
7|Democratizing Intergenerational,
Interspecies, and Ecological Justice

The Role of Moral Imagination in Deliberation

In the previous chapters we have discussed the ways in which individ-
ual or collective agents exercise formative agency in global justice
governance. We defined formative agents as those deciding which
principles of justice are suited in any given socio-economic, political,
and cultural context, and what these abstract principles require in
practice, on the ground. They thus ‘translate’ various theories of global
justice into policies, programmes, or procedures taking effect in the
real world. The inclusive exchange of arguments and reasons among
free and equal deliberators – democratic deliberation – is, as we have
argued, supportive of such processes (see Chapter 2). The processes of
reflection and moral reasoning should thus be central to the exercise of
formative agency.

Global justice policies and institutions have long-lasting and wide-
ranging effects across time and space. They can, for example, affect the
welfare of future individuals as well, by reducing or enhancing the
various available resources and opportunities that they will enjoy.
Moreover, such policies and institutions can also (more or less) nega-
tively affect ecosystems, animal species, and ultimately Earth in its
entirety. The welfare of future generations, non-human animals, and
ecosystems is especially affected by policies addressing global poverty
and climate change, both of which figure prominently in the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). While tackling these problems
is a matter of justice owed to present people, it should be done in a way
that is respectful of intergenerational,1 interspecies, and ecological
justice. Guaranteeing food security and access to energy, promoting

1 ‘How can we get a grip on (or quantify) intergenerational justice?’ we might ask.
The ecological footprint and early-life conditions (as measured by child poverty
levels) are two indicators of intergenerational equity. Together with fiscal
burdens (as measured by public debt levels per child) and pro-elderly bias in
social spending, they give us a good image of the levels of intergenerational justice
at the domestic or global levels. See Vanhuysse (2013) for a cross-national
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global equality, and maintaining existing levels of prosperity for pre-
sent people should thus not come at undue cost to biodiversity and the
well-being of future generations.

Various individual and collective agents – from the global poor to
states to corporations – can act as formative agents of justice influ-
encing global governance agendas. Since future generations, non-
human animals, and ecosystems are also deeply affected by these
agendas – morally as well as legally2 – their interests should also figure
prominently in them. The United Nations (UN) Sustainable
Development Agenda should be no exception to that. One problem
is, of course, that future individuals, non-human animals, or ecosys-
tems cannot themselves exercise formative agency in global govern-
ance.3 They cannot be actors in global governance or engage in the
reasoned exchange of arguments and reasons to defend their interests.
Given that fact, how can their interests be given due consideration by
the other formative agents in the course of global justice deliberations?
How can we ensure a better representation of these silent interests in
global governance?

To be sure, the neglect of these silent interests might be due to a
multitude of factors. In this chapter we focus on one in particular –

moral imagination – which hasn’t been on the radar of scholars of
global governance or deliberative democracy. We argue, first, that
moral imagination plays an important role in the exercise of formative
agency and thus also in any deliberative process supporting this
agency. We argue, second, that the difficulty of taking into account
the interests of future generations, non-human animals, and ecosys-
tems might be due to a failure of moral imagination on the part of
those who can exercise formative agency. If deliberators have trouble
imagining the stakes that ecosystems, animals, and future generations

comparison of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) states along these lines.

2 Legally, in virtue of international treaties protecting animal species and
ecosystems, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (1992) and the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety to the Convention on Biological
Diversity (2000).

3 While recent work in a number of biological fields has uncovered quasi-agency in
communicative and cooperative action in non-human species and systems, and
even plants (see Calvo 2016), that does not mean non-humans can be seen as
formative agents of justice, because formative agency requires a capacity to shape
the meanings of abstract principles.
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have in their decisions and how their well-being might be affected by
the alternative courses of action under consideration, then they will
end up inadvertently privileging their own interests over the course of
the deliberations.4 Finally, we suggest that while deliberation is emi-
nently talk-centric, the use of arguments, narrative, or testimony might
not be enough to stimulate the formative agents’ moral imagination.
We point out that the use of visual imagery and experiential prompts
might be more impactful in this respect. If so, then visual and experien-
tial inputs including those enabled by technological advancement –

pictures, projections, and holograms – should be more widely used in
deliberative settings to evoke mute non-present, non-human interests,
where they are at stake in the decisions being made. Visual and
immersive technologies stimulating moral imagination can thus com-
plement talk-centric democratic deliberation to maximize its potential.

Background

One might think that because sustainable development is a forward-
looking concept it simply cannot overlook the interests of future gen-
erations. After all, the Brundtland Commission defined sustainable
development as ‘meeting the needs of the present generation without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs’ (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987:
8, emphasis added). Yet global governance decisions are political deci-
sions, taken here and now by present generations and their representa-
tives. Sustainability thus risks being understood in the short term as
sustainability across one, two, or three generations.5 It is less likely that
global governance decisions will focus on perpetual sustainability:
sustainability at the species level of all mankind, in the long term.

4 Notice that because of their planetary scale, we might have trouble grasping or
keeping them present in the back of our mind when deciding the various effects
that such policies would have on these three different categories of interests.

5 Because they take into account their own interests, the interests of their children,
and their grandchildren. It’s harder, however, for them to think beyond that. This
is clear from the UN secretary general’s report on future solidarity, which
dedicates a section to ‘children and young people’. It also states that ‘few would
question the responsibilities that the world owes to its children and
grandchildren, at least in the moral sense if not strictly in law. Our political
thinking, mirroring these concerns, speaks to those obligations’ (UN 2013: 2,
emphasis added).
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Such an expanded time frame for sustainability is harder to invoke and
justify, first, because it entails higher costs for present people and their
immediate descendants and, second, because in some areas we lack the
scientific instruments that would allow us to see that far into the future.
There are of course exceptions: at present we know already that those
born ten or twenty generations into the future will be most affected by
the decisions we now make, especially regarding climate change miti-
gation and environmental protection (UN 2013: 5).

