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Abstract	
The constructive use of anger has been argued against for several reasons, including not being able to change the situation that causes anger or only being able to cause a short term effect. I argue against these objections and I will propose that there is a way to use anger in a constructive way, namely to personificate future generations that will face the harms of climate change. A vivid and angry personification has the power to override the moral flaw of abstraction and to cause an affect, which together leads to engaging more people in the debate of intergenerational justice. Tim Mulgan’s Ethics for a broken world is an example of how we can effectively personificate future generations and shows that there is a place for this approach alongside theoretical philosophy.
























Table of contents

Introduction									4		
1. An angry personification in Mulgan’s Ethics for a broken world	6
2. Mulgan as a cognitivist							8
3. Overriding the moral flaw of abstraction and causing an affect		10
4. Objecting to the counterarguments of non-constructiveness and 
temporary engagement							15
5. The potential of Ethics for a broken world				19
Conclusion									20
Bibliography									21
	






















Introduction
A common assumption is that every future generation will be better off than the previous one due to profits and innovations. However, more and more evidence is coming up in favor of the opposite scenario.[footnoteRef:1] Since the consumer pattern of humanity is  increasing every day, we are currently using more than the earth can provide, and using up finite resources, such as fossil fuels, which causes climate change. The IPCC showed in their 2018 report that basic resources are becoming very scarce for future generations.[footnoteRef:2] They state with high confidence that due to human behavior and consumption: ‘‘All aspects of food security are potentially affected by climate change, including food access, utilization, and price stability’’. Future generations will likely inherit a planet with air pollution, draught, water scarcity, and without sufficient access to food or a stable climate[footnoteRef:3]. According to this one and many more reports, future generations will likely suffer harms due to climate change caused by earlier generations.[footnoteRef:4] This leads to the question if and how we can defend our consumer pattern leading towards this scenario. This has developed into a separate branch of applied ethics, namely the question of intergenerational responsibility: what is our responsibility towards future generations? [1:  Tim Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world: Imagining Philosophy After Catastrophe (New York: Routledge, 2011), p. 12.]  [2:  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ‘‘AR5 Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability’’ as found on https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg2/, p. 18.]  [3:  Ibid.]  [4:  See also the other reports that the IPCC published on https://www.ipcc.ch/reports/.] 

Intergenerational responsibility is an extremely pressing matter for which current environmental ethics is not equipped, meaning that not enough people are currently engaged in this debate. Research about climate change such as the IPCC report is showing that our time frame to adjust to a  climate change disaster is getting smaller and smaller. The current population of the earth is already suffering from the consequences of climate change, such as drought and rising sea levels. If humanity continues with this high consumption level, global temperature will rise with 4 degrees, which means that the next generation will very likely experience undernutrition, heat and extreme weather events.[footnoteRef:5] Contemporary philosophy is thus in need of new ways of engaging people in the debate of intergenerational justice, in order to avoid this scenario as much as possible. This thesis is therefore written under two assumptions: that it is likely that future generations will suffer the consequences of climate change caused by earlier generations, and that it is important to engage more people in this debate to avoid a climate disaster. [5:  IPCC, ‘‘AR5 Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability’’, p. 735.] 

Tim Mulgan’s book Ethics for a broken world sketches what a generation with these problems might look like. He transcribed several philosophy lectures as if they were taught in the future. The only difference from our generation and theirs is that they live in a broken world instead of an affluent one: the resources are not enough anymore to allow everyone to survive. As a result of the high consumption pattern of earlier generations, water levels are high, land with its resources is scarce and breathable air  might become scarce as well.[footnoteRef:6] Mulgan did not just write down what happens if we look back on our current philosophy from a broken world, but he actually created a narrative where a person is looking back. Mulgan’s text includes emotional comments throughout the narrative, including remarks of anger and disappointment towards earlier generations and philosophers, who did not do enough to avoid the scenario of a broken world.[footnoteRef:7] Ethics for a broken world might show a way to engage people in the debate of intergenerational justice, due to the vivid personification of a future generation that is experiencing harm caused by our generation. This leads to the main research question of this thesis: In what way can an angry personification of a future generation cause people to engage in the debate of intergenerational justice in environmental ethics?  [6:  Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world, p. 11-12 ]  [7:  Idem, p. 9. ] 

