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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, STATE SOVEREIGNTY AND INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE 


ANDREAS FØLLESDAL


3.1	INTRODUCTION  

The right to development gained broad attention in the mid 1980s: The UN recognized a human right to development in 1986 G.A. Research. 41/128 1986, cf. Schachter 1985 and Alston 1988., and the World Commission on Environment and Development presented its conclusions regarding sustainable development in 1987.  
	The Commission, chaired by Gro Harlem Brundtland, declared that sustainable development is an overriding requirement for national and supranational institutions.  We must promote “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs“ (WCED 1987:43). The Commission goes on to address conflicts between the claims of today’s poor and tomorrow’s environment. To be sure, the environment often improves by eradicating poverty: “Poverty reduces people’s capacity to use resources in a sustainable manner; it intensifies pressure on the environment“ (WCED 1987:49). But sometimes these goals appear to conflict, and people have different views: Citizens in richer countries give priority to conserving the environment rather than to promote economic development in other states. Steidlmeier 1993; Gallup Poll: Public Opinion 1990 (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources, 1991), 38-43; Schramm and Warford 1989.  On the other hand, governments of China, Brazil and India and many developing countries claim that they must give priority to their economic development, above environmental considerations.  The Commission holds that in conflicts between the basic needs of the world’s poor and environmental concerns, basic needs should be given first priority.  
	Another area of conflict arise between environment, development and traditional conceptions of sovereignty. In exchange for accepting the Montreal Protocol’s requirement for removing ozone-damaging substances, developing countries have demanded economic support from other countries.See e.g. Bryk 1991, and Steidlmeier 1993, whose references have been most helpful for the present chapter.  Such claims may merely be requests for side payments in the bargain, but they may perhaps also be well founded claims within a more just world order: that there are international obligations of aid to alleviate conflicts between human rights and development.
	The present paper seeks to elaborate and justify these claims of priority of basic needs over environment and sovereignty.  This thesis,  the Primacy of Human Rights, holds that development strategies should secure the basic needs for today’s poor through respecting human rights - if necessary at the expense of protecting the environment.  Moreover, such development strategies may require international aid with ties, contrary to traditional conceptions of state sovereignty.

Some might claim that the concept of sustainable development is diluted by mixing it with considerations of global justice. e.g. Amundsen et al. 1991:7. Two responses are order. Firstly, if sustainable development is to serve not only as one of several conflicting ideals, but as an overriding requirement for legitimate regimes and national policies, the norm must be specified in a defensible way which warrants its priority.  To not do so leaves the application of the slogan open to intuitionist weighting, both in day-to-day politics and in administration and adjudication. Secondly, if sustainable development is indeed to be put forward as an overriding requirement, the argument presented here insists that such policies must secure the basic needs of all. It is inconsistent with the equal worth of all humans to advocate sustainable development to the detriment of individuals’ survival, or to accept that people alive today should be sacrificed for the sake of future generations. This is unacceptable when there are alternatives -- namely that existing inequitable regimes and social institutions must be changed.

Section 3.2 outlines aspects of a theory of justice providing a systematic perspective for addressing these concerns.  Section 3.3 defends the Primacy of Human Rights for development strategies. Section 3.4 addresses the conflicts between human rights and development, while section 3.5 discusses conflicts regarding human rights and sovereignty.  Industrialised countries have obligations towards developing countries if necessary for ecologically justifiable development strategies that also respect human rights. But international aid need not be unconditional: It may be necessary to influence internal conditions in developing countries through economic pressure. Section 3.6 reflects on some principled objections against the Primacy of Human Rights. We consider an alternative, the Primacy of the Environment, sometimes argued by deep ecologists, which holds that environmental concerns should be of primary importance in the choice of development strategies, and if necessary at the expense of today’s poor.  A complete rebuttal of this view is beyond the scope of this paper.  The aim is rather to identify the issues of disagreement.