While we could not identify any particular institution or mechanism
that was specially dedicated to representing the interests of future
generations in the SDGs negotiations themselves, it was a topic being
much discussed in prior and parallel international discussions.
Rhetorically at least, the 2012 document emerging from Rio+20 –

‘The Future We Want’ – places a strong emphasis on the future. It
states in its first paragraph that countries should renew their ‘commit-
ment to sustainable development and to ensuring the promotion of an
economically, socially and environmentally sustainable future for our
planet and for present and future generations’ (UN 2012). There was
also a proposal supported by the Group for Children and Youth at the
Rio+20 conference to establish a UN High Commissioner for Future
Generations, but it was removed at the last moment from the outcome
document (Offerdahl 2013). The proposed high commissioner was
supposed to emulate the Ombudsman for Future Generations, an insti-
tution found in several countries. Furthermore, an Expert Panel on
Future Generations made up of only five experts was also convened in
2013 with the purpose of informing the secretary general’s report.

The 2013 report of the secretary general entitled Intergenerational
Solidarity and the Needs of Future Generations, mandated by the Rio+
20 Conference, was endorsed by the General Assembly in its resolution
66/288. Its aim was to put forward ways of ‘institutionalising concern
for future generations’ within the UN system, as well as showing how
intergenerational solidarity was ‘embedded in the concept of sustain-
able development’ (UN 2013: 2).

A positive development is the report’s adoption of a more expansive
conception of intergenerational solidarity that includes future gener-
ations who do not yet exist. That constitutes acknowledgement that
the appropriate time frame for some governance decisions (such as
those affecting the climate and the environment) is that of the entire
species rather than any given generation. This is premised on the view
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of the report that humanity forms an ‘intergenerational community’
(UN 2013: 3).

Tellingly, the document’s title uses the word ‘solidarity’ instead of
‘justice’. The aim is thereby to motivate the present generation to take
into account the interests of future generations on the grounds that
they are both part of the same community of interest, rather than
because the present generation owes something to future generations
(e.g. for inflicting harm through their actions on future generations).
And indeed, the report emphasizes early on that ‘all members [of
humanity’] must care and respect one another in order to achieve the
‘common goal of survival of humankind’ (UN 2013: 3). The language
of justice (and rights talk) comes to the fore in the section on ethical
dimensions, which draws on moral philosophical thinking. But it does
not figure in the title, summary, or recommendation of the report,
which stresses, in a vague and not so helpful way, the need for ‘suitable
mechanisms to promote intergenerational solidarity for the achieve-
ment of sustainable development, taking into account the needs of
future generations’ (UN 2013: 18).

The report also recognizes that conflicts between the interests of
present and future generations should be reconciled through ‘open,
reasoned processes and not by means of closed or indirect systems of
decision-making’ (UN 2013: 5). This reads of course as a rhetorical
endorsement of deliberative democratic processes of the sort we argue
for in this book. To what extent the UN practically tried to secure
intergenerational justice through such processes is another issue, how-
ever. While the report endorsed the establishment of an Ombudsman
or High Commissioner for Future Generations, recommending that
states ‘may wish’ to invite the High-Level Political Forum to consider
such arrangements, in the end no such institution or similar mechanism
was adopted.

Environmental advocacy groups as well as animal welfare and
animal rights non-governmental organizations (NGOs), were more
actively involved in the SDGs negotiations. Despite this, the SDGs
remain largely anthropocentric and do not make any reference to
animal welfare, to the disappointment of animal advocacy groups.
When it comes to environmental groups, whenever they influenced
states to support goals that were environmentally or species-friendly,
they did so by emphasizing that this would be in those states’ interest
rather than being a matter of interspecies or ecological justice,
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recognizing animal species and ecosystems as moral claimants (inter-
view evidence). And finally, another downside is that the goals do not
explicitly recognize the importance of the Earth system and planetary
boundaries, as already pointed out in Chapter 1.

We can only hope that future processes aimed at developing succes-
sors to the goals before they expire in 2030 will be better at acknow-
ledging the interests of animals, ecosystems, and future generations,
and at developing special institutions for representing them. In what
follows, we identify the particular obstacles a future decision process
would face in that respect.

Moral Imagination

Imagination is the capacity to form a mental representation or image of
things that we do not perceive: absent objects and people, events, or
experiences. As such, imagination is standardly distinguished from
other mental states like perceiving, remembering, believing, desiring,
or anticipating (Gendler 2018). Importantly for our purpose, imagin-
ation plays a central role in moral judgement (Gendler 2018). The term
‘moral imagination’ refers to the imaginative processes that support
moral reasoning or are deployed to answer moral dilemmas; for
example, when evaluating the fairness of different possible outcomes.6

In virtue of this important function in moral reasoning, moral imagin-
ation is also an essential component of formative agency.

Lacking any secondary rules and principles governing their own
application, abstract moral rules and principles must be interpreted
in light of specific circumstances. The process of applying abstract rules
to the real world – of putting principles into practice – is in large part a
creative and imaginative one (Larmore 2001: 47–64). Moral imagin-
ation can help us determine ‘which moral principles are relevant to the
case at hand and how those moral principles apply in the present
context’ (Johnson 1985: 266, original emphasis).7 We often use
imagination in moral deliberation whenever we recognize how any
given moral rule or principle (such as the categorical imperative) is

6 A cognate concept of moral imagination is ‘moral creativity’: creativity used in
moral reasoning for solving complex moral problems (see Grisanti and
Gruber 1993).

7 Of course, coherence tests and inference may also be used in this task of deciding
which principles are relevant and how they would apply to any given context.

Moral Imagination 171

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954167.009 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954167.009


relevant to any given situation, or assess how that situation is similar
or dissimilar to other situations to which we applied the same rule or
principle (Johnson 1985: 276). The development of ‘mid-level norms’
that bridge general principles and norms to particulars – ‘specification’
in Henry Richardson’s words – rests on moral imagination
(Richardson 1990; Biss 2014: 16). Assessing the feasibility and desir-
ability of different options also requires moral imagination. It entails
mentally representing potential states of affairs as a way of figuring out
which option should be pursued.

Furthermore, moral imagination helps us better understand others
around us (Kekes 1991). By enabling perspective-taking and stimulat-
ing empathy (Rabinowitz and Heinhorn 1985),8 morally sympathetic
imagination allows us to stand in relationships of justice with others
and show concern for their rights, interests, and well-being.9 Through
moral imagination we can depict in our minds the lives of differently
situated individuals in time and space, but also different possible
worlds that we could have inhabited (counterfactuals) or that we might
inhabit in the future: ‘Imagination is the means for going beyond
ourselves as presently formed, moving transformatively toward
imagined ideals of what we might become . . . moral imagination is
our capacity to see and to realize in some actual or contemplated
experience possibilities for enhancing the quality of experience both
for ourselves and the communities of which we are a part’ (Johnson
1993: 209, emphasis added). In being able, through moral imaginative
processes, to envisage possibilities beyond our immediate context, and
thereby endorse a comparative perspective, we can also better evaluate
our immediate context and its possibilities, and improve them (Kekes
1991: 104).