If and how emotions can be used in a cognitive way to form moral judgements and actions is much debated in philosophy. Using anger may have the potential to open up the conversation about intergenerational justice in a way that current philosophical theories cannot. However, there are also ways in which using anger cannot reach people or only cause a short term engagement. I will argue that the angry personification of a future generation will engage people in the debate of intergenerational justice. I will start with shortly summarizing Ethics for a broken world and explain how there is an angry personification visible in this book. I will then explain that this is a cognitive approach to the use of emotion. I will then argue that the use of anger in a personification of a future generation can engage people in this discussion in two ways, namely that it can override the moral flaw of abstraction and that it can cause an affect. I will then object to the counterarguments that anger is not constructive and the risk of temporary engagement, claiming that these are insufficient to not take this approach seriously. Finally, I will analyze the potential of Ethics for a broken world as a case study and argue that it has the possibility to engage people in the debate of intergenerational justice on the topic of climate change. I will conclude that Mulgan showed that there is a place for this approach not just in artworks but also in theoretical philosophy.  

1. An angry personification in Mulgan’s Ethics for a broken world
I will start with shortly summarizing Ethics for a broken world by Tim Mulgan, since this is an example of the approach I am arguing for. This book consists of transcribed philosophy lectures as if they were given in the future. I will first sketch the broken world which is the perspective from where Mulgan writes this book. I will then explain how this book has an angry personification in it. 
 The (imagined) future of this book is a broken world, meaning the resources are not sufficient anymore for everyone to survive. The difference from a broken world and ours is that in our world we could theoretically allow everyone to survive, even though that is currently not happening due to insufficient use of resources. In a broken world, this is per definition not possible, due to the reduction of resources and an unstable climate.[footnoteRef:8] In the broken world Mulgan imagines, the climate change we fear will take place due to our consumption actually happened. The results from climate change are a scarcity of land, clean water, breathable air and a general lack of stable climate.[footnoteRef:9] The lecturer and the students both reflect upon philosophy from a time that the world was not broken, but affluent. The relation between the broken world and our current affluent age is that the consumer pattern of people from the affluent age led to the broken world.[footnoteRef:10] Each generation will be worse off than the former, since the effects of climate change in the broken world are irreversible.[footnoteRef:11] [8:  Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world, p. 11.]  [9:  Ibid.]  [10:  Ibid.]  [11:  Ibid.] 

 It is not just that Mulgan’s book is a theoretical work of philosophy from another time, it is also from the perspective of another person than himself. The reader does not read what Mulgan would say if he were to look back from the future. Instead, the narrative consists of the lecturer talking to and with their students, who are both habitants of the broken world. The lectures are transcribed from the words of this created persona. Due to the fact that this is a persona reflecting upon philosophy from the affluent age, it is possible to analyze distinct emotions in the way he or she talks.[footnoteRef:12] There are multiple emotions visible in the tone of this lecturer, including disappointment, understanding, but most of all anger. Mulgan explains why he chose to write in this particular way:[footnoteRef:13] [12:  The gender of the lecturer is not specified.]  [13:  Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world, p. xii.] 


A final distinctive feature of this book is its tone. I do not picture my imagined future students as dispassionate observers looking back to some quaint affluent past. They see us as the self-obsessed breakers of their world. Perhaps they will think of us as we think of those past generations who practiced slavery or burnt heretics. These people are angry, and sometimes I allow that anger to seep into the text. My fictional future students are sometimes unsympathetic, perhaps even unfair. Their knowledge of our situation is, after all, very incomplete. Then again, if you broke somebody’s world, how much sympathy would you expect? 

The lecturer mentions at multiple points that the way people in the broken world live is due to how the affluent people lived. This results in an angry tone towards earlier generations. The lecturer thus not only confronts the reader with the results of the readers actions, but the lecturer also shows anger when talking about the people from the affluent age, calling them ‘‘smug, insular representatives of the most dangerous civilization in human history’’.[footnoteRef:14] He or she continues to paint a picture of the crimes the affluent people committed:  ‘‘Their actions broke the world. And we naturally assume that they must have known what they were doing. How can such evil practices be so dominant in a society and go unnoticed?’’[footnoteRef:15] Like Mulgan explains, he chose not to talk directly towards the reader but created a persona to create a strategy of blame. Whoever reads this book is told that he or she is the reason why people in the future will live in a broken world.  [14:  Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world, p. 12.]  [15:  Idem, p. 13.] 