3.2	ON JUSTICE
Political authorities regulate, directly and indirectly, many of the factors that influence both our lives and those of future generations.  The conflict between those starving today and the environment of tomorrow arises within specific social institutions and global regimes. Indeed much starvation could have been avoided with other laws and regulations for the distribution of property and political power within developing countries, to remove the extreme poverty there.  And other ground rules for international trade could have also secured the basis of existence for the poor:
 In the context of basic survival, today’s needs tend to overshadow consideration for the environmental future. It is poverty that is responsible for the destruction of natural resources, not the poor
 (Geoffrey Bruce, in WCED 1987, 127).
The rules that govern today’s practices are under some control at state and international levels, even though they are badly co-ordinated. It thus seems appropriate to clarify both whether alternative institutions and regimes are politically viable, and how such institutions should distribute benefits and burdens so as to reduce the burdens on the poor of protecting the environment.  Such assessments require a comparison of the consequences for all affected parties.

3.2.1	 Equal Worth 
Equal worth of all is a basic norm in the political culture of democracies.  All citizens should count, and be regarded as equals, for certain political and legal purposes. This requirement of equal worth entails at a minimum that the interests of all are taken into account. The use of state power must therefore be justifiable to all affected parties. To address issues of distributive justice across borders and generations, we apply the same perspective to regimes and social institutions - and to the state system itself .  They must take due consideration of all affected parties, including unborn future generations. The current disasters of famines and armed conflicts underscore that the present world order falls far short of this requirement. 
	
Given that the status quo is not legitimate, an important task is to determine principles for transition to better arrangements. Many important dilemmas of sustainable development and today’s poor require precisely such principles of transition from non-ideal situations.  What does the commitment to equal worth imply for the choice of development strategy? 
	
One might hold that a just society - and  a just global society - should maximise the average quality of life. However, utility maximisation does not ensure equal worth, because the distribution of benefits is ignored.  For instance, the average quality of life may be maximised by letting a few starve, so as to improve the well-being of many others. Others insist that such strategies do not give enough weight to the equal worth of all. The Brundtland Commission seems to endorse this when it holds that development towards a legitimate world order must be sustainable, and secure the basic needs of today’s people.  This conclusion may be justified by the more fundamental normative position of Liberal Contractualism. Rawls 1971, Scanlon 1982.

Institutions are legitimate only if they can be justified by arguments in the form of a social contract of a particular kind.  All individuals must be served by the social institutions: The interests of every individual must be secured and furthered by the social institutions as a whole.  This commitment is honed by the notion of possible consent, allowing us to bring the vague ideals of equal dignity to bear on pressing questions of legitimacy and institutional design.   The principles of legitimacy we should hold institutions to, are those that the affected persons would unanimously consent to -- under conditions which secure and express their status as appropriately free and equal. The set of social institutions as a whole thereby secures the interests of each affected party to an acceptable degree, including our interests for instance in peace, stability, basic needs, and shares of goods and powers.

3.2.2	Pluralism

The equal worth of all implies that the demands we make on development strategies should take seriously the pluralism of conceptions of the good.  Even though all may endorse the norm of individuals’ equal worth, we have different views and opinions about the worth of nature and about what makes life worth living. Some are ascetics, others not; some regard nature as valuable because it is useful, or because it provides them with good experiences or a sense of larger meaning of their life, while others believe that plants and pristine nature have a value all of their own, independently of whether humans value them or not. We thus assess many life situations and possibilities differently because we have different views on what the good life consists of. This pluralism makes it all the more difficult to find reasoned principles of legitimacy among all affected parties.
Many claim, for example, that not only humans count as involved parties: moral status is also attributed to animals, plants, species or ecosystems.See e.g. Johnson 1991, Nash 1989, Næss 1984, Wetlesen 1993, and Oelschlager 1991 for an overview.	
	The equal worth of all requires us to heed the fact that many of us have partly incompatible though plausible views about the good life. This pluralism is a further challenge in determining how social institutions and regimes should be arranged.  We cannot expect agreement about who should count, and which interests should count in arguments about social institutions.

The following sections develop and defend sustainable development from a liberal contractualist position where all humans, and only humans, count as affected parties for the issue of legitimate institutions. Many otherwise incompatible world views which endorse the norm of equal worth of all humans also accept this starting point.


