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ABSTRACT 

Future generations will receive funds and have to manage the financial burdens linked to the 
technical heritage of the past nuclear activities. This shows the challenges of ethical requirements in 
this particular field, its cultural background as well as what it stands for. Another question is how the 
operators or the governmental bodies will interpret their decisions and justify these based on a 
hierarchy of principles where utilitarianism and egalitarianism have a central meaning. We aim at 
showing how a comparison of common criteria for decommissioning funds could help democracy and 
how a common knowledge could be developed by an open expertise process. The function of the 
control of the systems [1], that favours a democratic regulatory process in each country, calls for 
sufficient answers with regard to decommissioning funds, compared to other essential social needs. He 
has to adequately respond to the population with a higher degree of transparency in the priority of 
choices between different ways of using and controlling these funds. This asks for more social 
accountability and makes experts more responsible to Society for which they should work.  
 
Keywords:  Expertise, Decision-making Process, Nuclear Waste, Decommissioning, Funding, 

Ethics, Transparency. 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Ethics will never be excluded in making choices when one has to foresee sufficient provisions, 
or in giving authorisations and starting using these funds. The way to contribute to the funds and its 
origin or even the management rules of capital and interests have a direct impact on economic models 
that privilege certain ethical values. An ethical approach is incorporated in the balance between the 
short term and the long term, especially in investments protected by the State such as pensions or 
education needs in each country. Environment and human health thus gain a transversal dimension. 
Decommissioning operators and population need to start a debate when it comes to decide on an 
acceptable radioactivity level compared to the natural background. Ethics in decommissioning fund 
management finds direct answers, e. g. for giving trust to the operators or in the follow-up of irradiated 
materials when nuclear wastes are cleared and may circulate in the commercial waste stream of 
conventional industrial waste recyclers.  
 

Through tradeoffs among several types of political priorities social values are expressed in a 
practical approach, but this is rarely considered per se as an autonomous social debate. We hold that 
ethics in social debates rarely is expressed prior to usual application. The ethical questioning is often 
used as a corollary of policy established by a network of tangled relationships between political 

 25



NEA/RWM/WPDD(2005)4 

decision makers, experts and financiers. But it might also become a common framework of 
comprehension between several countries in order to promote a shared rationality. Numerous areas of 
applied ethics appeal for clear answers: the importance of an international manager, the writing of 
common rules for decommissioning cost assessments or even more, the independence of the fund 
manager protecting most of the public funds.  
 

Long term governance can no longer sustain in situations when financial stakes enter into 
competition with market rules for operators and private investors. The management of 
decommissioning funds need guidelines that might be approved by all stakeholders and – why not – 
discussed openly in order to share a common approach that will undoubtedly make different opinions 
more acceptable. It is needed to allow a large scope for an ethical debate to know what is acceptable or 
not in a period of time that will largely outrun the energy production period. All advantages of courses 
cannot be situated only in the period of time of energy production. Advantages from the nuclear sites 
will stay later than the decommissioning period. The costs too.  

 
This ethical reflection period can exceed the time for private institutions (even public ones) 

while they still have the capacity to meet financial needs which are indispensable for future 
generations. Ethical responsibility can be defined in terms of basic guidelines and coherent steps for 
provisioning and managing these funds. The present and past generations only take into account the 
future generations when they adopt the responsibility to write respective ethical guidelines.  

 
Certain confusion may exist between the Western Philosophy of Equity and the economic 

market. The definition of equity in the market already asks for a particular philosophical approach. 
Equity refers to some concepts and models which are defined by finances and not by ethics. The 
utilisation of the concept of equity in the common good domain seems quite ambiguous without a 
preliminary explanation of the cultural context where it is defined. It needs a correct understanding of 
what we aim at defying when speaking about the equity concept in funding management. I appreciate 
the approach that defines the common good as something that deals with goods “outside the market” 
and at the same time tries to define the political good as an institution [2].  

