessors will need that extra surplus through no fault of their own.

2.3 Sufficiency

The difficulty which population size poses for luck egalitarians is one
reason why some people of a strongly egalitarian bent are tempted to
adopt a sufficientist view of our obligations to our successors
w»nn.o_”dEm to sufficiency theorists, you recall, what matters is not .&mw
E&Sm:&m should not be worse off than others through no fault of
their own; what matters is that they have enough resources. If having
enough means ensuring that one’s basic needs are met, then all we
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must do is ensure that our successors have enough resources not to
be utterly destitute. Deciding how much to save for that purpose is
much easier than working out how much to save to ensure that our
successors each have an equal share. Put differently, the difficulties
raised by extending the scope of justice to future generations have led
some to revise their understanding of the content of justice.

This, of course, does not provide a sufficientist justification for these
particular obligations. On what grounds, then, would sufficiency the-
orists defend obligations to future generations? They believe that indi-
viduals should not be left below the sufficiency threshold for reasons
which are outside their control — such as race, gender, disability. They
also believe, more simply, that acting in such a way as to seriously
‘harm others is morally wrong. As a result, they are committed to the
view that individuals should not be left below the threshold simply in
virtue of the fact that they are born at a particular time, and that the
current generation simply ought not to act in such a way as to seri-
ously harm its successors. From a sufficientist viewpoint, then, eco-
nomic and social policy should be such as to ensure that future
generations have enough. Ideas such as sustainable development are
very much in line with a sufficientist view of distributive justice

(Dobson, 1998). .

On closer inspection, however, and with one qualification to be
made below, the position is not that radical. As we noted in chapter 1,
defining the meaning of ‘having enough’ is one of sufficientists’

toughest challenges. Frankfurt claims that to have enough means

having enough to implement one’s basic, reasonable, aims. As to
Anderson, she argues that having enough means having the resources
necessary to function as a full citizen in a social democracy. But above
and beyond basic needs, it is quite hard to see what is required for
people to fulfil their basic ends, or to function as full citizens. And it
is even harder to make that judgement, of course, where future gen-
erations are concerned, for we simply do not know what will be
required, in a hundred years from now, to be a full citizen in a social
democracy or, indeed, to implement one’s basic and reasonable aims.
We do not know that, because what will be required will depend in
large part on the kind of society in which our successors will live, and
we have no means of knowing what that will be like. Accordingly, suf-
ficientists have to fall back on the view that each generation must
ensure that its successors can meet their basic needs for food, water,
minimum health, etc. Sufficiency, in this context, simply does mean
meeting basic needs (Batry, 1999).
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As indicated above, however, the foregoing point is subject to the
following qualification, which stems from the capabilities approach
we outlined in chapter 1. When used in a sufficientist theory of justice,
the capabilities approach, you recall, lists a number of human capa-
bilities, and argues that individuals owe it to one another, as a matter
of justice, to ensure that they all possess the freedoms and resources
required for the enjoyment of a basic threshold of those capabilities.
If, as some proponents of the approach have suggested, it is plausible
to assert that among all human capabilities is the capacity to have a
rich and fulfilling relationship to the environment, then justice

requires that we not deprive our successors of environmental goods
so understood — that we do not, for example, spoil areas of great
' natural beauty (Nussbaum, 2000).

Setting aside those difficulties, sufficientists can quite easily
endorse the following views: (1) G, is not required to save for the sake
of its successors, if whatever it leaves them suffices to meet their
basic needs. (2) More controversially, G, is allowed to pass on to its
successors less than what it inherited (thus, to dis-save), provided
that future generations would still have their basic needs met (Barry,
1999).