3.3	The CASE FOR Human Rights

Human rights are requirements that individual’s vital basic needs should be institutionally protected against specific threats caused by the state and the global order. Føllesdal 1991, 1995. From the point of view of liberal contractualism the Primacy of Human Rights is to be preferred over the Primacy of the Environment, which would maintain that tomorrow’s environment should be secured even at the expense of today’s poor. 

The contractualist interpretation of the norm of equal worth requires that alternative principles are compared in light of the difference they make for affected individuals, including future generations.  This evaluation must consider development strategies as they are likely to work in practice, with incentive effects, and with attendant risks of misjudgement and abuse. Hence we must rely on empirical data about the possibilities and hazards of alternative development strategies. 

I shall argue that even though the Primacy of Human Rights incurs some risk of losses, the Primacy of the Environment entails even larger risks.


3.3.1	Basic Needs

Human rights aim at protecting certain needs against specific threats in a world order of sovereign states. Vital basic needs must be secured, through such means under political control as food, water, shelter, analgesics, and vaccinations. Though not  health services in general, as this need has no clear cut-off point of satisfaction (Cf. Føllesdal 1991). All these needs must be met if individuals are to survive.  Hence claims to these goods and their priority over all other claims should command assent regardless of otherwise incompatible views of the good life.

Minimum levels of income and political rights are also basic needs in states characterised by a monopoly on the use of force, an extensive division of labour, and the use of institutional mechanisms for distribution. Thus where food is distributed through markets, all households must have money either through wages or through income compensation. Under such social conditions, we may say that individuals have a social basic need for money, or for gainful employment or income substitution -- as well as for legal safeguards for distribution of food within the household. This fits well with the Commission Report, which includes work as a basic need.

Access to democratic decision-making procedures is also necessary for securing vital basic needs.  The allocation of such options and control to others than the individuals themselves constitute serious threats to their basic needs.  Freedom of the press, freedom of speech, and political rights protect individuals’ options, and ensure that the authorities take the individual’s basic needs into consideration.  Thus democratic rule, including freedom of the press and political parties, protects against acute famines in India. Sen 1988.  Note that this argument for political rights is not based on the more contested view that individuals have a central interest in autonomy, which Pluralism rules out as grounds for claims.

Vital basic needs justify most of the human rights contained in international documents.  However, this account diverges at some points from the Commission: some components of living conditions cannot be justified by appeals to basic needs.  Moreover, the Commission maintains that a legitimate goal must be to ensure for all the “opportunity to satisfy their aspirations for a better life” (42). The satisfaction of aspirations implies that institutions should be stable and clearly defined.  Surely people must be able to plan for tomorrow, confident that their efforts will be rewarded as expected.  These concerns seem legitimate: the satisfaction of reasonable expectations seem to be an important interest across many conceptions of the good life. Føllesdal 1996.  But the satisfaction of aspirations does not constitute further substantive claims on distributive shares within such stable institutions. Our subjective sense of well-being and our preferences are largely dependent on our aspirations - but we create these aspirations in light of the expectations created by the social institutions themselves. Satisfaction of aspirations is simply unsuited as a criteria for evaluating social institutions, since we are too adaptable. Erikson 1993, 78.  So we should not demand of just institutions simply that all parties are satisfied, lest politicians should be tempted to adjust our aspirations instead of adjusting the background institutions.

We may also note that considerations of basic needs do not justify a requirement for equal distribution of benefits in general. Hence, this account deviates from the Commission’s standpoint, when it contends that :

Living standards that go beyond the basic minimum are sustainable only if consumption standards everywhere have regard for long-term sustainability. Yet many of us live beyond the world’s ecological means ... sustainable development requires the promotion of values that encourage consumption standards that are within the bounds of the ecological possible and to which all can reasonably aspire. (WCED 1987:44, my emphasis).