 
This shows the – explicit or rather implicit – normative background of the undertaking, coloured 

by the market and its concepts, especially as free-market economy wants to define what is right and 
fair by using the terminology of the “common good” (here shortly defined as a goal that any authority 
should tend to reach when working for the well-being and the welfare of the whole they represent and 
when dealing with goods whose accessibility and consumption are not entirely under market 
regulations). We see this, on the one hand, as a wrong shift between a relationship of supply and 
demand on the market and, on the other hand, a proposed philosophical approach analysing the 
differences between what is “good in common” (translation into the market approach: “acceptable”, 
“equity”) and what is “fair” (“right” in a European normative approach dealing with an ontological 
meaning of justice). Equity refers to stock exchange, to returns on investments and investment 
literature while equity in ethical terms deals with a sense of justice and fairness.  

 
Below we clarify the differences between public interest and common good, avoiding the 

confusion between the legitimacy of the good from the market and the common good that must 
underlie guidelines for long-term governance. Financial transactions and equity, in this framework 
focused on immediate trade-off, create conditions in which people are easily forgotten and do not have 
a protected right for an access to the market because of their low incomes. In other words, the market 
often quoted as the barometer with its dominating rules of exchange, turns more and more to the one 
and decisive but overly implicit philosophical reference.  
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This is what also creates enormous confusion related to ethics when dealing with funding 
management. We thus wish to draw our reader’s attention to the necessity of taking some precautions 
on the limits of a normative approach where the mathematical bearing only describes economic 
transactions without “social safeguards”. Some arrangements in the management of specialised 
knowledge and capitalisation of funds in decommissioning project will help us to avoid believing in a 
false ideal about the well-grounded paradigm of these transactions with regard to distributive justice. 
Sometimes financial exchanges make implicit references that deal with social justice but not 
necessarily. Therefore we have to be cautious about the legitimacy of a framework of 
decommissioning funding and to make a clear distinction between the acceptance of the market and 
the fairness of the conditions underlying the market.   

 
This immediately reveals, for the topic of the funding, the importance of having to know: what 

is an acceptable health level, acceptable environment quality and efforts for a country, even for a 
continent, to make provisions for future and present generations? How is the link built up with the 
capacity of each generation and country to contribute to the funding with its savings of today? Today 
we find, in politics and at global level, sharp protests against the model of the free market which does 
not sufficiently respect the population’s needs. The growing gap between the common good defined 
by the market and the population’s needs is a clear example of the loss of reflection on principles of 
justice. Where is the balanced answer given by any “welfare state” towards the variety of needed 
services that it has to offer to its population, facing the deficiencies of the free-market model?  

 
The respect for individual rights and the capacity of any person to make his/her own choice 

regarding the definition of his/her own good must be the main base of any democratic system. It is 
hard to handle the common good for future generations [3] while the free market only “worries” about 
today’s individual choices and is designed to aggregate maximizing their happiness. We should expect 
more of a decision-making process dealing with equity on the long term, making available for all the 
common good of future generations and properly balancing the sacrifices among them. This of course 
raises the question of having “fair” institutions to elect representatives for deciding what the common 
good is, expressed by the public, that deserves a financial answer from the community itself. 

 
More representatives of the population's common good (elected people, media, NGO's...) [4] 

raise their voices reacting to the type of market where the economic meaning of the common good 
blends out the social inequalities to legitimate the forces involved in the market. Behind all this, one 
has to be preoccupied by elected leaders who have to make decisions in the short term [5] having an 
impact in the long term. The question is how to use funds balancing health, economic competition and 
technical specificities of nuclear waste for future generations. Respecting the population’s needs 
requires the knowledge to put justice [6] and fairness into practice, but just up to where this respect 
ends and how it must be taken into consideration. This is particularly important for those to whom 
these financial expenses are being paid by the community. 

 
An adequate decommissioning scenario (deadline, occupational safety) and proper financing are 

at the heart of this question. What is fair in view of the very open border between industrial production 
interests and social and public goods in the very long term? This leads us to examine the concepts of 
common good and public interest beyond the current economic transactions between operators. 
Especially those who carry out dismantling and the financial organisations charged to manage the 
funds.  
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2.  A GLOBAL APPROACH 
 
2.1 How Do Future Generations Care for the Long Term?  
 

Some authors specialised in ethics on future generations have long underlined the importance of 
having a global approach for policies dealing with public interest, the environment and the control of 
public authorities. Among other principles B. Weiss [7] puts forward an ethical attitude that takes into 
account future generations in order to allow equal access to their own resources and make sure that 
these are available for next generations. 