Whether G, has the right to save for the sake of its successors is a
trickier issue, particularly when its successors do not exist yet (G,).
According to sufficientists, one should give priority to those who are
the closest to reaching the sufficiency threshold. In so far as individu-
als who currently exist are closer to reaching the threshold than indi-
viduals who do not as yet exist, it seems that G,’s poor members have
priority over G,. However, this argument is too quick. Take the case of
a member of G, who suffers from a long-term, degenerative, and
severe disease for which there is no cure. Contrast his plight with the
plight of a member of G,, who will suffer from hunger unless she gets
extra resources. It is not clear that the member of G, is closer to reach-

ing the sufficiency threshold than the member of G,, and it is not
clear, therefore, that he should get extra resources to the detriment of
the latter. In fact, it seems that, at the bar of sufficiency, the destitute
member of G, has a much stronger claim. If sufficientists wish to
maintain that priority should be given to those who have the greatest
chance of having their needs met, then it seems that, in some cases,
they will have to commit themselves to the view not merely that G, has
the right to save for the sake of its successors, but also that it is under

an obligation to do so, and this to the detriment of some of its
members.
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3 The transgenerational community: a source of obligations to our
SUCcessors

In section 2, 1 outlined the bare bones of luck mmmEmnms m.bm mﬁwm.._n-
ientist theories of justice towards future generations. In mzw mmm» Oam
I describe a communitarian account of it. If msﬁr.spmw the task at ME
is harder than it was then, as avowedly communitarian philosophers
have not taken an explicit stand on this difficult issue. In u.nmn.ﬁ o.BHmoBM,
communitarian meta-ethical views of how to derive princip m,.qm oH
justice, it does seem as if we cannot, in fact, nobmgn.ﬁ a mMmoQ o oW
obligations to our successors. Remember mmsmm.H s claim, or mxmﬂww cw
to the effect that it does not make sense to derive .noﬁn_ﬂm.HMs.m M bout
what justice requires of us by appealing to the choices which indr

" uals would make, behind a veil of ignorance of their specific charac-

teristics and in abstraction from the social wbﬁuodgma in Srm% Mymw
live. Remember, too, Walzer’s particularistic ssmmwmﬁms.&bm owEHm ce,
whereby justice is rooted in the &mﬂ.a.:u sbmmu.mﬁmsgmm om@ mnmww
honours, jobs, and all those things which constitute a s Mm ému\ !
life. Those of our successors who do not as yet exist do not fit Mm_wm Mﬁ
either account. For if principles of justice are shaped in, msw.. W .%M
social, political, economic, and cultural environment in w Hw .
individuals to which they apply live, then we — here w.bm now M MM m2< 0
not know what our successors’ environment will HoowHH . vm ) M
hundred years from now simply cannot know how we sho ehav |
ﬁoﬁm wm.ﬁwmﬁwm in chapter 1, however, this ﬁm.wﬁn&mﬁ Bmﬁm..%m.oﬁﬂn&
understanding of justice is not all that there is to nnEﬁﬂEM.ﬁwE.mHﬂ.
According to Sandel, McIntyre, and Taylor, .Wmaﬁ.mumd liberalism Hm& 0
be charged for arguing, unwarrantedly, that individuals mHMWoﬁ un MH
obligations which they do not voluntarily endorse. In fact, rmw mMmS ,
we do have obligations which we have not nWOm.“mP_.mE@ we EM MMM
in virtue of shared membership in a particular institution, mmw mmw
family or the community. While none of those three E.H ers : as
offered a full account of justice towards Our SUCCESSOLS, an interes Bm.
defence of obligations to future generations which m@wm&mmﬁomnmwmﬁ
munal obligations of that kind has been deployed by Avner de- ;
(de-Shalit, 1995). Human beings, he argues, vmr.z\._m toa noEE%M_ N
of moral values, language, culture, history, traditions, mﬁm.. _ME o
even though they do not interact with one ms.o%mﬂ on a daily mmmH.m. mw
the same token, then, we should see E.mﬁ it is not Smnmmmm%\ or HHM -
viduals to belong to the same community, that they should coexis
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time. Moreover, just as a community éxtends to the past, it also
extends to the future: the English know, for example, that there will
still be a recognizably English community a hundred years from now.
In that sense, individuals belong to local and national, but also trans-
generational, communities. And if they ought to ensure that fellow
community members, say, their fellow English contemporaries, are
not harmed by their policies, and receive help (as the communitarian
argument under study assumes), then they also ought to ensure that
future English people are not harmed by them. As de-Shalit notes, his
conclusion receives support from the fact that individuals do care
about what happens to their successors.
The notion of a transgenerational community and of the obliga-
tions it generates does not tell us what those obligations are. It does
not tell us, for example, whether G, should control the rate of its pop-
ulation growth; nor does it tell us whether we should look to the idea
of sustainable development when delineating what G, owes to its suc-
cessors. Put differently, it tells us about the scope of justice, but not
about its content. What it seeks to provide, instead, is a basis for the
general claim that G, has communal obligations to its successors.
Moreover, as a communitarian theory of justice, it goes against recent
trends, both within and without academia, to couch obligations to
others in the language of rights. Thus, according to communitarians
(or so I surmise), one cannot counter a putative charge that G, ought
to control the rate of its population growth by invoking the view that
its members have the right to reproduce as they wish (as libertarians
and most liberals would do). For rights, McIntyre would reiterate, are
nothing but chimera for which no rational argument can be found;
and were such an argument to be found, Sandel might press, it is
unclear that rights always trump community values such as attach-
ment to the welfare of one’s successors.