  In this way, Mulgan puts someone from the future directly in front of someone from our affluent time and tells the reader what the results are for the future generations. We still do not know when the first generation will have to survive in a broken world instead of an affluent one, but the evidence suggest that it is very likely that this will at one point happen. Mulgan thus created an angry personification of a future generation that blames the reader for his or her consumption pattern, leading to the broken world. 










2. Mulgan as a cognitivist
Mulgan uses emotions when talking about the moral topic of intergenerational justice related to climate change, which suggests that he believes emotions play a role in the forming of moral judgement. This position in philosophy is called cognitivism, which entails that emotions are a cognitive and meaningful part of our moral reasoning. The cognitive position is defended by multiple scholars. Reid supports the cognitive approach of emotions, arguing that the way in which we form moral judgement consists of both the ability to reason and to have emotions.[footnoteRef:16] To say that emotions are not reliable or irrational, like non-cognitivists do, would thus make no sense. Other cognitivists such as Prinz go further and claim that emotions are not only a reliable source for moral judgement, but that there is no possible way to have morality without emotions.[footnoteRef:17] An important argument for this claim is that emotions are able to motivate our actions. According to Prinz, who in contrast with Reid uses mostly empirical evidence for his position, multiple studies from neuroscience have shown that emotions are used in making moral judgements.[footnoteRef:18] The views of Reid and Prinz are supported by Martha Nussbaum, who has published multiple works on the cognitive aspect of emotion. The claims that emotions are a part of our moral reasoning and that they are able to motivate our actions are both found in Nussbaum’s book Upheavals of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions: ‘‘Emotions are not just the fuel that powers the psychological mechanism of a reasoning creature, they are parts, highly complex and messy parts, of this creature's reasoning itself.’’[footnoteRef:19]. According to these cognitivists, emotions are a cognitive and meaningful part of the way we make moral judgements and they are the base of the actions that follow from these judgements. [16:  Sabine Roeser, ‘‘Reid and moral emotions’’ The Journal of Scottish Philosophy 7, no. 2 (2009) DOI 10.3366/E1479665109000438, p. 178-179.]  [17:  Jesse Prinz, “An Empirical Case for Motivational Internalism,” in G. Bjornsson, C. Strandberg, R. Ollinder, J. Eriksson, and F. Bjorklund (eds.), Motivational Internalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), p. 71.]  [18:  Idem, p. 70.]  [19:  Martha Nussbaum, Upheavals of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 3.] 

	Mulgan does not make his views on cognitivism clear in Ethics for a broken world. However, he said elsewhere that he believes the available empirical evidence is in favor of cognitivism.[footnoteRef:20] Ethics for a broken world can be seen as a cognitivist work for two reasons. Firstly, he uses the emotion anger to frame his philosophical arguments and thus uses emotion to bring his point across. There would be no point in combining this emotional tone and his philosophical arguments if it is not assumed that emotions are a part of moral reasoning. Secondly, he uses emotion to generate new feelings in the reader. The angry tone of the lecturer may transfer to anger in the reader. Their emotional response might change their moral views about future generations, and thus change their behavior. This is in line with the cognitivist claim that emotions are motivators of moral actions. Ethics for a broken world can thus be seen as a cognitive approach of emotions.  [20:  Tim Mulgan, Purpose in the Universe: The moral and metaphysical case for Ananthropocentric Purposivism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), p. 36.] 































3. Overriding the moral flaw of abstraction and causing an affect 
Contemporary philosophy needs to motivate people to engage in intergenerational justice, in order to deal with the upcoming scenario of a generation who inherits the results of climate change. Formulating theories about intergenerational justice and responsibility might not be enough to understand and start using these theories, if we do not look into other approaches to engage people in this debate. Following the cognitive approach means that emotions can be effectively used to motivate people to change their moral judgements. The success of using specifically the emotion anger has been argued for in other disciplines, such as feminism and gender studies. For example, Audre Lorde argued for a constructive use of anger to engage people in feminism and to work against racism[footnoteRef:21]. This suggests that using anger when talking about intergenerational justice might engage people in this debate in the same way as happened in these social movements. Therefore anger might just be the addition needed to the current philosophical theories about intergenerational justice about climate change. [21:  Audre Lorde, “The Uses of Anger: Women Responding to Racism” in Sister Outsider: Essays & Speeches by Audre Lorde (Berkeley: Crossing Press, 2007).] 