8 See also Johnson (1993: 200): ‘Reflecting in this way [through empathic
imagination] involves an imaginative rationality through which we can
participate empathically in another’s experience . . . Morally sensitive people are
capable of living out, in and through such experiential imagination, the reality of
others with whom they are interacting, or whom their actions might affect.’

9 Empathy refers to those capacities allowing us to know what others are thinking
and feeling, and to share those thoughts and feelings. It is thus instrumental in
enabling us to promote others’ well-being (Stueber 2019). We use the terms
‘empathy’ and ‘sympathy’ interchangeably here. Before the term ‘empathy’ was
introduced in English in 1909, the term ‘sympathy’ was used to refer to the same
capacities (Stueber 2019). While analytically distinct, moral imagination can
enable empathetic thinking.
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Moral Imagination and Formative Agency

Since applying moral principles to particular cases requires moral
imagination, moral imagination will play an equally important role
in the exercise of formative agency. Formative agents called upon to
deliberate about how abstract principles of global justice should trans-
late into policy will have to imagine the consequences of the various
policies under consideration.

They will have to imagine not just how those policies would affect
them, but also how they would affect others living in a very different
environment. Those ‘others’ include not just other present humans, but
also future generations, ecosystems, and animals whose sensorial per-
ception of this world is very different from their own. In other words,
the exercise of formative agency through external collective,
democratic-deliberative processes will require individuals not only to
put themselves in other people’s shoes – some in the very distant
future – but also to take the perspective of other, non-human objects
of moral concern, such as animal species or ecosystems. Since these
groups cannot exercise formative agency and act as equal deliberators
in their own right, the moral success of these democratic-deliberative
processes, and their potential to include this vast array of affected
interests, will depend on those who can exercise formative agency. It
will depend primarily on their capacity to act as impartial deliberators
and decision makers, placing adequate weight on these groups’ inter-
ests. But decision makers’ impartiality hinges in turn on their moral
imagination – their capacity to imagine and relate to future gener-
ations, animals, and ecosystems, and to how their interests will be
affected by their decisions.

When decisions entail potential trade-offs between our self-interest
and others’ well-being, deficiencies of moral imagination can lead us to
adopt biased decisions that favour our own immediate self-interest.
Both climate change and global poverty are complex global problems –
‘perfect moral storms’ in Gardiner’s (2006) words – that entail trade-
offs between the (short-term) interests of present individuals and their
political representatives and the (long-term) interests of future
generations, animals, and ecosystems. Next we point out that global
governance decisions may fall prey to the logic of self-interest and
short-termism due to the limited moral imagination of current stake-
holders and deliberators.

Moral Imagination 173

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954167.009 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954167.009


The Triumph of Short-Term Self-Interest: A Problem
of Moral Imagination?

Since imagination plays an essential role in moral reasoning, an
enlarged moral imagination is better able to ensure collective outcomes
that are just among all affected parties – human and non-human alike.
On the other hand, deficits in moral imagination or obstacles to it can
distort moral reasoning, leading to suboptimal moral outcomes. The
phenomenon of imaginative resistance points to such limitations.
Imaginative resistance occurs when an individual cannot (or is unwill-
ing to) imagine something, for example, out of fear that the imagin-
ation process might challenge her beliefs (Gendler 2018).

As Steven Cooke (2017: e1) remarked, despite the powerful argu-
ments put forward by animal rights advocacy and conservation
groups, nothing much has changed over the last years for animals
themselves. According to a report by the World Wide Fund for
Nature (WWF), since the 1970s humans have wiped out 60 per cent
of the world’s mammals, birds, fish, and reptiles (Carrington 2018).
Furthermore, according to the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature (IUCN), some 26,000 species are currently
under threat (Watts 2018).10 Cooke (2017) argues that moral psych-
ology plays an important role in the failure to realize animal rights – or
to ensure species conservation, we might add. He points out that
sympathy is a motivating force and that moral imagination is a consti-
tutive element of the process of feeling sympathy for others. Yet
animals pose a special challenge to moral imagination, because it is
very difficult – indeed, perhaps impossible – for humans to take the
perspective of ‘essentially alien beings’ (Cooke 2017: e8).11 Take, for
example, the philosophically notorious case of bats – since these crea-
tures experience the world very differently from us, we may have
trouble fully understanding their experiences and hence situate those
in the context of moral reasoning (Nagel 1974; Cooke 2017: e12).

10 The organization is best known for compiling and publishing the IUCN Red List
of Threatened Species, which assesses the conservation status of
species worldwide.

11 This is not to say the problem arises only in the case of animals. It may arise of
course, to a lesser or greater extent, also when trying to imagine the life of
humans living through events we’ve never experienced (e.g. Aleppo under siege)
or in the case of those with severe disabilities.
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In consequence, the decisions we make as individuals and communities
will be insensitive to animal interests. We face the same or perhaps
greater challenges when trying to contemplate the interests of
ecosystems and the environment overall. Humans have so far managed
to wipe out 571 plant species (likely a gross underestimate)
(Carrington 2019). Together with the extinction of so many animal
species, this accelerated extinction of plant species is considered by
scientists the ‘sixth mass extinction of life on Earth’ (Carrington 2019).
Ecosystems and plants also suffer from the sharp drop in the number of
insects that are vital plant pollinators, as a result of human activity and
development (McCarthy 2017). In contrast to animals, however, it is
even harder to empathize with forms of life (plants and ecosystems)
that cannot feel pain (or pleasure) and are not endowed with cognition
and consciousness.12 This failure to feel sympathy for alien others –

whether animals or ecosystems – prevents us from reaching judgements
that are impartial as between animal, ecosystem, and human interests.

A Challenge for Deliberative Democracy?

Deliberations about global justice seeking to include the interests of
future generations, non-human animals, and ecosystems, will thus
have to cope with two separate (but related) obstacles. First, these
groups will not be able to speak for themselves,13 to defend their
interests in deliberation, and act as formative agents of justice.
Second, those (humans) who can act as formative agents of global
justice and participate in deliberations may be unable – owing to a
deficit of moral imagination or imaginative resistance – to impartially
take into account the interests of these groups in their deliberations
and judgements.