As a justification for our obligations to future generations, the
notion of a transgenerational community works better in the case of
overlapping generations than it does in the case of more distant gen-
erations. For, obviously, the further forward one goes in time, the
more a given community changes. England is very different in 2007
from what it was in 1907. Its ethnic composition has changed radi-
cally in the last hundred years, and its infinitely more diverse popula-
tion holds values and principles (on the role of women, the acceptance
of homosexuals, etc.) which were anathema at the tirn of the twenti-
eth century. It is unclear, then, how the notion of transgenerational
community can justify the claim that the generation of English people
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who lived a century ago might have had an .o_u:mm&os to the current
generation of English people. Likewise, it is likely that the community
which will live on this territory a hundred years from now will be very
different, culturally and socially, from the current ms.mrmr community.
Accordingly, it is unclear why the latter has obligations to its distant
mﬁmMmMMme& response to this worry is to say, not :S.Emsm:ug that our
obligations to future generations simply mm&w over time. The wHoEmHHF
though, is that many of the effects of our policies will be mmF. precise M,
by distant generations, particularly with respect to the msﬁaosgmﬂ )
To give but two examples, the nuclear waste which we are currently
dumping may not start leaking radioactive elements .moH another gm
or three hundred years. Likewise, climatic changes triggered by rapi
industrialization may have the most impact three or four generations
line. - .
mOMMHMWMEoP many of those effects will be felt by members of com-
munities which are different from ours not merely _umnm._:mm they are
remote in time, but also because they are located on a different terri-
tory. The case of Chernobyl is @mam&mgmmm o.m the problem: ﬁﬁ mmmnw
of the explosion that took place in this Ukrainian nuclear plantin 198
was felt hundreds of miles away. Consider, too, the case of g.m defor-
estation of the Amazon area, which is widely Eo:.mrﬁ to contribute E
the thinning of the ozone layer. Accept, further, 2&» a number of sci-
entists, that the thinning of the ozone layer contributes to the pro-

gressive melting of the ice caps, rising tides, the gradual erosion of -

coastlines in Northern Europe, and so on. Under such conditions, ¢Wm
notion of a transgenerational community alone mnmm not m.mmnw.ﬁo e
able to support the view that the current generations Jisnw ive in
communities around the Amazon are under an obligation to distant
generations of, say, England and the Netherlands. It seems, in other
words, that one cannot address the question of our obligations to

 future generations without, also, addressing the question of our oblig-

ations to foreigners (Beckerman and Pasek, 2001).

4 Libertarianism and future generations

Let us turn, finally, to libertarianism, starting with population noﬁ.ﬂow
As we saw in chapter 1, libertarians vmﬁmﬁw ﬁmﬁ we E.Zm unrestricte

rights of ownership over our own body. This, in turn, Hﬂ.swrmm *Mmﬁ Mﬁ
and only we, decide whether, and how, to use out body’s reproductive
capacities: we can reproduce as we wish, and have however many
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children we wish. Quite QOme.mogmH&wm then, libertarians deny that
we are under an obligation of justice to control the rate of population
muoéﬁr. To put the point differently, our successors do not have the
right that we desist from reproducing as we wish.