 
The balance between the burdens of the past and the present extends to requiring managers 

capable of enlarging the scope of the stakeholders who could have only seen their short-term interests 
defined by financial profits. Constituting these funds for decommissioning implies the ability of a 
political decider to shift from industrial interest to public interests [8]. 

 
The long-term guarantee of these funds encompasses the certainty to have institutions whose 

legitimacy is broader than those of the decommissioning operator that is only defined on a short-term 
basis. A legal access to resources implies that past generations should have planned financial savings 
for present generations. In order to also preserve the ability of future generations to resolve their 
problems of decommissioning, the present generation must make sure that a control and distribution 
procedure is present for long-term funding. This automatically implies the weight of public entities in 
settling long-term funding.  

 
Ethics in decommissioning funding raises the question of an existing borderline between private 

property ethics with the entrepreneurship freedom and ethics in public decision making. But when 
common good is put forward it is currently only debated on the short-term basis.  
 
 
2.2 The Market as a Part of the Common Good 
 

Each authority aiming at that common good, that represents the interests of the whole society, 
would be a basic principle for sustaining decommissioning funds in the long term, instead of leaving 
the drive of managing our health and public taxes to the industry. Another question is how to 
recognize common good and define it when other partners feel free to justify their own assessment 
procedure and their own rights on a long term basis.  

 
The common good must represent the stockholders’ agreements in a sector-based policy but it 

also has to go beyond their momentary needs. Whether it deals with the market or public authorities 
the common good allows the aggregation of preferences and the opportunity to present results “as a 
whole”. The ethical basis, however, is drastically different because talking in a market context, 
common good, in a certain policy, can be reduced to the cost of kilowatt/hour or to questioning the 
protection of acceptable health levels in the case of State intervention in the management of interests 
which are external to decommissioning procedures.  

 
It would, however, be overemphasized to equalize the market with the regulation mechanism of 

the common good. Could we then easily assimilate sustainable economic development with “the” 
common good? Moreover, even if we wanted to stay in an ethical economical development approach, 
maintaining environmental protection could then be used as a “resource” in a long-term economic 
development. Seen from this point of view, financing decommissioning is not just an external cost to 
be internalized but becomes a corollary of sustainable development. The Nuclear Energy Agency 
(NEA) recognizes [9] the necessity to evaluate the external costs, in a variety of examples of countries 
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and the long-term effect on environment and health: “Externalities of energy are of course not limited 
to environmental and health related impacts, but may result also from macro-economic, policy or 
strategic factors not reflected in market prices, such as security of supply, cost stability and broad 
economic impacts on employment and balance of trade.”  

 
Accepting, however, such a basis to elaborate financial ethics shared on an international level 

assumes that efforts have already been made for an ethics of fairness. This supposes some values have 
already been shared by the majority of the stakeholders who aim at building up a common framework 
of debates.   

 
Indeed, certain tension may exist between the Western Philosophy of Equity and the economic 

market. The definition of equity in common property asks for a particular philosophical approach. As 
maintained, the utilisation of the concept of equity in the concept of the common good seems to be 
quite risky for a correct comprehension of the concept of equity in funding management. 
 
 
2.3 The Public Interest as a Part of the Common Good 
 

In the hands of public authorities which want to legitimate their position, the common good is 
undoubtedly used as a tool of long-term governance. In particular in decommissioning, the reference 
to common good could both mean imposing the obligation of operators to allow some levy on their 
benefits and to involve the citizens as tax payers to contribute to this funding.  