What I propose is not just using the emotion anger when talking about topics as climate change. Instead, I argue for something more specific: that an angry personification of a future generation can engage people to think about what their duty is towards this generation on the topic of climate change. Following the cognitive approach, I will argue that there are two more specific reasons to use anger in this way. My first argument is that anger has the potential to break through one of our moral flaws when thinking about intergenerational justice in environmental ethics, namely the moral flaw of abstraction. By overriding this moral flaw, more people are able to engage in the debate of intergenerational justice. My second argument is that an angry personification can cause an affect, which will also engage people in intergenerational justice. I will argue for this second argument using two claims. I will firstly explain how an angry personification can cause an affect. Secondly, I will explain how an affect can cause people to engage in intergenerational justice. By causing an affect and overriding the moral flaw of abstraction, people are able to think about future generations and their duty towards them, and will thus start to think about intergenerational justice in a way that theoretical philosophy alone cannot accomplish.




An angry personification can break through the moral flaw of abstraction
The first argument in favor of this approach is that an angry personification of a future generation has the potential to break through what I call the moral flaw of abstraction when thinking about intergenerational justice in environmental ethics.
How our moral judgement works is a highly researched topic in ethics. The more we learn about the way morality works, the more we can find out about the potential we have to change the flaws in the forming of moral judgements. When forming moral judgements it is particularly hard to take abstract and big numbers into consideration.[footnoteRef:22] This is a general flaw in moral reasoning that makes it hard to think about multiple contemporary ethical issues, such as immigration, poverty, and of course climate change. I will call this the moral flaw of abstraction. When applied to intergenerational justice, it is not hard to see how this can become a problem. Our current generation is not able to envision that there are actual people in the future who will deal with the results of climate change caused by earlier generations. ‘‘Future generations’’ is an abstract concept, and it is hard to imagine the number of people we are harming and what they will look like.[footnoteRef:23] So the problem of abstraction consists not only of the difficulty to understand the amount of numbers we are harming, but also about the likelihood that we cannot envision these numbers as actual people.[footnoteRef:24]  [22:  Mark Seabright, ‘‘The role of the affect heuristic in moral reactions to climate change’’, Journal of Global Ethics 6,  no. 1 (May 2010). DOI https://doi.org/10.1080/17449621003701410, p. 10-11.]  [23:  Idem, p. 10.]  [24:  Ibid.] 

 A way to avoid this moral flaw could be using anger when talking about intergenerational justice. Allowing anger to be visible when talking about intergenerational justice can trigger emotional responses that make the abstract future generation feel less distant, and could help to imagine how their injustice due to our own behavior feels. This has been argued for by  Foran and colleagues: ‘’Through experiential learning students can personally and emotionally engage with an argument or subject that is otherwise only communicated to them as an abstraction.‘’[footnoteRef:25] Another study where the potential for a personification of future generations is found by Honey-Rosés and colleagues.[footnoteRef:26] They invited students to imagine they had a conversation with someone from a future generation, and this helped the students to think about intergenerational decisions.[footnoteRef:27]   [25:  John Foran, Summer Gray, Corrie Grosse and Theo LeQuesne, ‘‘This Will Change Everything: Teaching the Climate Crisis’’ Transformations: The Journal of Inclusive Scholarship and Pedagogy  28, no. 2 (2018) as found on https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5325/trajincschped.28.2.0126, p. 140.]  [26:  Jordi Honey-Rosés, Marc Le Menestrel, Daniel Arenas, Felix Rauschmayer and Julian Rode, ‘‘Enriching Intergenerational Decision-Making with Guided Visualization Exercises’’ Journal of Business Ethics 122, No. 4 (July 2014) as found on https://www.jstor.org/stable/42921464.]  [27:  Idem, p. 677.] 