Zmnm.y.m are not so straightforward, however, when it comes to what-
ever o_u.rmmmosm G, has, if any, to its successors with respect to the
wealth it creates and the natural environment in which it lives. In fact
the conclusions to which libertarians arrive on these two issues in wmwm
depend on the theory of rights which they endorse. Before I make m
case to that effect, a point of terminology is in order. Libertarians VSM
recall, argue that individuals have unrestricted ownership rights ~o<mw
Emgmm?mm and over legitimately acquired property. They reject the
view that groups have rights. Accordingly, in what follows, when I talk
of the current generation, or when I say ‘G,’, I will mean ‘individual
members of G,’. This is not to say that there is no sense in which we
can talk of a generation as a group, within a libertarian framework. It
is to say, rather, that, on the libertarian view, whatever collective mm.&‘
sions are made by those individuals must receive the consent of all, on
pain of breaching the self-ownership rights of the dissenters. N

Zws‘«. of .”E the competing theories of rights, two stand out for their
sophistication and popularity. According to the so-called choice-based
theory of rights, famously articulated by H. L. A. Hart, to say that an
agent, A, has a right that another agent, B, do or do not P, means that
A is able to demand, or waive, B’s performance of rﬁ.. duty (Hart
Hom.mv. For example, to say that A has a right to freedom of mwmmnm
against Bis to say that A can demand that B let him speak, or can allow
m. to censor him. According to the so-called interest-based theory of
rights, m.ﬁboc.&% articulated, among others, by Joseph Raz, for A to
have a right that B do or do not P, means that an Eﬁmwmmm of A’s is
strong enough to warrant holding B under a duty to do, or not do, P
(Raz, 1986). On that view, to say that A has a right to freedom of mwmm%
against B is to say that A’s interest in freedom of speech is important
enough to impose on B a duty to let A speak.

Although there is nothing in libertarianism which commits its
proponents to endorsing either one or the other of those two theories
of rights, historically, they have adopted the choice-based theory of
rights, which has the following implications for their understandin
of our obligations to future generations. For a start, in o far as to WEM
a right, on this view, means that one is able to waive or demand the
performance of the correlative duties, distant generations simply
cannot, and do not, have any rights at all against the latter. Whatever
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obligations of justice G, has are owed to generations which already
exist — extending, thus, to its great-grandchildren at the most.

With that important qualification in hand, let us now assess which
obligations any given generation — G — has to its successors thus
defined. As T noted in section 1, we need to distinguish between
saving, or dis-saving, the wealth we create, and preserving, or spoil-
ing, the natural resources which we use in order to create wealth. And
it is this last point which somewhat complicates the Lockean-inspired
libertarian picture, as drawn by Nozick. For Nozick, you recall (and
indeed most libertarians), does not subscribe to the view that working
on natural resources is enough to justify unlimited property rights in
them: it is enough provided that one does not worsen other people’s
situation by doing so. As Nozick points out, the proviso takes a weak
as well as a strong form. On the strong version, appropriation is legit-
imate only if it does not worsen other people’s opportunities to appro-
priate things. On the weak form, appropriation is legitimate only if it
does not worsen other people’s opportunities to use things.

As applied to contemporaries, the proviso seems simple enough.
As applied to successive generations, it is more problematic. It stipu-
lates, in that case, that any given generation has the right to appropri-
ate land and natural resources, provided it does not worsen its
successors’ opportunities to appropriate, or to use, those resources.
On the strong form of the proviso, this suggests that, when G, appro-
priates natural resources, it must leave as much for its successors to
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appropriate as it itself had. On the weak form, G must ensure that its -

successors have equal opportunities to use natural resources, or to use
the equivalent of such resources. This, in turn, implies that G, is not
allowed to waste or consume non-renewable natural resources unless
it ensures that they are replaced with resources of a similar kind, or
which bring similar benefits. Consider the case of oil, as an example.
On the libertarian view, if we use up current reserves of oil, we must

" ensure that we develop alternative sources of energy for our succes-

sors. Waste without proper compensation, then, is prohibited.