 
Thus there is no use speaking about a common good without a more formal and specified 

framework for its application. We want to stress that the traditional dualistic approach between the 
public interest and the common good could be of less importance with regard to decommissioning 
funds: The burdens and the benefits will be parts of our common heritage in both cases. The only 
difference consists of giving more importance to their weight, either in favour of the governmental 
bodies or the regulation by the market. To focus on the dualistic approach between weighing 
customers vs. tax payers puts in the shadow the importance of how the energy producer might stay a 
responsible partner for the burdens of the past. One accepts that transparency in decision making leads 
to the acceptance of a debate on the involvement of different groups to pay the bill for 
decommissioning the nuclear power plants. But using the need for transparency for that purpose seems 
unethical to us. These amounts must at first ensure securing financial feasibility in comparison with 
safety goals expressed in the present or in the past. Today modifications are made to environmental 
standards and to the acceptance of industrial risks. New technologies are not considered as part of a 
continuum of progress where public welfare is growing up automatically. Indeed, other social 
concerns come forth after several accidents and catastrophes to demand advancement of technology on 
a large scale.  

 
The definition of the common good then awakens the delicate question of knowing that one can 

easily turn the definition of individual good to collective good. The market brings an answer to this 
question by equating its own regulation system with the aggregation of individual preferences coming 
from social requests. This would suggest that we transform common good to measurable units. But it 
neglects that goods cannot be so easily measured or taken in charge by the market regulation. Not all 
goods may be defined and available by the market. Rival consumption in electricity and energy 
provision is not sufficient to determine either security or what the common good is. Regulation 
mechanisms in the long term and political values have to interfere with them. Therefore, the 
management of decommissioning must take care of less technical questions like the opinion of nuclear 
site neighbours or the importance of dialogue and further stakeholder involvement. The NEA has also 
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developed a more integrated approach in ethics, expressed by representatives of the population and 
representatives from the authorities who introduce a larger ethical vision of waste management [10]. 

 
The communication process should not be seen only as a one-way vision of information towards 

the general public but rather like an organised framework making it possible to take into account the 
opinion of the stakeholders in the production of results and in the enforcement of the related standards. 
Such a process finally enables to take decisions which are based on a stronger social legitimacy. This 
openness of the process to more social interaction leaves more open questions about the relevancy of 
social arguments that could cut enormous investments injected into the nuclear engineering, 
technology, options for sitting and decommissioning scenarios. The integration of the acceptable 
externalities of nuclear energy costs is at stake: Even the Nuclear Energy Agency has some difficulties 
to make them visible for the current generations. Sometimes it seems the existence of the problem still 
depends on the capacity of some stakeholders to face the need to make sufficient provisions and at the 
same time to show the topicality of their problems. 

 
In 2004 the NEA [10] said: “Public involvement, at the earliest possible stage, is perhaps the 

most vital requirement, although it will not necessarily be enough. The public deserves and should 
have our respect. We cannot expect their trust if we do not trust them. Without them we are lost. We 
must include the economic dimension in our communication programs, including setting out the 
funding methods that will ensure that costs will be met when they incurred, which may well be far in 
the future.” 

 
This discussion is to know what is necessary in order to achieve decommissioning from which 

the community will profit. Just as when pensions enter into competition with the next generation’s 
health level, it should be known where the public interest is. This will help us to set the priorities to 
ethically respond to some tensions between the protection of individual rights and the rest of the 
community. It also shows the importance of writing down international guidelines for such complex 
problems where rationalising should be decided in a process of mutual comprehension and 
consultation for deciding a logical outcome for mutual welfare. An unethical attitude would consist of 
deciding what is fair and ethical only in the biased framework of the decommissioner's interests.  

 
The concept of “public interest” adopts a different meaning when we realise that it limits the 

extent of the common good. With “public interest” we recognize that there is a clear need to make the 
scientific data more transparent and public. We may still speak about shared interest, which means 
also an interest in common, but with another meaning that changes the management of knowledge, 
that requires more public access to different kinds of information and, finally, that prevents the 
expertise process from being led by the current dominant positions of the strongest stakeholders.  