These studies are usually not just about angry personifications but include other emotions as well, which means that other emotions might also have the potential I am arguing for. However, the research of Foran and colleagues shows that using anger amongst other emotions can be used to make climate injustice concrete instead of abstract: “climate justice educators can help students engage with them personally, emotionally, and perhaps intuitively, through activities that bring at least a sense, however muted, of what climate (in)justice actually feels like’’[footnoteRef:28] I am thus arguing for the emotion anger in the personification of future generations, since the most common reaction to injustice is usually anger. An angry personification of a future generation can be an example of this learning by experience, where the focus of the experience is the anger from a future generation towards our generation. An angry personification thus has the power to override the moral flaw of abstraction, so that we can actually imagine a future generation and become engaged in the debate of intergenerational justice. [28:  Foran, Gray, Grosse and LeQuesne, ‘‘This Will Change Everything’’, p. 140.] 


An angry personification can cause an affect
The second way in which an angry personification of the future can engage people in intergenerational justice is because it can cause an affect. An affect is a bodily response which influences our moral judgement making as well as cognitive processes. I will use the definition of affect given by Gregg and Seigworth in ‘‘Climate Change as Experience of Affect’’: ‘‘Affect [. . .] is the name we give to those forces – visceral forces beneath, alongside, or generally other than conscious knowing, vital forces insisting beyond emotion – that can serve to drive us toward movement’’. [footnoteRef:29]     [29:  Gerda Roelvink and Magdalena Zolkos, ‘‘Climate Change as Experience of Affect’’, Angelaki Journal of the Theoretical Humanities 16, no. 4 (January 2012) DOI: 10.1080/0969725X.2011.641344, p. 45.] 

Multiple philosophers showed that affect plays a role in the forming of a moral action. Causing an affect makes people think differently about their actions and if they are morally right or wrong. When an affect takes place in the topic of intergenerational justice, this can be a starting point for questions such as ‘‘are future generations included in my moral circle?’’ and “what do I owe to future generations?’’. Causing an affect might lead to these questions, in a way that the current philosophical theories about intergenerational justice cannot accomplish, claim Roelvink and Zolkos: ‘’This means for our understanding of political and ecological action is that its ideational, motivational and practical components do not start with the human subject but are an outcome of the interplay of affective transmission, impression, and bodily permeability’’[footnoteRef:30].  [30:  Roelvink and Zolkos, ‘‘Climate Change as Experience of Affect’’, p. 54.] 

This suggests that they see affect as a trigger of a moral discussion from an outside source. Seabright explains what this outside source that can cause an affect should look like. He argues that the most effective way to achieve this is to use imagery: “imagery is better than quantitative information for making affective connections, especially if the imagery is vivid and concrete’’[footnoteRef:31]. Again, the problem that abstract things are hard to imagine and thus to think about in a moral way, rises. Making the abstract concrete has not only the consequence that it overrides a moral flaw, but also that it causes an affect. A vivid and concrete imagery is able to cause an affect which will start the thought process of including future generations in one’s moral circle. Seabright thus argues that this approach could engage people in the debate of future generations in a way that data or abstract theories cannot.[footnoteRef:32]  [31:  Seabright, ‘‘The role of the affect heuristic in moral reactions to climate change’’, p. 12.]  [32:  Ibid.] 

Foran and colleagues showed in their research This will change everything that the envisioning of an angry future generation is precisely the vivid imagery that can cause an affect.[footnoteRef:33] In this roleplay they pretended to be a future generation, dealing with problems due to climate change. The result was a feeling of frustration and injustice, which can be called an affect: ‘‘students also felt the deep frustration and sense of injustice that those on the outside experience as their concerns and voices are excluded from the proceedings.’’[footnoteRef:34] From their results follows that students now had a better idea of the anger a future generation might experience, due to their exclusion of the forming of our consumer society that caused their experiences of climate change. Thus, an angry personification of a future generation can cause an affect to engage people in intergenerational justice. [33:  Foran, Gray, Grosse and LeQuesne, ‘‘This Will Change Everything’’.]  [34:  Idem, p. 142. ] 

The aforementioned philosophers argue in favor of causing an affect and making abstract numbers concrete to engage people in the debate of intergenerational justice. Just learning how many people will experience for example famine due to climate change might not cause an affect or be concrete enough to avoid the moral flaw of abstraction, even though an ethical theory says you should include them in your moral circle. However, by experiencing an affect about these numbers, and seeing them as actual people that will experience the consequences of climate change instead of numbers, these people might get included in the current generations moral circles. The same goes for the entire generations that are ahead of us who will experience not only famine, but many more disasters due to our consumer patterns. These two techniques enable us to imagine a future generation that is suffering the effects of climate change, in order to transform abstract numbers into people. Future people are not just abstract entities that we do not know the response of, but people that will have actual feelings about the horrible circumstances they live in. And these people will be angry. 




























