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acing the future that awaits us beyond
the horizon, taking responsibility for
the generations to come, it is time for

all states to find the most effective way to
create a desired future on planet earth.
I will focus on the need for Sustainability
Units to be part of the constitutional struc-
ture in democracies, and how to establish
such units within the governance structures.
The most important goal of foresight bodies
is to influence the state and its institutions,
prompting each to act in a visionary way and
to take long-term considerations into ac-
count. Yet this kind of long-term thinking is
too often precisely what decision-makers
lack – indeed, the lessons of future-oriented
thinking are frequently neglected in favor of
pressing political interests. Any discussion on
the correct model for a sustainability unit
must thus take the following factors as prac-
tical constraints: 
a) Decision-makers and policymakers may
seem to agree that conduct based on vision
and foresight is desirable. However, foresight
is sometimes in opposition to the hidden in-
terests and motives (both personal and poli-
tical) of the political system and its leading
figures. It is these less obvious themes that
determine the political agenda.
b) Decision-making and implementation
processes in democratic systems are not ra-
tional, striving to reach and manifest logical,
optimal solutions. Rather, they fluctuate bet-
ween a model of “finding a satisfactory solu-
tion” and one of “organic chaos.” The precise
balance will be determined by each country’s
social and political structures, cultural tradi-
tion, and leaders’ ability to govern.
c) Our experience in Israel perhaps showed
an extreme example of both constraints. De-
spite phenomenal progress in Israel’s mere 60
years of existence, the country’s democratic

government is subject to a multiplicity of
fragmented and conflicting interests. The
ability of the government and the political
system to rule and act is relatively low. I le-
arned that a successful sustainability unit
must be modelled in a way that allows it to
address this present-day political reality as
well as to think about the future. 
d) To this end, I claim that the secret to suc-
cess is behavior emphasizing both of these
goals. I therefore suggest a model in which
sustainability units of all kinds are composed
of two sub-units, one for content and anot-
her for impact management.
e) The rationale for this division is grounded
in the often-imperfect processes of political
decision-making. A sustainability unit will be
influential only if it meshes with the way de-
cisions are actually made.
f ) All democracies, virtually by definition,
show some level of fragmentation, conflict of
interest, and resource constraints. Political
pressure often pushes leaders to act from
short-term, compromise goals rather than
long-term vision. Orderly decision making is
very rare. 
g) Sound decisions are made and good po-
licy is carried out only when the three ele-
ments – problem, solution, and incentive –
appear or are exposed simultaneously. Su-
stainability units in governmental bodies
should be constructed so they can recognize
and address each element in a way that ma-
ximizes the influence of their recommenda-
tions. 
h) A successful sustainability unit will have a
specific relationship to all of these elements
of decision-making, each of which is worth
examining: 
i) Problems: The unit should serve as an au-
diting body that forms an integral part of the
legislative branch’s supervisory authority over

the executive branch. It should express its
opinion on decisions that are in some sense
damaging in the long-term view. In addition,
the unit should be able to describe or antici-
pate problems that may occur in the absence
of futures thinking – especially since crucial
decisions are often a product of short-term
thinking.
j) Solutions: The unit should serve as an ad-
visory body that creates contingency plans
and offers solutions created through futures
thinking and long-term consciousness (not
necessarily as a response to existing pro-
blems).
k) Incentives: The unit should be able to ma-
nage political stimuli in order to create in-
centives for decision-makers to act. It should
draw attention to problems and its own so-
lutions, thereby sensitizing decision-makers
to the long-term consequences of their ac-
tions or, alternately, their inaction. In so
doing, the unit facilitates timely change and
helps prevent extreme situations from evol-
ving into a crisis.
l) A body that addresses only a subset of
these elements will have difficulties in carry-
ing out its task. The most exquisite sensiti-
vity to problems and the most brilliantly
conceived solutions will be useless if the in-
centives to act are not in place. 
m) Legal authority of the unit: The legal aut-
hority of the sustainability unit naturally has
great significance in determining the way it
operates. Any implementing law should thus
be designed to give the unit sufficient range
of action and authority – all in accordance
with a given country’s regime and governing
system. This said, I believe there is advan-
tage in positioning the sustainability unit in
the legislative branch, as an integral part of
parliament (or at least an established part of
the State Comptroller's Office, which deri-
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ves its authority from parliament). This
makes the unit independent of the executive
branch, allows it to audit government policy
with respect to issues of sustainability, and
allows for direct influence on legislation.
Creating this kind of unit as an independent
authority within the government structure
might seem an advantage, providing greater
influence over the executive branch’s daily
activity. However, under this model, the unit
is apt to be worn down by the bureaucracy
that rules in government offices, and to lose
its power when faced with the survival be-
havior of the executive authority.
n) Ability to influence decision-makers:
Content units should choose issues that have
the potential to create a change in decision-
makers’ awareness, inspiring a desire to act
with consideration of the future. The unit’s
greatest challenge will be in changing politi-
cians’ tendency to act and think of the short
term. Choosing the right subject will help
create a slow, cumulative change in aware-
ness, which will ultimately change the cha-
racter of decision-makers’ activity. 