 
Ethics must help us to improve the conditions of a better knowledge management and lead us to 

make the distinction between what is considered as the utility of the State and the interest of Society as 
a whole. Democracy cannot be used as a given reference that will get the acceptance by everybody: It 
must show it and we think the Information Technology supports can help to improve the public access 
to scientific information. This technological deal of information is in a way a “non-political” approach 
to state the fundament of a policy, instead of fighting from the very beginning with ethics, out of the 
blue. 

 
Applied to decommissioning funds, this will help us shed light on the distinction of State 

intervention as a manager, a controller and the source of funding. The responsibility of taking the 
long-term safety operations into consideration would also clarify ethical answers by making the 
difference between private operators and administrative bodies who are not directly legitimised by 
votes or political mandates.  
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So nuclear energy production and industrial interests which are tied to common interests allow 

an economic development in benefiting countries. But the protection of private interests and the 
management of funds may generate decisions that are totally different as compared to their having 
been for public interest. The importance of the funds concerned, the example of financial scandals 
within private multinationals in the energy field, the difficulty following security measures without the 
need for deep scientific knowledge and the difficulty of protecting human health on a very long term 
basis, all this has to face the economical pressure. This implies the importance of keeping the public 
interest above the short-term benefits, for controlling the decisions of different spokespersons. 
Democratic justification must then interfere with the respect of individual values and not be 
blindfolded like the market. 
 
 
2.4 Measurement Units of the Common Good 
 

The financial availability of funding, the relevancy of exporting certain technologies, the choice 
of technology taken in the past, or the choice of a depository on the surface or geological ... all come 
into the equation to assess the “right” amount of money for decommissioning provisions. Debating 
and finding the balance between the various interests that have to be taken into account raises the 
question of what are the key elements, and what legitimates the process of designating what is 
regarded as “the criteria” themselves. Then, the criteria of decision themselves become an element of 
discussion and tend to be mastered by the nuclear field itself [11], which is an easier framework of 
debates among involved stakeholders, than trying to enlarge the rationale of the amount for 
decommissioning to the whole society. In a way, democracy wouldn't have to ask to the nuclear field 
to take the responsibility of debating of their interests on a large scale. 

 
The solution would never emerge by cutting nuclear power from the rest of the world and even 

less by trying to find an ethical or logical explanation that would be solely related to nuclear waste or 
decommissioning. If decommissioning and the provisions at due time are needed, we will have to seek 
for a better clarification of the social priorities which are hidden in technical solutions. In short, to 
consider sector-based policy, as a management guideline against social conflicts, can only lead to 
adopt a type of ethics and technocracy's vision to legitimate the imposition of a comfortable technical 
issue towards the rest of Society. 

 
One of the ways to measure the common good would be to take into consideration solutions 

proposed by experts and technicians leaving aside the possibility of debating other views. Their 
solution would be a deal for other partners who would be forced to adopt their beliefs making the 
needed sacrifices in regards to the social good. This would imply ignoring immediate possible 
investments with regards to other priorities. Nevertheless, a technocratic policy would not be relevant 
for a starting point without implication on organisational principles for decommissioning funds.  

 
No scientific standard can hold any definition of an acceptable frontier enabling the passage of 

decommissioning operations of a nuclear plant to further consideration on the needs of the population 
in the long term. Conversely, social and political debates in governmental bodies are not framed to 
reverse priorities defined by experts once they have adopted their decision on methods of the 
decommissioning.   

 
In order to identify a criterion that helps us define common good does not necessarily guide us 

through the process by which such a criterion has been defined. Nor does it show us who the 
stakeholders are who have to take the initiative to build up agreements on a financial basis that would 
be accepted as sufficient for the funding.  
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The definition of a legitimate criterion to frame the common good, which helps us to set a levy 

for provisioning these funds, is not the privilege of a given stakeholder group involved into the 
decommissioning process. Nor is it only the one of an elected audience that might already have a 
democratic legitimacy. In summary, a sector-based policy of nuclear waste or, even more specifically, 
in decommissioning, cannot come from the nuclear field itself but from the rest of Society. It only may 
come from the process that allows us to speak about common good. This is a shared idea where all 
these varied interests are discussed within an open group debate. We now have a better idea of the 
need to define what we could embrace as ethical concerns before starting to look for its application 
within a political concept, such as common good or public interest.  
 