Just outcomes are impartial outcomes – outcomes that place appro-
priate weight on all affected parties’ interests. Of course, different
theories of justice define ‘appropriate’ in different ways. But we do
not need to adopt any given substantive conception of justice to know

12 Different scholars of plant neurobiology might of course disagree with this
statement to various degrees. To get a sense of the disagreement among plant
scientists, see Gabbatiss (2017).

13 Of course, while they cannot speak human language, ecosystems send plenty of
tell-tale signs that can communicate their condition and needs to humans. Even
so, humans can be very bad at recognizing these signals.
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that in the minimal sense justice requires diligently taking into account
others’ interests alongside one’s own, without (self-interested) bias
or prejudice.14 This is what we mean by ‘just’ and ‘impartial’
outcomes here.

Deliberative democrats emphasize that democratic deliberation,
being inclusive and equally participative, promotes impartial thinking
through the exchange of reasons and considerations that other delib-
erators can accept. But this impartiality is largely the by-product of the
fact that by participating in the deliberation, all those individuals are
equally capable of defending – through argument – their own interests
and those of people similar to themselves (and who by extension have
similar interests). The deliberative outcome is thus impartial across the
subset of deliberators and the groups they represent; it may nonetheless
fail to be impartial with respect to groups whose interests are not
directly or indirectly represented in the deliberation.15 Since future
generations, non-human animals, and ecosystems cannot directly par-
ticipate (‘speak for themselves’) in deliberations, they are surely
disadvantaged.

To that we might reply that, insofar as others can speak for these
groups, their interests should appropriately be represented in deliber-
ation, and deliberations may reach a decision that is impartial across
all present and future individuals, as well as non-human animals and
ecosystems. That is the point, after all, of political innovations such as
the Ombudsman for Future Generations – an institution several pol-
ities have or had at one point.16 But there are two limitations when it
comes to this strategy, both of which have to do with a lapse in
moral imagination.

First, we might worry that the spokespersons themselves may not be
fully able to represent the interests of these groups, due to limitations of

14 The term ‘appropriate’ is meant to leave open the question of which theory of
justice should guide us in weighing the interests of present and future
generations, animals, and ecosystems.

15 Our observation draws on Sen’s (2002) distinction between ‘open’ and ‘closed’
impartiality. He points out that devices such as Rawls’s veil of ignorance would
be able to achieve closed impartiality – a partial type of impartiality across
existing members of the decision-making community – but would fail to ensure
an open, universal type of impartiality across all interests and perspectives,
notably those found outside any given political community or other decision-
making group.

16 For example: Israel, Wales, and Hungary.
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their own moral imagination. This may happen especially when the
spokespersons would be chosen among bureaucrats, political represen-
tatives, and other professionals who have spent their entire lives serv-
ing people rather than trying to understand the non-human world. Or,
even if they themselves succeed in fully internalizing the interests of
those groups, they may nonetheless have trouble conveying to the rest
of the deliberators the full extent of the effects their decisions will have
on future generations, non-human animals, and ecosystems.

Second, deliberators might experience imaginative resistance, or
might simply find it difficult to fully empathize with these groups in a
way that allows them to be impartial decision makers, despite the
goodwill of the spokespersons and the arguments that they advance.
As Cooke (2017) points out, this is the point we are at right now, at
least when it comes to the interests of non-human animals and
ecosystems. Advocacy groups and biodiversity experts have been vocal
and clear in communicating the extent of damage done to animals and
ecosystems, as well as how development policies and climate change
affect them. However, what seem like powerful and persuasive argu-
ments to researchers and scientists still fail to have a desirable impact
on the minds and judgements of either political representatives or the
general public.

Future generations are in a weak position as well. They lack power-
ful social movements or NGOs promoting their interests. There is no
organization equivalent to Greenpeace, Oxfam, or Save the Children
devoted to protecting the interests of distant future generations alone.
Our interviewees confirmed that intergenerational justice was not one
of the main talking points during the SDGs negotiations, with discus-
sions focusing on states’ short-term development over the next ten
years or so. Only a limited number of small organizations focusing
exclusively on future generations (such as the World Future Council
and the Oxford Martin Commission for Future Generations) were
involved in the discussions (either in the Expert Panel on
Intergenerational Solidarity organized by the UN Department of
Economic and Social Affairs (DESA) or in the Open Working Group
(OWG) discussions).

Perhaps the interests of future generations could benefit from present
generations’ concern for their descendants.17 Since present generations

17 Such is the mechanism behind Rawls’s (1971) principle of ‘just savings’.

A Challenge for Deliberative Democracy? 177

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954167.009 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954167.009


are interested in their children’s welfare, and their children will be
interested in their own children’s welfare, present generations have a
derivative interest in their grandchildren’s interests and so on for all
successive generations. Such a ‘daisy chain’ of interests means that at
any given point in time the interests of the next two generations might
be taken into account. However, it is less likely, at any given point in
time, for the interests of all future generations (especially those far in
the future) to receive adequate weight in moral deliberation.

This doesn’t mean that strong arguments favouring the interests of
future generations are never voiced in global governance. Certainly
they are, as we mentioned at the start of this chapter. The problem is
that they have minimal to no impact on stakeholders and political
decision makers. If not even persuasive arguments and facts, testimony
and storytelling are enough to counter deficits in moral imagination
and imaginative resistance, what else can we do to ensure that forma-
tive agents of global justice will deliberate and decide in an impartial
fashion, duly taking into account the interests of future generations,
non-human animals, and ecosystems?

Moral Imagination and One’s Own Future Self

Notice, however, that the same obstacles we encounter when making
moral judgements involving others can also arise when deciding for
ourselves. When facing decisions with effects that fall only in our own
distant future, we often fail to properly take into account the interests
of our future self, compared to those of our present self. This failure to
relate to our future self and internalize its preferences and interests is
also due to a deficit of moral imagination.