4. Objecting to the counterarguments of non-constructiveness and temporary engagement What Mulgan is doing in his book is using anger in a constructive way. This is, as mentioned before, a position that stands in line with the cognitivists. He uses anger as a tool to motivate people to think about future generations and their relation with them. Even though there are two arguments in favor of this approach, there are also counterarguments available. There is an ongoing debate about using anger in this way and multiple philosophers would argue against a constructive use of anger. Nussbaum’s recent work Anger and forgiveness is an example of a work against a constructive use of anger. I will firstly show that her critique on this use of anger does not apply in climate change. I will then object to another counterargument for the use of anger in environmental ethics, namely, that anger might cause temporary engagement while we need long term change of behavior. I will do this on the base of three counterarguments, namely, that there is enough counterevidence, that there is a difference in pragmatic versus moral arguments and that the stakes are too high to ignore the proposed approach.  
 
The argument that anger is not constructive  
Nussbaum argues against the constructive use of anger. [footnoteRef:35] That does not mean that she places herself amongst non-cognitivists, since she states that emotions are a part of moral reasoning.[footnoteRef:36] While her overall vision on cognitivism is in line with the approach I am arguing for, her objection against the use of anger does not apply in the case of intergenerational justice. Nussbaum argues that the need for revenge is an essential element of anger. [footnoteRef:37] Revenge is a problematic concept because this is not a constructive element of anger, since it cannot change the fact that the harms are already done and caused that anger in the first place.[footnoteRef:38] Wanting revenge leads to two scenarios: either a desire to have payback or an obsession to fix the victim’s relative status.[footnoteRef:39] Due to these two options, anger is never a part of a constructive solution to fix the event that causes the anger[footnoteRef:40]:  [35:  Martha Nussbaum, ‘‘Anger: Weakness, Payback, Down- Ranking’’ in Anger and Forgiveness: Resentment, Generosity, Justice (New York: Oxford University Press, 2016), p. 31.]  [36:  Nussbaum, Upheavals of Thought, p. 3.]  [37:  Nussbaum, ‘‘Anger: Weakness, Payback, Down- Ranking’’, p. 15.]  [38:  Idem, p. 29.]  [39:  Idem, p. 31.]  [40:  Ibid.] 


When anger does not put itself out of business in this way— and we all know that in a multitude of cases it does not— its persistence and power, I claim, owes much, even perhaps everything, to one of two pernicious errors: either to a fruitless focus on magical ideas of payback, or to an underlying obsession with relative status.

These two options are focused at revenge, but revenge will not reverse time or change the event which caused the anger. Nussbaum calls revenge, and thus the use of anger that always has revenge, not constructive. There is however a third option, where one realizes that anger is not constructive and decide to move forward, which is called the Transition, but this does not happen in the majority of cases.[footnoteRef:41] In this case, the anger itself still needs to be abandoned to move towards a constructive solution for the situation that caused that anger.    [41:  Ibid.] 

 Nussbaum’s argument that anger is not constructive does not apply to the approach of an angry personification of a future generation. Nussbaum argues that anger is useless because it cannot change the situation and undo the harms that are done. That is not the case in the situation of intergenerational justice: up to a certain extent, if we change our consumer pattern today, we can partly change the outcome of climate change and how big the harms are that future generations will experience. Thus, the emotion anger has a constructive use in the role of personification of a future: it can actually change the situation which causes that anger in the first place. In the case of intergenerational justice it is not needed to abandon anger in order to move forward, like Nussbaum states, but anger can be the way to move into that direction.[footnoteRef:42] Anger in a personification of future generations can thus be a form of this Transition, which is the constructive approach she mentions.[footnoteRef:43]  [42:  Nussbaum, ‘‘Anger: Weakness, Payback, Down- Ranking’’,p. 32-33.]  [43:  Idem, p. 29.] 