Considerations of basic needs cannot justify the claim that all should have an equal consumption level in both time and space. Nonetheless, basic needs can justify some limitations in permissible inequality.  For instance, unequal distribution of many instrumental benefits, like income and political influence, should be limited when relative purchasing power and influence determines the distribution of goods.

3.4	THE PRIMACY OF HUMAN RIGHTS OVER SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

A sovereign state, and the ground rules of the state system, can secure the basic needs of the inhabitants - including their social basic needs. But state power and international regimes also constitute threats to the basic needs of individuals. Human rights serve to prevent many of these threats. 

This account of human rights requires, for each right, a detailed account of the social needs, damages and protection that pertain to each basic need. Justifications for freedom of the press, political rights and the right to work were sketched above, and similar arguments must be presented for each human right.  These rights require a variety of institutional mechanisms that protect individuals, and hold the state and the states system internationally responsible for having such mechanisms. 

Some human rights require certain outputs -- obligations of result -- , others put constraints on the shape of legitimate institutions, while yet other rights require that particular institutions must be in place.   For example, the human right to adequate nutrition may be satisfied if social institutions ensure that agricultural strategies, market mechanisms, and employment policies secure the social basic needs (and hence basic needs) of all to the extent possible -- leaving the details open.

The right to development and other so-called third generation rights raise new problems. What interests are at stake, and which threats are averted by such rights?  I submit that the right to development, and in particular to sustainable development,  should be understood as a protection against certain development strategies.  The Primacy of Human Rights excludes certain development strategies that will be allowed by the Primacy of the Environment. The latter allows development strategies that sacrifice some people’s basic needs, while the Priority of Human Rights disallow such choices. Respect for the equal worth of existing poor implies that such sacrifices cannot be justified as long as harm of such magnitude can be avoided by choosing other development strategies consistent with the Priority of Human Rights.
  
The Priority of Human Rights for development strategies does not allow development strategies that sacrifice any of today’s population to the advantage of tomorrow’s individuals and their environment. The argument in favour of this view rests on considerations of risks tied to the two competing allocations of authority.  The need for an environment-human rights trade-off is doubted on empirical grounds, and the power to disregard human rights risks that the interests of neither present nor future generations will be protected

Some of the most compelling justifications for environmental protection appeal to the impact on future generations.See e.g. Norton 1982, Brown Weiss 1990. Some go as far as to maintain that the basic needs of future generations are at stake if the primacy of human rights for development is followed. On this line of thought someone’s basic needs must be sacrificed in any case, as the basic needs of present and future generations cannot be satisfied irrespective of regimes or social institutions in place. For some Malthusian arguments to this effect: see Hardin 1974; Ehrlich 1972. 
 
However, this claim is highly questionable on empirical grounds. Many starve to death in the present world order, and other basic needs are not met today. And future generations may also die of hunger and lack of essential medical aid. But these tragedies are not due to lack of resources: More than enough food is produced to feed everyone today, and population growth can be affected by political measures. The cause of hunger today is first and foremost an uneven distribution of resources within each country and between countries on a global basis. There are no grounds for believing that development strategies that satisfy the Primacy of Human Rights must sacrifice the environment and the basic needs of future generations. We have no convincing reason to believe that a world order ensuring a more even distribution of food and medicine cannot be stable and yield enough over time, given the population growth of the future.
There is no evidence for the claim that the goals of human rights and environment are incompatible in practice, either in the short or long term.Cf. Beitz 1981a and b, Alston 1989, Donnelly 1989, Goodin 1979, Olson 1993. 

Furthermore, we should be particularly sceptical in allowing authorities to inflict great suffering on present populations out of concern for future generations and their environment.Sohn 1982:48. Van Boven 1979 and Donnelly 1985 (506) note this danger.  If the right to sustainable development was given priority over human rights, this right can easily become a government excuse for not meeting the people’s basic needs.See Donnelly 1989: 146. Thus even if development sometimes were to require the disregard for human rights, such license opens for even greater risks.  Thus governments should not be accorded the authority to make priorities for long-term development at the expense of today’s poor. Non-democratic system of government are notoriously unreliable for ensuring development, sustainable or otherwise. And if the Primacy of the Environment is made the basis of development strategies and international interventions it may simply open the way for a new imperialism. Guha 1989.
 