So much, then, for natural resources. But what about the wealth
which a generation creates with them? In so far as individuals enjoy
full ownership rights over their labour, they can decide to spend the
product of their labour as they wish, and thus are not under any oblig-
ation to their successors to pass it on to them. In fact, and more
strongly (or so a libertarian wedded to the choice-based theory of
rights would argue), G lacks the right to pass on its surplus wealth to
its successors. For consider: on this view of rights, for A to have aright
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to bequeath his property to B means that'A can choose to demand that
third parties let B become the owner of his property, or to allow them
not to do so. Now, third parties are under that duty to the testator only
once he is dead; for it is only then that the transfer of rights to the heir
designated by the will can take place, and that the issue of whether one
should let it go ahead can arise. In so far as dead people cannot, logi-
cally, demand or waive the fulfilment of duties, then they do not have
a right to bequeath their property. In the present context, those liber-
tarians would maintain, G does not have the right to hand over its
wealth to its successors: savings — understood, here, as transferring
one’s ownership rights over the wealth one has created to one’s suc-
cessors — are disallowed (Steiner, 1994).

The foregoing, note, implies that G, is allowed to consume the
whole of the wealth it has created. But it does not imply that it must do
s0. Indeed, the claim that G, cannot bequeath its savings to its suc-
cessors simply means that it cannot transfer ownership rights over its
savings and is fully compatible with the view that G, is permitted to
leave surplus wealth behind. On the libertarian view described here,
the surplus wealth created and left by G, should be regarded as having
the same status as natural resources before they are appropriated ~
that is to say, unowned, and there for G,’s successors to appropriate
as a matter of (equal) right.

To recapitulate, then, libertarians who endorse the choice-based
theory of rights hold that dis-savings are allowed, that G, lacks the
right to pass on its wealth to its successors, and that it is under an
obligation to generations which overlap with it, but not to distant gen-
erations, not to waste natural resources without due compensation.

As I noted above, however, libertarians are not committed, by
virtue of their libertarianism, to the choice-based theory of rights.
Should they endorse the interest-based theory instead, they would not
rule out from the outset the possibility that distant generations can
have rights against current generations. For, after all, future people,
even if they do not exist, might be supposed to have interests that
warrant protection. Suppose, then, that those libertarians are correct
in holding (a) that individuals own themselves as well as the product
of their labour, (b) that appropriation is legitimate subject to the
Lockean proviso, and (c) that non-existing people can have rights. On
that view, the precise location in time of future generations in rela-
tion to G, is irrelevant to determining the latter’s obligations, should
it have any. Thus, in so far as those libertarians hold (b) and (c), they
are committed to the view that future generations, whether or not
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i i i it not waste
they overlap with G,, have a right against .%m Hmﬁmw that it not wase
natural resources without proper compensation. They are also
mitted to the view that G, is under an obligation to ensure, upon
appropriating land and natural resources, that it does not worsen its

i iti TOPpri se resources
" distant successors’ opportunities to appropriate or to u:

(on the strong or weak interpretations of the @Hoﬁmo Hmm@mnm,.\mg. In
addition, in so far as they hold (a), they are .noEE&mm to .&w view that
G, has the right not to pass on the wealth it has .Qmmﬁmm to its mcnnmw.
sors, since rights over one’s labour include a right to consume the
e’s labour in its entirety.

@HMAMMMM MMMQG&S@ there is a further issue to consider. G,, the
current generation, which exists here and now, has Em.&mnmm.mo? Hﬁ.w,o_
who are now dead, and whose surplus wealth G, has Ermﬁ.ﬁmm. e
question, then, is whether G, has the right not to pass on G,’s émmﬁw
to its own successors (G, G,, etc.). This in fact mmmm.umm on G,’s
declared intentions. Suppose that G, has made no explicit mmﬂmpos. as
to how its surplus wealth should be allocated once it has n.mmmmm to @nmw
It seems that, in that case, libertarians who endorse the interest-base

theory of rights would argue that the wealth should be .Hmmmﬁmm mm
unowned by anyone, and that members .om G, can mmeo@Smﬁm itif, an

only if, they do not thereby worsen their successors owmogamm to
appropriate or use resources in general, éwmmpm.a their m:Mnmmm.on
already exist or not. Suppose, by conirast, that G, did make a decision