Thankfully, as we point out in what follows, there are solutions to
this problem. Moreover, the solutions for expanding our moral
imagination vis-à-vis our future self could be used equally for
broadening our moral imagination with respect to others, be they
future generations, non-human animals, or ecosystems. Next, we point
out how these solutions, involving the use of visual and experiential
prompts, should be incorporated in deliberations about global justice
to help formative agents internalize the interests of their future selves,
but also those of future generations, animals, and ecosystems, and
thereby reach decisions that are impartial across all affected interests
(past and present, human and non-human).
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How to Relate to the Future Self

We standardly assume each individual is the best judge of his or her
own interests. Democratic theorists agree: we should each be given a
vote because each is the best judge of his or her own interests. In
practice, however, we often fail to be so. That is in part because we
are prone to procrastination (Andreou and White 2010) and
hostages to short-term thinking (or present bias) (Loewenstein and
Elster 1992).18

Both procrastination and short-termism arise from a failure to
internalize the preferences and interests of our future selves when
making decisions.19 And this incapacity to relate to our future self
may itself be due to a confined moral imagination (Rawls 1971,
sec. 45; Parfit 1984: 161; Schelling 1984).20 We will then be partial
in our judgements and privilege the present self to the detriment of our
future self. In other words, we will fail to make a decision that is
impartial across the interests of both our present and future selves.
Saving patterns are a good example in this respect. Our decisions are
skewed in favour of our present self. We prefer spending more of our
disposable income than we should now instead of investing in our
retirement (see e.g. Munnell, Webb, and Golub-Sass 2009). More
generally, such patterns emerge from our natural tendency to prefer
immediate or short-term gains to long-term ones – a tendency that is at
least in part due to our inability to relate to and empathize with our
future self.21

The solution is to find ways of expanding our moral imagination in
order to ‘connect’ with our future selves. In turn, this should allow us
to make impartial decisions that take into account both our present

18 Of course, there may be other reasons for failure, such as an inability to
understand one’s own interests due to misinformation, false consciousness
created by ideological identification, and so forth.

19 Insofar as procrastinating entails pushing costs into the future.
20 Ramsey (1928: 543) famously dubs pure time discounting a ‘practice which is

ethically indefensible and arises merely from the weakness of the imagination’.
21 Certain forms of discounting found by behavioural economists are not only

imprudent but also inconsistent. However, policy makers can use this to nudge
people the right way. For example, they can encourage people to ‘save more
tomorrow’ – to pre-commit to increase their savings toward retirement as their
salaries increase. The success of such policy resides again in that the future
(‘tomorrow’) rather than the present self will have to save more, allowing the
present self to keep the same spending level (see Thaler and Benartzi 2004).
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and future selves’ interests. Luckily, psychology research has shown,
first, that our moral imagination can be expanded in significant ways
and, second, that this indeed allows us to relate to our future self in a
more just and impartial way. Importantly for our argument,
this expansion of moral imagination occurs as a result of visual and
experiential prompts rather than in response to verbal cues, such
as arguments.

Scholars have tested whether allowing people to interact with age-
processed rendering of themselves changes their spending behaviour
(Hershfield et al. 2011). They tried to fill the gaps in moral imagination
with the use of technology – immersive virtual reality – that allows
participants to have a visual representation of their aged face and
body. The results showed that those directly exposed to their aged
selves preferred long-term over short-term spending, choosing to allo-
cate more money towards their retirement (Hershfield et al. 2011).
Other studies using the same technology had been shown to influence
consumer behaviour, health behaviour, and financial decisions (Yee
and Bailenson 2007; Fox and Baileson 2009; Ahn and Baileson 2011).

From Future Self to Future Generations, Animals, and
Ecosystems: The Role of Visuals and Experience

By stimulating moral imagination, visual imagery was therefore suc-
cessful in nudging people to be more considerate toward their future
selves. But there is no reason why it shouldn’t have similar effects in
helping to nudge people to be more considerate toward others instead.
Visual imagery could be used in deliberative processes for the same
purpose of expanding the moral imagination of deliberators vis-à-vis
those who cannot themselves directly participate in those processes:
future generations, non-human animals, and ecosystems. This would
enable deliberators acting as formative agents of justice to properly
internalize these groups’ interests.

Visual prompts and holograms can be used not only to ‘make
present’ in deliberations future generations, non-human animals, and
ecosystems, but also to give decision makers an idea of how their
different options might impact the welfare of these affected parties.
They can ‘anchor’ experientially talk-centric decision processes.
Computer-aided visualization, for example, has already been used in
such ways in climate change mitigation (Appleton and Lovett 2003;
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Nicholson-Cole 2005; O’Neill et al. 2013). Climate change is often
seen as a remote problem of no personal concern. In consequence,
many people don’t feel the tug of any duty to act in response to climate
change or support mitigation policies. Visualizing scenes of the future
(‘futurescapes’) is used as a tool to raise people’s awareness and motiv-
ate them to take action. Furthermore, virtual reality technology –

already used in decision making about land use – brings an extra,
experiential bonus, immersing individuals into a simulated environ-
ment and thereby allowing them to better assess the consequences of
different options at hand (Stock and Bishop 2002).

Sometimes all the arguments in the world cannot make up for first-
(or even just second-) hand visual and experiential contact with the
objects of our moral concern. To be sure, in the case of future gener-
ations, such contact would have to be simulated with the help of
technology. But just sometimes, direct contact might be possible – at
least in the case of animals and ecosystems – provided decision makers
are willing to get out of the meeting room.22 The study of the
Bloomfield Track deliberations in North Queensland is a case in point
in this respect (Niemeyer 2002). A citizens’ jury was convened in
2000 to discuss policy options regarding the Bloomfield Track – a
track running through the Daintree rainforest accessible only by
four-wheel-drive vehicles. A key moment came when deliberators went
on a bus trip to inspect the rainforest (Niemeyer 2002: 138). This
allowed them direct contact with one object of moral concern for the
deliberators, the Daintree rainforest, which up to that point they had
discussed purely in the abstract. As one deliberator acknowledged,
‘being in the rainforest itself (especially when the bus driver turned
off the engine)’ had the most impact on her judgements of anything
that she heard or experienced over the course of the deliberation.
Another testified that ‘the site visit was good in terms of seeing the
current state of the road, thinking about the big picture issues’
(Niemeyer 2002: 138, emphasis added). Being able to listen to the
sounds of nature, see the rainforest for themselves, and revel in the
majestic greenery of the place was an experiential anchor for the
deliberators. It allowed them to connect and relate to the rainforest
on a deeper level that heightened not only their sense of moral duty,
but also their capacity to feel empathy for a non-human subject and to

22 When not, virtual reality could be used instead.
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internalize its interests. The deliberative process ‘properly’ started only
afterwards (Niemeyer 2002: 139). The Bloomfield Track citizens’ jury
is thus one example of a deliberative process that successfully com-
bined verbal and experiential inputs.