The argument from temporary engagement
The second argument I will object to is that the use of anger cannot engage people in intergenerational justice in climate change, because the use of anger will only cause a temporary engagement. Nussbaum warned for this short term effect of anger. She states that a vivid tale has the power to incorporate anger in the circle of concern, which makes it possible to think about a case that feels distant or remote: ‘‘a vivid tale of woe can arouse compassion for people we never met and about whom we have no antecedent concern’’.[footnoteRef:44] However, this emotional response is only temporary and so the concern of this injustice will disappear when another, less distant case comes up. Applying this to intergenerational justice means that using anger in personification of future generations will be temporary and not enough to actually engage people into the debate of intergenerational justice.[footnoteRef:45] Since long term change of views and behavior is exactly what we need in the debate of intergenerational justice, because thinking about what one owes to next generations will most likely need a change in consumer pattern for the rest of their life, anger might not work for this cause.   [44:  Idem, p. 16.]  [45:  Seabright, ‘‘The role of the affect heuristic in moral reactions to climate change’’, p. 12.] 

It is not just the case that the emotion anger could only sustain short term change, but the same goes for an affect which can be the result of anger. Seabright also acknowledges that affect heuristics might only sustain short term change and that it is important to keep this in mind when talking about affect.[footnoteRef:46] Empirical evidence for the short engagement argument can be found in other cases than intergenerational justice, for example in the modern slavery of Asian factories. Due to the fast fashion industry of the West, clothes need to be produced cheap and fast. This results in a very low quality of life of these workers, which means they are working in dangerous conditions for little money. Every once in a while, a factory will burn with hundreds of deaths as a result, or a report investigating these poor work conditions will be published. Consumers experience sadness, rage and shock, yet this is a short term affect and not enough to actually change behavior.[footnoteRef:47] This could be one of the reasons why many consumers in similar cases do experience an affect but yet not engage in long term change.  [46:  Ibid.]  [47:  Gethin Charmberlain, ‘‘Admit it. You love cheap clothes. And you don't care about child slave labour’’, The Guardian, july 28th, 2013, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jul/28/india-sweated-labour. ] 

However, this counterargument is insufficient to take the use of anger not serious for three reasons. Firstly, there is a lot of counterevidence available that anger, or an affect caused by anger, can actually sustain long term change as well as short term. Wettergren argues in ‘‘Mobilization and the moral shock’’ that affect caused by anger can cause a long term change because it can cause a moral shock: ‘‘The ‘moral shock’ is an important first step in mobilization. A moral shock ‘occurs when an unexpected event or piece of information raises such a sense of outrage in a person that she becomes inclined toward political action’’’.[footnoteRef:48]  The moral shock offers the subject a way to rethink their position towards the event that caused this anger, and this shift of position can be both short and long term. In the case of intergenerational justice, this means that the subject can rethink their position towards future generations, and thus become engaged in the debate of intergenerational justice that does not only have to be short term. [48:  Åsa Wettergren, ‘‘Mobilization and the moral shock’’ in  Emotions and Social Movements, ed. Helena Flam and Debra King (New York: Routledge, 2005), p. 111.] 

Secondly, there is a difference between problems with implementing this approach and arguing in favor of this approach. The claim that anger can only cause a short term result is not sufficient to not look at this potential of this approach. From the fact that there is a risk of using anger to engage people in this debate does not follow that we should not look at the benefits of this approach. It is a moral claim that I am making, and this response only contains a practical counterargument. 
My final response is that the stakes are too high not to look at alternative ways to engage people in the debate of intergenerational justice. Most of humanity is already not engaged enough in this debate: that is why the problem of climate change exists in the first place. If humanity continues this trend of consumption, we will cause severe harm to future generations. So the risk of only engaging people for a short term might be high, but the risk of not trying to engage more people in this debate is even higher.       
	I am thus not claiming that these objections are completely ungrounded in all cases, but I am claiming that they do not form a problem for the specific approach I am arguing for. From these objections does not follow that we should not look at the potential of an angry personification. It means that in order for this approach to reach her full potential, these counterarguments should be kept in mind.    




