_ as to how the wealth it had created should be distributed once it had

ceased to exist: for example, it decided that G, mro:E._umbmmﬁ from it.
In that case, all G, needs to do, vis-a-vis its successors, 1s to ensure ﬁwm
it does not appropriate as yet unowned Bmau&. resources if it MMH
thereby worsen their opportunities. In so mmw as it has Bmwgw inher-
ited the wealth created by G, it enjoys full rights oﬁ., ownership over it,
and is not, therefore, under any obligation to pass it on to ﬁmé. .

To recapitulate, on the interest-based ﬁrmoQ ow Emrﬁm., rvmnmﬁms-
ism holds that any generation is under an o_&.ammﬁws of justice not to
waste natural resources without compensation, irrespective of the
location in time of its successors. It also holds that any given mmﬁmmm
tion has the right both to save and to dis-save the wealth it has create
and/or inherited from its predecessors.

5 Future generations and the non-identity objection

We have reviewed a number of positions on justice towards future

generations. All of them argue that any given generation is under
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some obligations to its successors — Hmu%sm from obligations not to
waste natural resources without proper compensation to obligations
to pass on surplus wealth in some cases, and so on. In some — but not
all ~ cases, the views on offer either explicitly claim, or imply, that
future generations have rights against the current mmSmHm&oB.
.cSmemH or not non-existing people can have rights is a hotly debated
issue which I will not address here (Buchanan et al., 2000: Dobson

1998; /\.mbmmarmamb« 2006). Instead, I look at an wEwoﬁmE«oEmnmom
to the view that we have obligations to our successors, namely the so-
called non-identity objection, famously articulated and explored b

Derek Parfit (Parfit, 1984, chs. 16-17). The objection goes like ﬁEN
The view at issue says the following: .

G, ﬁmm to choose between, say, depleting natural resources and pre-
serving them. If it does the latter, it will leave its successors, individual
.E.mE_umHm of a future generation, say G,, worse off than Em,% would be
if it nw.Omm the latter policy. Or, on a sufficientist interpretation, it would
make it much more difficult for them to meet their basic smwmmm than
would be the case if it preserved those resources. Thus, G. will harm
G, by choosing to deplete, rather than preserve, natural Hmmwﬁnmm ;itis
therefore under an obligation to G, to choose the latter course of action.

. &m.mgm non-identity objection notes, this view compares the fate of
individual members of G, under a depletion policy with their fate
under a wamm.mﬁmmoﬂ policy. However, the objection continues, this
comparison is not possible, in so far as the genetic identity of ws&-
vidual members of G, will change depending on which policy G
m.mowﬁm. For consider: our genetic identity — whether we are the E&m
vidual known as Peter or the individual known as Mary — depends on
our parents’ genetic identity as well as on when they have sexual
intercourse. Of every one of us, it is true that, if the sexual inter-
course between our parents which resulted in our conception had
not taken place pretty much exactly when it took place, we would not
rm<m been conceived: in other words, we simply would not exist. This
is because a woman’s individual egg can only be fertilized aimEs a
two- to three-day window once it has descended into her fallopian
tubes; and a man’s spermatozoa remain alive, once in a woman’s
body, for about twenty-four hours only. In fact, even if our parents
had had intercourse, not when we were in fact conceived, but. sa
twenty hours later, it is very unlikely that the same mwmumbmﬁowoow

‘would have fertilized that egg, and it is very unlikely, therefore, that

we would exist.
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At this point, what, one may ask, does that have to do with justice

o future generations? Quite simply this: foreign, economic and social

policies shape our opportunities for work and for moving around.
They in turn affect where we live and whom we meet. As a result, they
affect when, and with whom, we have sexual intercourse, and thereby
the very identity of our children, which has an impact on the identity
of our grandchildren, great-grandchildren, and so on.