Avoiding Misrepresentation

When representing and speaking for an absent party in a decision
process, it’s important for the representative or spokesperson to have
the consent of that party. To avoid any misrepresentation, this consent
should extend to the way in which that absent party will be portrayed
and its interests presented by its spokesperson to other decision
makers. Ideally, those who are ‘made present’ by others, discursively
or through the use of visuals, should have a means of participating in
the production economy of those discourses or visuals. The problem is
that because future generations, animals, and ecosystems are unable to
undertake such participation, the use of visuals portraying them, or the
use of arguments used in their defence cannot be so easily ‘democra-
tized’. Others’ moral imagination stimulated by those visuals and
arguments cannot therefore be directly responsive to these
affected parties.

But this does not mean that there can’t be any type of accountability.
Importantly, any visual and experiential prompts should be grounded
in scientific research in order to anchor deliberators’ moral imagin-
ation in a way that avoids distortions or misrepresentations. The
reliance on evidence and the involvement of the scientific community
in the production of visual imagery would ensure that imagined scen-
arios are as plausible as possible and that they accurately reflect how
the interests of animals, future generations, and ecosystems would be
impacted by various policies. This would of course impose some
constraints to how widely deliberators’ own imagination can roam,
but welcomely so insofar as we do not want deliberators to engage in
(self-serving) flights of pure fantasy. Those constraints are also wel-
come insofar as they can prevent deliberators’ imagination from being
contaminated by their own biases (think of how prevalent wishful-
thinking scenarios would be in the absence of scientifically informed
prompts).

Some might nonetheless object that visual and experiential technolo-
gies carry the risk of manipulation. Images in particular have a
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powerful impact, by eliciting emotion and thereby impacting reason.
Visual imagery has a long history of being used to influence individual
behaviour, whether we are talking about commercial advertising or
political propaganda. The informational content of visual imagery is
limited and images can easily be taken out of their context and weap-
onized politically or otherwise. Hence many would worry that using
visual and experiential prompts in deliberations about global justice
would risk doing more harm than good. We have already pointed out
that such prompts would be informed as much as possible by scientific
research and would be developed by global expert communities.
Furthermore, words are not immune to manipulation either. They
can be and are easily taken out of context and weaponized. And, of
course, they can easily convey false information – something we’ve
increasingly been aware of over the past few years of post-truth polit-
ics. So words, just as much as images, require us to exercise epistemic
vigilance and diligence, as well as a fair degree of scepticism. Images
just as words can be used to either inform or manipulate. Truthfulness
should thus operate as a background condition for any decision-
making process at both domestic and global levels, whether it relies
on arguments or images or both.

Nonetheless we believe that visual and experiential prompts aided
by new technologies can improve talk-centric democratic deliberation,
especially when it comes to the inclusion of the ‘silent’ interests of
future generations, animals, and ecosystems. By helping deliberators
expand their moral imagination so as to overcome bias, visual imagery
and virtual reality can help arguments and facts have the impact
they deserve.

Ecological Justice: A Caveat?

For the purpose of this chapter we have grouped together future
generations, animals, and ecosystems. We have argued that if an
enlarged moral imagination can help us internalize the interests of
our future selves, then by extension it might be able to help us do the
same for the interests of all these groups. But does the argument extend
equally well to all three categories? As humans we share more with
future generations than we do with animals or ecosystems. We also
have more in common with some animals than with others, and
speciesism easily leads us to value some animal lives and some species
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(especially those with complex cognition and consciousness) more than
others. Finally, how could we take an ecosystem’s perspective or the
environment’s perspective if ‘perspective-taking’ implies conscious-
ness? Can we imagine what it is like to be an ecosystem threatened
by climate change? Or the entire environment or Earth system at the
mercy of human whims? The worry is that if moral imagination can
play a role in achieving intergenerational and even interspecies justice,
it is not a solution for achieving ecological justice.

Before answering this question, we want to clarify what is at stake in
ecological justice and what our focus was all along in this chapter. At
stake in ecological justice is not humanity’s interest in a (clean, safe)
environment but the interest of the Earth system in its own right. While
the first interest is expressed loud and clear in the SDGs, the second
interest is absent. The aim of the goals is to promote the ‘sustainable
use’ of forests, oceans, land, and marine resources. Employment of the
noun ‘use’ is telling: we are talking about production and consumption
goods that first and foremost must advance human welfare and devel-
opment, not about natural items that have interests independently of
our own, and that deserve protection as such.

Equally well, we cannot play the epistemic card of ignorance and say
that we do not or cannot know what these interests are. We have
enough scientific knowledge about our surrounding environment to
know what the functional needs (i.e. interests) of any given ecosystem
are (that is, under which conditions it can thrive and under which
conditions it will decline). And yet the welfare of ecosystems matters
in the SDGs only insofar as it is interlinked with human welfare and
human development.

Some might admit that ecosystems and natural items have needs and
interests at least in a functional sense (they can thrive or decay in virtue
of some factors), and yet deny that these needs and interests can give
rise to moral standing and moral claims to protection. The question of
whether natural items can have moral standing is a thorny one in
environmental ethics (Brennan and Lo 2016). So is the issue of whether
they can have value in their own right (intrinsic versus instrumental
value). We cannot do justice to these complex questions here. Instead
we assume, following others who have discussed such issues at length,
that the answer to both these questions is positive (Leopold 1949;
Naess 1973, 1984; Rolston 1975; Routley and Routley 1979;
Norton 1986). Our premise is that at least living natural items and
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ecosystems can have ‘morally considerable interests’ that give rise to
moral claims – they can thus be harmed in ways that are morally
wrong (Goodpaster 1978; Goodin 1996).

We also acknowledge that fully empathizing with natural items or
ecosystems might be impossible because of insurmountable phenom-
enological barriers. Perhaps we cannot fully appreciate ‘what it’s like’
to be a forest or an ecosystem.23 But equally perhaps we do not need to
know that exactly in order to understand the freestanding needs and
interests of forests and ecosystems, and how they may be affected by
our actions. Visual and experiential prompts might get us closer to this
understanding. The Queensland citizens’ jury we mentioned earlier is a
case in point: being in the rainforest had more impact on the delibera-
tors’ judgements than simply hearing from others what the rainforest is
like and how it might be affected by the policies under review. The
reason is that experiencing first-hand the rainforest (‘being in commu-
nion’ with it) helped them expand their moral imagination in ways
words could not.