Resistance to change 
A sustainability unit dedicated to future
thinking, and thus to beneficial policy trans-
formation, will inevitably meet resistance to
change. Research literature on public admi-
nistration deals extensively with this subject,
deriving motives that can be characterized
as: 
- organizational and governmental conser-
vatism;
- structured concern and fear of change;
- the fear of loss of authority, prestige, or
power;
- the desire to avoid unnecessary turmoil. An
assimilation unit must understand these va-
rious components of resistance to change,
and work to create an environment of in-
centives that overcome them. In practice,
policy implementation will largely take place
in one of two ways: either top-down, driven
by a senior policymaker with the power to
effect change; or in a “garbage can” sense, in
which an unusual set of problems, solutions
and incentives must be supplemented by a
change of consciousness in the public and
media. Both models are worth examining in
some detail, as they will require the assimi-
lation unit to pursue different approaches. 

Top-down change: Working with change
agents 
The public administration ranks of any
country will contain few true change
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agents – decision-makers with the ability to
understand the need for, and the power to
implement change. The role and classifica-
tion of these figures will change from coun-
try to country, and from time to time,
depending heavily on the personalities of the
staff active at any given time. 
During the Israel Commission’s tenure, we
learned that the number of decision-makers
who are anxious to use their authority to
make change is inestimably greater than the
number who use their authority appropria-
tely, and even more than those who overuse
their authority. This is even truer for non-
elected civil servants, who serve in their po-
sitions for many years.
I suggest a values-driven approach to deve-
loping an infrastructure for influencing
change agents. Helping these individuals see
the linkage or harmony that exists between
future-oriented interests and their own true
interests is a crucial component of this in-
frastructure. The key to this is the under-
standing that long-term considerations are
crucial for good management practices in
the present, and that ignoring these consi-
derations will ultimately harm those most
dear to us, including our children and
grandchildren.

Incentives for change: Leveraging 
alliances
Often, decision-makers will prove reluctant
to implement change, or the dynamics of
political power will keep specific change
agents from being effective. In these cases,
the Commission assimilation unit’s role will
be as a catalyst, helping to create a broader
environment in which change becomes pos-
sible. 
In some cases, this can mean enlisting the
support of influential bodies to which the
government is obligated by geopolitical for-
ces. In others, it might mean turning to so-
lutions that have been successfully
implemented in other countries. 
By developing working relations with paral-
lel bodies elsewhere in the world, a sustai-
nability unit can gain status and world
recognition that can help attract the atten-
tion of its own governmental decision ma-
kers, and mobilize public opinion in support
of an idea the government refuses to accept.
Today’s technology makes it possible to re-
cruit substantial world support, even for
ideas beneficial primarily to the sustainabi-
lity unit’s own country or society. 
Decision-makers, and particularly politici-
ans who must seek re-election, often pay

close attention to public feelings. If broad
public support for a given solution has been
cultivated (or even if decision-makers just
think that such support exists), this can af-
ford the opportunity to enlist decision-ma-
kers’ support or help change their thinking
on a subject they rejected in the past.