How does this bear on the question of justice towards future gener-
ations? I have outlined above a set of obligations to future generations
to which egalitarian liberals, indeed some communitarians and liber-
tarians, are committed. On their views, G, would harm, and in fact
wrong, future generations if it did not conduct the required policies.
However, the non-identity objection suggests that, ifit fails to conduct
those policies, it will cause individual members of those future gener-
ations to exist who would not have existed had it conducted such poli-
cies. Consider the following example. Suppose that G, conducts a
policy of heavy industrialization which causes very severe pollution,
but which also creates jobs and contributes to expanding town suburbs
in a given area. Had it opted for an environment-friendly policy
instead, individuals who met as a result of the creation of those jobs
would not have produced the children that they in fact conceived; and
those children, in turn, would not have produced the descendants
who are now adversely affected by the pollution. Different — that is,
genetically different — individuals would have been created instead.

According to the non-identity objection, in so far as individual -

members of future generations would not have existed otherwise, they
have not been harmed by G, ’s failure not to pollute. And if that is true,
then they have not been wronged by G,, which implies that G, was not
under an obligation to them, in the first instance, not to pollute.

What are we to make of this? There are two ways — one interesting,
the other not — in which that objection is construed. Let me first
dispose of the uninteresting construal. For some people, giving life to
someone cannot be wrongful to that person, because life is better than
non-existence. This construal of the objection is uninteresting, in so
far as it rests on the wildly implausible view that life no matter its quality
is worth having. Yet it seems uncontroversial to say that non-existence
is better than some kinds of life. Thus, policies which cause individual
members of future generations to lead their whole life on the verge of
starvation or to die of pollution-induced diarrhoea at the age of five do
harm them, even though they cause them to exist. In fact, one might
plausibly argue that those policies harm those individuals to such an
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extent that G, is under an obligation to them to choose a different
course of action, at the cost, as it were, of those individuals’ existence.

The objection is more interesting in those cases where G,’s failure
to conduct, say, environment-friendly policies results in members of
future generations leading a life of poverty, but nevertheless one worth
living. For, in those cases, we can say that life under those circum-
stances is better than non-existence or, at any rate, that it is not worse
than non-existence. And if life is not worse than non-existence, then
it seems — if the objection is correct.— that individual members of
m:ﬂ.:.m generations who owe their life to environmentally unfriendly
policies cannot complain that they have been made worse off. As a
result, it is not true that they have been harmed; and it is not true
therefore, that they have been wronged. They certainly cannot noEH
plain that their rights have been violated.

The non-identity objection has generated a voluminous body of lit-
erature, which it is beyond the scope of this chapter to explore. Let me
m&B@F make a few comments. For a start, I am assuming here (and
will continue to assume) that, even though the policies which G, con-
ducts affect the identities of G,’s successors, they do not at the HmmEm
time affect the size of these generations. As we saw earlier, none of the
various theories of justice we examined here accept that we are under
an obligation of justice to reduce the size of future generations by con-
trolling the rate of our own population growth. I will not, therefore,
deal with the non-identity objection as raised against the view that we
ought to act in such a way.

Moreover, the non-identity objection applies only to policies which
affect the identity of our successors. It does not affect policies which
”Emumq harm them. Suppose that G, decides to encase nuclear waste
in concrete and to bury it, several hundred feet deep, in a remote,
desert area, with no maintenance (and thus no human activity)
required. Three hundred years down the line, the area is hit by an
earthquake, as a result of which the concrete fractures and the nuclear
waste starts leaking into the phreatic table, thereby contaminating
water supplies in densely populated areas 300 miles away. In so acting,
G, did not cause human beings to exist which would otherwise not

have existed, and a claim to the effect that it was under an obligation
not to dump the waste is not vulnerable in any way to the non-identity
objection. .

Having said that, most of the policies conducted by any given
generation do affect the identities of its successors. Is this to say, then,
that G, simply cannot be held under any obligation to its successors,
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provided that it does not act in such a way as to make their life less
than worth living? Not necessarily. In fact, there are at least two prob-
lems which proponents of the non-identity objection would have to
deal with. First, they may well err in thinking that, when assessing our
obligations to others, the latter’s genetic identity matters. It could very
well be that we owe certain things to future people, whoever they are.
On that view, whoever they are, we have an obligation to ensure that
they have clean water, adequate nutrition, etc.