In contrast, strategies allowed by the Primacy of Human Rights require changes in the national and international distribution of benefits.  The national and international ground rules affect standards of living and hence the survival possibilities; development strategies must ensure that the ground rules secure the basic needs of all.


3.5	The Primacy of Human Rights OVER Sovereignty

The needs of individuals are threatened both by their own authorities, and by the state system.  The state system limits the individual state’s options, and hence the state’s scope of real autonomy. Basic needs remain unmet today both because of unjustified inequality within each individual country and because of the economic world order: the effects of international markets, investments and lending institutions.

It is particularly troubling if governments of rich, developed countries are allowed to respond to environmental problems of their own making by regulating and limiting the development opportunities in the poorer countries - incurring poverty as a result.  Instead international regimes must be changed so that such tragic choices do not arise.  But are there institutional mechanisms that can protect needs against such national and international threats, particularly under policies of economic development? Some changes in regimes are called for, to comply with the Primacy of Human Rights. 

It is not clear that some new economic world order is the only or the best way to secure more equitable conditions for international trade.See Gilpin (1987, 298ff) and Cornia et al (1987) for a discussion on what this might involve.  It is also unclear whether better regulations for multinational companies can be found, and whether they can be enforced. Dunning 1993, chapter 21.  Others maintain that international trade in emission permits may take care of many important considerations. Westbrook 1991.  In addition to these important empirical issues, several troubling issues within political theory must be addressed.

Developing countries sometimes claim that they must damage the environment for the sake of pressing basic needs.  Such claims, if true, are difficult to dismiss. If a government is actually faced with such a difficult choice - leaving that an open question - the Priority of Human Rights imposes responsibilities on other countries to further sustainable development.  Such responsibilities may include economic and technological aid to poorer countries if necessary. The primacy of human rights for development hence limits the state’s sovereignty by establishing certain obligations across international borders. Thus, if the state system is to be morally legitimate, the international community must be obliged to provide aid in certain situations. Such aid may consist of the transfer of benefits or know-how, international political support to secure conditions of trade that ensure a fair division of profits, training in negotiation strategies for the poorer countries against multinational companies - and international pressure to secure an equitable redistribution of income and influence internal to the countries that struggle to meet their basic needs. 

An alarming objection to accepting such a right to development is that a government may excuse its own violation of human rights by appealing to others’ breach of the right to development assistance. But this excuse is not valid as stands: The right to food, for example, does not require a government to feed the citizens, but instead requires the authorities to develop and implement an agricultural and nutrition policy with a view towards basic needs, in light of available resources. Alston and Quinn 1987. Thus even though international breaches of the right to development reduces resources, the government should still develop and implement development strategies based on the available resources.

A more fundamental objection is that the Primacy of Human Rights limits state sovereignty. Human rights imply obligations for the state and the state system, and we must consider whether this is an acceptable limitation of state sovereignty.  

Individual states invoke two kinds of sovereignty. See Bull 1977 for more detailed discussions on the state system.  The government asserts internal sovereignty over the citizens, with monopoly on the legitimate use of force, regulated by a statutory framework and the courts. The government is superior to all other parties within the territory of the state. Secondly, the government enjoys external sovereignty, not subject to external parties.  The state’s external sovereignty shields it from intervention and international demands.  However, the Primacy of Human Rights as a requirement of sustainable development clearly limits the state’s legitimate claims to internal and external sovereignty. A legitimate regime may include obligations of economic aid from richer countries via international financial institutions. And such aid may at least in principle be conditional, requiring that environmental concerns and human rights should be respected. Consequently, such ground rules allow other states - or in any case, international organisations - to intervene in a country’s internal affairs. These prospects certainly conflict with the general norms of state sovereignty.

In response, first note that this is not yet an objection:  The role of human rights and the Primacy of Human Rights is precisely to restrict state sovereignty, laying out the conditions of legitimate sovereignty of governments, clarifying under what conditions their claim to rule should be respected. An objection to such constraints must provide a normative justification for unbridled state sovereignty, which has yet to be provided.  