Incentives for change: Gaining legitimacy
and public attention
The creation of public discourse around an
issue, examining future-oriented problems
and solutions, is a critical tool in the deve-
lopment of public support. This public dis-
course itself provides a setting for public
criticism, which becomes an important stage
in the recruitment of public opinion.
The development of joint projects with the
public or with public opinion makers is a
good platform for creating connections that
lead to public trust. Civil society has deve-
loped quickly and powerfully in recent years,
and more and more non-profit organizati-
ons are carving out spheres within which
civil society can evolve and express influen-
tial opinions. 
As much as possible, the sustainability unit –
through its assimilation sub-unit – must
work in harmony with civil society on every
subject it addresses. This increases the power
of its statements, and provides a significant
channel of influence for civil society itself. 
In parallel, the unit must develop an orderly
system of consultation with academia, scien-
tists and universities. One of the greatest ab-
surdities of the democratic state in the 21st
century is that the wealth of knowledge ge-
nerated within academic settings, is often
left outside the decision-makers’ circle of in-
fluence.
In our experience with the Israeli Commis-
sion, we found this resource to be extraordi-
narily fruitful, precisely because of its
traditional underuse. Academic researchers
and scientists are often frustrated that their
knowledge and research results have such
small influence in the decision-making pro-
cess. The sustainability unit can become
their mouthpiece, bringing previously un-
tapped knowledge to policymakers before
critical decisions are made. 
While it is true that many parliaments have
science and research units, these units are so-
metimes sterile. Their role within the legis-
lature is often pro forma, making it difficult
for them to take a stand, and their opinions
are often ignored in favor of populist mea-
sures. 
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Incentives for change: Working with the
media
The media has a decisive role in 21st century
democracy. Its influence on decision-making
processes is extremely strong, and quite
often, it disturbs the proper balance among
the authorities. It is important to remember
that from time to time, the media determi-
nes its own positions and is not satisfied with
simply delivering the objective news. This
obligates any sustainability unit to invest
considerable thought in its own media relati-
onships. 
On the one hand, broad, positive media co-
verage of the unit’s work will help expand its
influence. On the other, sustainability units
will by nature seek to deepen public
 discourse, and to bring long-term considera-
tions and externalities into the decision-ma-
king process. This poses a problem for any
such unit, however, as many of these things
are not easily rendered in the visual language
of the media.
To improve ratings, the media focuses on im-
mediate drama and anxiety. By contrast, su-
stainability units should deal with
implications for the future, with finding crea-
tive solutions not in the realm of danger and

drama, but in the thoughtful creation of our
own future. We are rarely speaking about a
cocked gun at a person’s head, but of future
dangers.
However, through creativity, daring and ori-
ginal thinking, these structural difficulties can
be overcome. A way can be found to tell the
story of our children and grandchildren in a
life-embracing and heart-warming manner.
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Towards the implementation of transgenerational principles?
by Dr. Emilie Gaillard Sebileau

n 2005, an Environmental Charter was
adopted in order to integrate new fun-
damental rights and duties for the envi-

ronment and future generations. In 2008,
an official committee presided by Mrs Si-
mone Veil was commissioned to examine
whether or not, the preamble should be
 reformed so as to take bioethical issues into
account.1 Even though the Committee de-
cided not to change the preamble, this was
rather due to the fact that French constitu-
tional law has a large spectrum of possibili-
ties in order to adapt to bioethics issues.
Nevertheless, as many members of the exe-
cutive clearly expressed their will to protect
future generations, the question of imple-
menting justice through constitutional prin-
ciples now clearly has to be examined.
Are there, in French constitutional law, suffi-

cient provisions to provide a juridical de-
fence of future generations? Should they be
considered as a new entity protected by con-
stitutional law? Are new revisions really ne-
cessary? Last, but not least, are there
transgenerational principles capable of im-
plementing a juridical protection of future
generations? 
Contrary to widespread opinion, the imple-
mentation of justice towards future genera-
tions may be possible, in many ways de lege
lata. However, from the constitutional ima-
ginary to the normative implementation of
French constitutional law, it is an epistemo-
logical break that must first be described. We
have inherited a limited temporal matrix in
which the social contract is supposed to take
place.2 This philosophical perception has
been inserted deeply into the heart of the

French constitutional imagination. If Arti-
cle 6 of the 1789 Declaration of the Rights
of Man and Citizen states that “Law is the
expression of the general will”, it is evidently
that of actual people. Moreover, it involves
the notion that drafters of the constitution
and legislative powers do not have the legi-
timacy to endow laws for future generations.
If not, the fundamental law would be syn-
onymous with illegitimacy. In this context,
no law for the future may be formulated as
it would be contrary to the freedom of indi-
viduals. The full cycle has occurred when
reading Article 5 of the 1789 French Decla-
ration of the Rights of Man and Citizen
which sets out that “The Law has the right to
forbid only actions which are injurious to so-
ciety”. Given that the XIXth century’s society
was not in touch with future generations,
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