Let me put the point differently. The non-identity objection
assumes that, when we delineate our obligations to others, we should
adopt the so-called person-affecting principle, whereby P harms Q by
doing A if A makes Q worse off than he would have been had P not
done A. The principle is person-affecting in that it supposes that the
genetic identity of the persons to which it applies remains the same.
The non-identity objection claims that the principle cannot apply to
non-identity cases, where Q would not exist but for the fact that P did
A, since Q is not worse off for existing. However, if we drop the

~ requirement that our obligations to others take a person-affecting

form, if, instead, we accept that we have impersonal obligations, then
we are in a position to say that we have an obligation to ensure that
future generations are not made worse off, or needy, whoever they are.

Second, assume that identity does matter. Still, this would not
rescue the objection. For the objection rests on a concealed and ques-
tionable premise, namely that, in judging whether the current gener-
ation’s policy vis-a-vis future generations is morally wrong, one must
assess whether the policy negatively or positively affects the quality of
future generations’ life overall. And yet, even if one does not make
future generations worse off overall, one can still harm a particular
interest of theirs. Suppose that an airline refuses to sell a ticket to
Smith on a given flight, on the grounds that Smith is black. Smith
cannot board that flight, which, as it happens, crashes, killing all on
board. Clearly, the airline did not make Smith worse off by refusing to
sell him that ticket. However, they did harm one of his fundamental
interests, that is, his interest in not being discriminated against on
grounds of race. In so acting, the airline failed to regard him as having
equal worth and thereby infringed his right to be treated with equal
respect (Woodward, 1986). One can deploy a similar argument in the
present context: perhaps our current policies cause certain future indi-

 viduals to exist and live a life worth living, albeit one characterized by

poverty. But even if they are better off overall (or at least not worse off)
for living such a life, it may still be that we harm some interests of
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ﬁgﬂam in not mw._mE.\Em that they have a W&EE&% decent standard of
living. And so it may still be that we wrong them by failing so to act.

6 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have reviewed communitarian, libertarian, Rawlsian

wm&ﬁmmmbu and sufficientist positions on the very difficult issue ow
justice towards future generations. In each case, we have seen that it
was necessary to distinguish between various ways in which we — the
current generation — are in a position to harm our successors: environ-
mental policies, policies relating to the accumulation or waste of
national wealth, and population policies. Whether or not we do have
obligations to our distant successors depends, in part, on the size of the

population, the extent to which needs or equality are met within our

own generation, and the strength of the non-identity objection.

'3 Multiculturalism

1 Introduction

In chapter 2, we relaxed the assumption that principles of justice delin-
eate what contemporaries owe to one another. In this chapter, we will
examine accounts of justice which take seriously the fact of cultural,
ethnic, and religious diversity. Indeed, most of us live in societies made
up of individuals from different countries, different religions, and dif-
ferent ethnic groups, and with different sexual orientations — individ-
uals, in short, from different groups. Many of those groups constitute
minorities and stand in conflict with the majority of the population.
For example, Catholics, Muslims, and Jews are each a minority in the
United Kingdom; so are Christians in Saudi Arabia, Russians in the
Ukraine, and homosexuals in all countries. The question, then, is that
of the social arrangements which a polity ought to adopt in the face of
its diversity. -

As a matter of fact, minorities often complain that they are being
treated unfairly by the majority. There are at least five kinds of claim
which those groups make:

1 a claim to the effect that their individual members should have
the same rights as the individual members of the majority. For
example, in some countries such as Britain and the USA, homo-
sexuals have asked to be given the right to marry. In nineteenth-
century Europe, Jews demanded to have the same rights of
citizenship as Gentiles.

2 a claim to be exempt, on religious or cultural grounds, from obliga-
tions which members of the majority, or indeed from other groups,
have to fulfil. In the UK, for example, Sikhs have asked to be exempt
from having to wear a helmet while riding a motorcycle or working
on building sites.
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