Furthermore, ecosystems and the environment have ways of com-
municating their needs as well as their distress to us. Such communi-
cation is not verbal, of course. But it is information that most of the
time can be conveyed visually, or through other types of experience.
We must see and experience what the environment and ecosystems
(and parts of them) are communicating, whether through birds’ chants
in a luscious rainforest, withered foliage, or dried-up riverbeds.

Some have even argued that such non-verbal communication can
justify natural items and the environment being given legal standing in
their own right (Stone 1972: 471). If states, corporations, estates, and
infants can have legal rights without being able to speak, then natural
objects should have them as well, they argue (Stone 1972: 464).
Through guardians, they should be able to press those claims and seek
redress for wrongs done to them. But how could the natural items
communicate to their guardians their needs? For some this is a
simple matter:

Natural objects can communicate their wants (needs) to us, and in ways that
are not terribly ambiguous. I am sure I can judge with more certainty and
meaningfulness whether and when my lawn wants (needs) water, than the

23 Jackson (1982, 1986) once argued similarly that someone who has never seen
the colour red may not be able to fully imagine what it is like to see red.
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Attorney General can judge whether and when the United States wants
(needs) to take an appeal from an adverse judgment by a lower court. The
lawn tells me that it wants water by a certain dryness of the blades and soil –
immediately obvious to the touch – the appearance of bald spots, yellowing,
and a lack of springiness after being walked on; how does ‘the United States’
communicate to the Attorney General? For similar reasons, the guardian-
attorney for a smog-endangered stand of pines could venture with more
confidence that his client wants the smog stopped than the directors of a
corporation can assert that ‘the corporation’ wants dividends declared. We
make decisions on behalf of, and in the purported interests of, others every
day; these ‘others’ are often creatures whose wants are far less verifiable, and
even far more metaphysical in conception, than the wants of rivers, trees,
and land. (Stone 1972: 471)

In the case of domestic companions, such as cats and dogs, their
owners are often pretty confident that their needs can be communi-
cated to them. Indeed, domestic companions are sometimes beneficiar-
ies of bequests from their deceased owners, which are managed in their
interests by human guardians or trustees (see e.g. BBC 2007; Hooper
2011). The challenge is ensuring that the same empathy and concern
we have for the interests and welfare of our domestic pets extends to
animals we have no association with, as well as animate natural items
and ecosystems.

The passage cited above was written in the 1970s, a period known
for progressive advocacy. In 2017, after 140 years of petitioning, a
court in New Zealand has granted legal personhood to Whanganui
River and appointed two guardians to act on its behalf and protect its
interests (Ainge Roy 2017b).24 Perhaps in ten years’ time similar
recognition will be given to ecosystems and animals species at the
global level as well. A more visual and experiential approach might
go some way toward achieving that.

Some Thoughts on Institutional Design

Several institutional design proposals have been advanced in the last
years to promote intergenerational justice. In this section we discuss
how our own proposal for the use of visual imagery can serve to
address the shortcomings of such proposals by expanding deliberators’

24 Mount Taranaki was granted a similar standing (Ainge Roy 2017a).
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moral imagination, in anticipation of the future negotiations that will
review the 2030 Development Agenda.

One proposal is the establishment of a commission or similar insti-
tution that would act as ‘guardian for future generations’ (Caney
2016). Such a commission would have multiple members, which
would allow greater diversity of opinion. Caney (2016) argues, for
example, that a Commission for Future Generations would have sev-
eral strengths: it would be representative, both geographically and
demographically; it would be independent in delivering a neutral per-
spective; it would be authoritative, its message being heard and
respected; and it would be inclusive and transparent in its procedures.
Furthermore, the commission would tap into resources from across
civil society. Its activities would comprise data collection and analysis,
research as well as advocacy. The details would of course all have to be
determined by UN member states.

Others have already discussed at length the limitations of such insti-
tutions for representing future generations (e.g. Karnein 2016). Besides
the fact that such representation would lack any authorization and
accountability to those represented, it would be limited by several
obstacles. The main ones are that (1) epistemically, present people
may not know the subjective interests and preferences of future gener-
ations; (2) these interests and preferences would themselves be, to a
great extent, influenced by the choices of present generations; and (3)
different future generations might have different, even conflicting inter-
ests, which means present generations would have to arbitrate among a
plurality of diverse interests and preferences. And there is always the
danger that the representatives of future generations might selfishly
betray the interests of future humans (Karnein 2016: 86–7).

To those standing concerns we want to add some worries of our
own. While any initiatives to advance the interests of future gener-
ations, animal species, and ecosystems are welcome, we cannot help
but notice the lack of any hard or soft accountability mechanism to
ensure that the decisions of a Commission (or High Commissioner) for
Future Generations would be heard or respected by states.25 In the
absence of any such mechanism, we can only hope that stakeholders –

25 Beckman and Uggla (2016) argue that this may in fact be a strong point of these
institutions, on the grounds that they are less threatening and therefore more
acceptable by parliaments and governments.
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primarily state governments as representatives of present generations –
will be persuaded by, and will internalize, the goals of the commission/
high commissioner.

While it is good to have special institutions devoted to representing
the interests of future generations, these institutions may ultimately be
powerless if they cannot overcome the bias that naturally clouds the
judgements of present generations and their representatives.
Institutions for future generations will thus have to resort to a wider
range of devices to ensure that their decisions and proposals are taken
up by those who must actually bear the costs of their implementation.
Democratic deliberative processes that have a visual and experiential
component, and that rely on technologies to expand the moral
imagination of present generations and their representatives, would
arguably be one such device these new institutions could adopt.

A plethora of alternative institutions and mechanisms have been
recommended. Among them are ombudsmen or commissions for
future generations (Caney 2015; Beckman and Uggla 2016), mani-
festos for the future, parliamentary committees, councils for the future
and ‘visions of the future’ national days (Caney 2016), or national and
global mini-publics on intergenerational justice (Niemeyer and Jennstål
2016). Regardless of which we are talking about, the most
serious obstacle to ensuring that proper weight in decision making,
not just representation, will be given to the interests of future gener-
ations, non-human animals, and ecosystems is present generations’
self-interest. Because current decision makers can clearly see their
self-interest, but (because of inadequate imaginative capacity) fail to
clearly perceive others’ concerns and thereby weigh them adequately in
moral deliberation, their self-interest wins by default in their judge-
ments. It is not that they weigh their own interests too heavily on
purpose but rather that, because of an impoverished moral imagin-
ation, they do not weigh those other moral considerations as heavily as
they should.