5. The potential of Ethics for a broken world
An angry personification of a future generation that experiences the harms of climate change caused by earlier generations thus has the potential to override the moral flaw of abstraction and to cause an affect, which together leads to more people engaging in the debate of intergenerational justice. I will argue that Ethics for a broken world has the potential to engage people with the debate of intergenerational justice, not just because of the contents of the lectures, but because the arguments in favor of the use of anger are visible in his angry personification of a future generation. 
	 The two arguments in favor of the use of anger are constantly visible in the way the lecturer in this book speaks about people from the affluent age. An example of this is how the lecturer accuses our generation from stealing from the future: ‘‘we cannot avoid hard decisions altogether by stealing from the future. (…) But the knowledge that affluent people stole from us reinforces our moral scruples about intergenerational theft.’’[footnoteRef:49] In this quote, the people from the future are made less abstract, since the lecturer is a representative of a future generation and speaks from the ‘‘we’’ perspective. The consequences of the behavior of our generation are also made more concrete, because he or she directly calls our current consumption behavior theft. This is an example of how Mulgan transforms an abstract future generation into a very concrete narrative, which can both override the moral flaw of abstraction and cause an affect. In this way, Mulgan’s angry lecturer is an example of a vivid narrative that proved to work in other situations, such as roleplay. Since I argued that the results from using these strategies are that people will become more engaged in intergenerational ethics, that is precisely the potential that I claim is present in Ethics for a broken world.   [49:  Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world, p. 66-67.] 

Multiple scholars claim that the place of vivid narratives that can change moral views are found in art, not in theoretical and or academic works.[footnoteRef:50] Roeser explains the potential of artwork in contrast with academic theories: ‘‘Artworks offer sensory experiences and affect people’s emotions, trigger their imagination, and provide them with concrete examples and unexpected perspectives – all of which can prompt emotional and moral reflection much more directly than abstract reasoning.’’[footnoteRef:51]  Mulgan also works with this clear division, stating this book is ‘‘a work of theoretical philosophy, not an exercise in speculative fiction’’[footnoteRef:52]. It looks like he, like Roeser, also operates from the idea that there are academic theories on the one hand, and fictional artworks on the other. However, after arguing that this book can override a moral flaw and cause an affect, it seems like this book is more than just theoretical philosophy. The way Mulgan used both theoretical philosophy and a vivid narrative makes the line between theoretical philosophy and vivid narratives like art blurry, and shows that there is a place for this approach even in theoretical philosophy. An emotional narrative with an imaginative personification of a problem is something we might expect to see only in artworks such as films, poetry or paintings, but Mulgan showed it can also be applied in the way we talk about intergenerational justice. Thus, this is an example of how this way of using anger into a personification can cause the reader to engage in intergenerational justice in a new way. [50:  Sabine Roeser, Veronica Alfano and Caroline Nevejan, ‘‘The Role of Art in Emotional-Moral Reflection on Risky and Controversial Technologies: the Case of BNCI’’ Ethical Theory and Moral Practice 21 (2018). DOI https://doi.org/10.1007/s10677-018-9878-6., p. 279.]  [51:  Ibid.]  [52:  Mulgan, Ethics for a broken world, p. x.] 


Conclusion
Mulgan himself says that this book is solely theoretical philosophy. I would argue that it is so much more than just that: due to the fact that he used the tone of the lecturer and students in this book to criticize our generation and show how actual persons are being harmed by our actions, he did more than just stating theoretical theories in environmental ethics. He made it possible to imagine why we need these theories to think about intergenerational justice. Mulgan transforms people from a broken generation in the future, from which we do not know exactly when they will come and how big they will be, into a very concrete person who tells the reader that his or her generation messed it up. This angry personification can make the abstract concrete and thus avoid the moral flaw of abstraction, and cause an affect, which together can engage people into intergenerational ethics. Even though there are counterarguments available, these do not prove to be sufficient to not take this approach seriously. The use of a vivid narrative alongside theoretical philosophy shows that it might have great potential to combine the two instead of separating them. More research can be done about how to implement these vivid, angry personifications in philosophy, in order to make them as effective as possible and generate the much needed engagement in intergenerational justice.
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