Two further aspects may be mentioned in defence of the Primacy of Human Rights. From the point of view of  international law, these alleged conflicts between sovereignty and human rights seldom occur, because in fact many states have consented to human rights treaties.  In addition, interference is limited: Human Rights, including the right to development should not replace the national culture, or replace global trade regimes, but instead constrain and prune those cultures and regimes, laying down limits on how individuals should be treated.

Many of the conflicts between development, human rights and the environment may be avoided by fulfilling international human rights obligations. When the environment of the future is threatened by the claims of today’s poor, the solution will not require hard choices between the two, but rather require changes in regimes and social institutions to eradicate present poverty. It is hardly justifiable to maintain existing regimes simply because they secure the interests of citizens of rich states - far beyond their basic needs - when these trade patterns and allocation of power is detrimental to the most vulnerable. Citizens of rich democratic states have important political tasks at the national and international levels, to ensure that international ground rules take care of the concerns of both today’s poor and tomorrow’s environment.


3.6	 Objections

Finally, certain further objections must be considered against the Primacy of Human Rights. Several contributors to environmental political theory have advocated the significance of should take animals, plants, species or ecosystems for arguments for sustainable development. Liberal contractualism and some other anthropocentric normative political theories are sometimes regarded as inadequate.  These issues warrant consideration far beyond the space available here, but some comments may be of relevance when determining whether these theoretically important matters affect the Priority of Human Rights. 

It is in principle possible that animals, species and ecosystems have inherent value beyond that of the values ascribed to them by humans, and that such values have implications for the proper design of  social institutions and global regimes.  However, an incomplete survey of the literature seems to indicate that the Priority of Human Rights is not at stake. Important theoretical issues arise regarding the scope of the political and about who has  moral standing, but it is unclear whether available theories are at odds with liberal contractualism, or otherwise challenge the case for the Priority of Human Rights.

In support of this tentative conclusion, I first consider to what extent liberal contractualism is limited in its recognition of non-anthropocentric bearers of value, as compared to environmental theories.  Secondly, I sketch some of the claims that alternative theories must support in order to challenge the Priority of Human Rights.

Some authors, for instance in the deep ecology tradition, hold that there are values which do not enjoy appropriate recognition within liberal contractualism.  To clarify the issue we may distinguish three ways in which animals and non-sentient parts of nature may be accorded value within contractualism.  
a)  Contractualism is concerned to take account of all parties affected by alternative rules, the notion of ‘affected’ to be spelled out in terms of interests.  In principle it would appear to be an open question -- itself to be illuminated by normative theory -- whether such interests need be consciously held, or whether only those who can speak and argue for their  interests are properly considered to be parties. Cf. Ackerman 1980, 70.  Thus, even though the theory laid out here has not made such claims, the sentient capacity of animals may place them in the ballpark of beings whose interests should be considered -- the weight of these interests relative to other beings’ left undetermined. However, it is less clear that other living things, and entities such as species can be uncontroversially said to have interests in virtue of which their lives go better or worse for them. 
b) parts of nature can have instrumental value for parties with moral standing, thus goods needed for consumption and satisfaction of interests have instrumental value See Goodin’s discussion (1992, 24) of ‘consumer value’.. 
c) Parts of nature can also have a value for individuals which is not instrumental.  For instance, an individual can take an interest in natural landscapes for their own sake, rather than for some purpose separable from the landscape.  Thus many individuals seek to be part of a larger context fixed by the external world. What Goodin calls ‘natural resource based theory of value’ (1992, 24-41) Such intrinsic values can play an important role in answers  to fundamental questions of why our lives matter. On this account parts of nature, such as species and landscapes, have value, and intrinsic value, but still only in relation to parties and their interests.