Those politically empowered (citizens and their political representa-
tives) are the ones who will ultimately have to exercise impartial
judgement in order to authorize and implement laws and policies
promoting the welfare of future generations, non-human animals,
and ecosystems, but that might clash with their own interests.
Epistemic and cognitive limitations, such as deficits in moral imagin-
ation, might prevent them from doing so, even if the goodwill exists.
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This is why it is important to take such structural deficits into account
when thinking about potential solutions.

Images, Human Cognition, and Moral Reasoning

The impact of images on human behaviour has been studied exten-
sively. Sometimes visual prompts can serve as a surrogate for real
human interactions, and elicit the same type of pro-social, empathetic
response. The ‘watching eyes’ effect is a good example: in the presence
of images of watching eyes, people are more likely to take others’
interests into account, which, for example, makes them more likely
to donate to charity, transfer money to others in economic games, and
litter less (Burnham 2003; Haley and Fessler 2005; Ernest-Jones,
Nettle, and Bateson 2011; Powell, Roberts, and Nettle 2012). These
effects are independent of local norms and hold even when nobody is
around to notice their behaviour (Bateson et al. 2013).

In this chapter we argued that where words and arguments have
failed, images and experiences may succeed. But why should the
human mind respond better to imagery and what role do images play
in moral reasoning? And, by extension, what role would they play in
the exercise of formative agency and moral judgement?

In recent years scholars of cognition have consideredmore carefully how
visual – in comparison to verbal – thinking influences moral judgement
(Amit, Gottlieb, and Greene 2014). They have suggested that visual
imagery stimulates deontologicalmoral judgement: a concern for averting
harm rather than maximizing good, a concern for the means rather than
then end. On the other hand, both deliberation time and reflection have
been seen to encourage utilitarian judgements (Paxton, Ungar, and Greene
2011; Suter and Hertwig 2011). But morality consists in the union of the
right and the good – in the union of utilitarian and deontological thinking
(Ross [1930] 2002). A conjunction of talk and visuals can give us that.

These findings are important for those studying deliberative process.
First, because one central claim is that deliberation improves the qual-
ity of moral judgements by promoting reflection. Yet if reflection
promotes utilitarian thinking, then deliberative theorists might have
to implicitly accept utilitarianism as the superior moral principle when
arguing that deliberation improves moral judgements. Many may have
trouble accepting this implication of what is by now a classic claim of
deliberative democracy.
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To be sure, deliberative democrats could easily reply that utilitarian
moral judgements are better than no moral judgements at all. At least
deliberation forces people to take a moral perspective, rather than no
moral perspective. True. And perhaps we shouldn’t worry about these
effects in the case of more mundane deliberations. But in the case of
agents whose main task is identifying, precisifying, and arbitrating
between different principles and conceptions of global justice, we
may rightly think otherwise. We should ensure that the moral judge-
ments of formative agents deliberating on global justice are not skewed
in one direction (utilitarianism) simply because deliberation is talk-
centric par excellence.

That brings us to the second point: these findings are important
because they not only make deliberative theorists aware of some
(moral) limitations of the practices that they support, but also
because they offer a solution to these limitations. We can balance
out the effects of talk-centric practices on moral judgement (the ten-
dency toward utilitarian thinking) by incorporating visual and
experiential prompts into deliberation, which prioritize deontological
concerns.

Another advantage would be that visual representations are also
more likely to trigger an immediate response because things that are
perceived visually are likely to conceived as ‘here and now’ (Amit et al.
2014: 346). Many global problems (global poverty, climate change,
environmental destruction, etc.) are objectively ‘here and now’ prob-
lems: they are manifest and require an immediate response. But verbal
arguments and representations of these issues make it more likely that
they will be perceived as distant in both time and space, and not
requiring any immediate response (at least at the deeper cognitive level)
(Amit et al. 2014: 346). This is another reason for including visual
imagery in deliberations about global justice.

Conclusion

Political theorists have already pinned short-termism and procrast-
ination as the main reasons why we haven’t already successfully
advanced the interests of future generations (González-Ricoy and
Gosseries 2016). They say that deliberative institutions and processes
may be a solution (e.g. Mackenzie 2016; Niemeyer and Jennstål 2016).
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Yet they fail to explain what the root causes of short-termism and
procrastination at the individual level are and how deliberation could
address these root causes.

In this chapter, we offered a more elaborate explanation for short-
termism and procrastination as arising from deficits of moral
imagination, which may prevent deliberators taking the perspective
of future generations, non-human animals, and ecosystems. In conse-
quence, we put forward a more nuanced argument about the role of
democratic deliberation, one that acknowledges the limitations of talk-
centric approaches and the importance of incorporating visual and
experiential prompts into talk-centric deliberative processes. By
bridging gaps in moral imagination, these prompts may enable those
who can exercise formative agency in global justice to place appropri-
ate moral weight in their moral judgements on the interests of those
who – as a matter of logical and practical possibility – cannot exercise
formative agency. Where words have failed, images and experiences
may succeed.

Moral imagination necessary to enhance formative agency when it
comes to the interests of future generations, non-human animals, and
ecosystems can be promoted through:

� confronting individuals with images of their future selves in order to
induce thinking beyond the present;

� using visual imagery and ‘futurescapes’ in designed deliberative
forums and other decision-making processes;

� providing experiential inputs to deliberative processes;
� grounding visual and experiential prompts in scientific research;
� applying a truthfulness standard to such prompts;
� listening more effectively to communications from the non-

human world;
� recognizing natural entities such as landscapes and ecosystems in

legal terms; and
� ensuring that institutional innovations to represent the interests of

future generations are accompanied by visual and experiential
prompts.

In this light, the 2030 negotiations surrounding the Sustainable
Development Agenda should take a more pluralist approach toward
the sort of inputs they entertain, in order to ensure that global justice
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incorporates a proper concern for intergenerational, ecological, and
interspecies justice. In the next chapter we will say more about how
these concerns can be integrated into deliberative systems for global
justice governance, along with all the agents we analysed in
previous chapters.
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