This taxonomy does not include all conceptions of value.  For instance, d) parts of nature can be said to be of intrinsic value which grounds claims independent of their role in sentient beings’ interests and self conceptions.  Admittedly, the distinction is too blunt to allow easy classification of sophisticated views -- thus Dworkin’s thoughtprovoking reflections (1993) on the sanctity of life and other «detached» and sacred values might appear to straddle between c) and d).  But see Scanlon’s illuminating review (1993).  Some contributors to the ‘deep ecology’ tradition would appear to hold such views. Næss 1989, Sylvan 1986.  Cf. Goodin 1992, 42-45 for helpful elaborations of this distinction between c) and d).  Assessing these claims require an overall assessment of the plausibility of the political theories of which they are part, and this falls beyond the scope of this chapter.

Secondly, we must ask how such values may support the Primacy of the Environment, rather than the Primacy of Human Rights. The task may be illustrated by Katz and Oechsli’s claim (1993), that an anthropocentric ethic cannot provide answers to the conflicts between the environment and basic needs in the third world because important values come into conflict with each other. Katz and Oechsli hold that the conflict may be resolved, and may only be resolved, by also ascribing value to the natural environment. There would appear to be other strategies for resolving the conflict, such as the one offered above . Nevertheless, three questions emerge about such a strategy.  

Firstly, Katz and Oechsli fail to show how their assumption, that the natural environment has intrinsic value, contributes towards resolving the conflict.  

Secondly, the natural environment  -- or non-human sentient beings for that matter -- would have to be accorded a larger value than humans, for such arguments to go through. Views in the b) category cannot be expected to allow the value of the means to override the value of the individuals whose means they are. And such views along the lines of a) or c) (or d) have yet to be made plausible. Thus several authors who endorse a) will still accept and insist on the Primacy of Human Rights.This concerns, among others, Rodman (1993), Baird Callicott (1993), Heffernan (1993), Marietta (1993) and Wetlesen (1993). 

Thirdly, the norm of equal worth implies that the pluralism of world views must be taken seriously. This challenges views of type a) and c) (as well as d).  How do non-anthropocentric theories handle the fact that they are based on premises that we cannot expect agreement on among all the affected parties? It seems quite unobjectionable to have a conception of the world that accords intrinsic value to the natural environment -- e.g. along the lines of c) or d) above --  but it does not follow that this conception of the good -- or of the world -- should determine regimes and institutions, as long as reasonable people appear to hold alternative, equally sensible views. 

Thus Goodin’s clear explication of a green political theory rests on the claim that 

People must be able to see some sense and pattern in their own live if they are to be able to see sense or value in any other more specific project they might pursue as part of their larger life plans.  And that in turn presupposes that their lives form part of something outside of themselves, individually or collectively (Goodin 1992, 42) 

The natural world -- products of natural processes -- provide one such setting.  However, two challenges must be addressed:  firstly, why the furtherance of such impersonal values is properly within the scope of what regimes and institutions should do, and secondly, how such values should be furthered under pluralism.  There are different, plausible views about the centrality of such an interest of being part of something larger, and there are several settings -- natural and social -- that may satisfy this fundamental interest.



3.7	Conclusion

The Brundtland Commission asserts that if conflicts arise between the basic needs of the world’s poor and environmental concerns, basic needs should be given first priority. This paper has defended this requirement, the Primacy of Human Rights for development strategies.

Development strategies should secure the basic needs of today’s poor, by respecting human rights - if necessary at the expense of protecting the environment. Today’s poor may not, and need not, be sacrificed to secure tomorrow’s generation. Development strategies must improve the domestic and international distribution of benefits, by changing the ground rules so that the basic needs of all are met. Anything else is incompatible with the equal worth of all people.
 
The Priority of Human Rights does not require that democracy is replaced by philosophers’ rule.For such views cf.  Walzer 1981 and philosophers discussed by Anker 1997.  The normative political theory sketched above is a contribution to citizen’s reflections, where improvements must come through public arguments and the voting booth to obtain more legitimate institutions. Our politicians should work towards changing the inequitable regimes and social institutions that allow such difficult choices to be presented as unavoidable.  By this standard, the Brundtland Commission has provided an extremely valuable contribution. 
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