 
3.  FAIRNESS AS A SPOKESMAN AMONG CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS  
 
3.1 Equity Refers to Fairness and Distributive Justice 
 

What are the qualitative criteria of fairness that allow us to justify the choice of resource 
allocation either compared to a given market structure or in the distribution of benefits and burdens 
related to dismantling?  

 
Following M. Maiese, [12] the distributive justice “is concerned with the fair allocation of 

resources among diverse members of a community (...). Because societies have a limited amount of 
wealth and resources, a question arises as to how those benefits ought to be distributed. The common 
answer is that public assets should be distributed in a reasonable manner so that each individual 
receives a ‘fair share’.” 

 
Because the theoretical approach of distributive justice thus means less immediate application, 

the question of the manner in which institutions will be charged to set up this justice is set aside. This 
brings us back to the question of organising the debate on how to define ethics in a practical way.  
 
 
3.2 The Need of Institutions for Questions on Ethics  
 

The setting up of the decommissioning funds requests an organisation that clearly states its 
ability to represent the interests of the current generations. Such an organisation must avoid 
monopolising the whole procedure that answers completely the sum of interests of its individual 
members [13]. Moreover a sound management of the funding will undoubtedly take into account the 
burdens of the past, but, above all, will prove its ability to establish good conditions for dialogue, like 
transparency in the decision-making process and its ability to offer productive definitions of well-
being for the next generations. Setting rules in fund management is only done in an efficient way if 
based on a large social agreement keeping in mind the embedded values.   

 
The decision-making process must represent varied and diverse interests through generations. 

This implies that sufficient representative mechanisms assure the balance between varied interests in 
Society and that their outcomes are regularly re-examined. But this process of “social assessment” 
must avoid giving excessive importance to the independence of the procedure itself. This precaution is 
valuable both towards the choice of too stable values of justice and investments approved in reports of 
experts.  

 
To approve some ethics on the long term might create an “island” within Society without giving 

the right to the future generations to take part into the debates and to use their knowledge. A stable 
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bridge must remain within the population, seen as a sum of people who deserve individual protection, 
and the institution whose role is to defend their rights. In the same way, scientific knowledge could be 
misused to the greatest advantage of financial institutions by the acknowledgment of a very stable 
organisation that would be in charge of the fund management. Therefore, there is a clear need for 
control and debates regarding its use. This will enable the social justification of the cost structure that 
would sustain the position taken by both scientists and other stakeholders.  

 
This also raises the question of whether it would be better to found the provisions on democratic 

institutions or to erect them by administrative bodies [14]. The idea of calling upon democratic bodies 
to solve the problems will mainly help to avoid the dominance of public monopolies or private trust. 
But enlarging the scope of debate on decommissioning funds will also raise the risk of divergent 
interpretations of the common good. The split of scenarios with numerous options for the use of 
decommissioning funds would also weaken the guarantees for their availability at needed times.  

 
In other words, whether it be ethics of public authorities or only based on a peer-review by 

scientists, ethics would have to fulfil the requirement of having an ad hoc organisation that could 
legitimise the “right” form of fund management. Only ethics that depends on a more transparent 
democratic decision-making process could reach this goal.  
 
 
3.3 Moving Towards an Ethical Transfer of Burdens Between Generations  
 

Today’s generation must resolve a key problem, whether to keep or not the nuclear option. It is 
confronted with two problems. On the one hand, the costs of decommissioning cannot wait 
indefinitely for a debate on the heritage of nuclear waste, with regard to the public opinion. On the 
other hand, one must also integrate decisions in our current political agenda to provide sufficient 
funding for decommissioning. The conclusion is simple: The current generation has to pass a part of 
the burdens to the future generations.  

 
We could see this situation as unfair [15] for the following generations because they will not 

profit from the nuclear energy as we do, but will have to pay. At the same time, in terms of distributive 
justice, we could consider as fair, the need to balance the burdens on the following generations instead 
of asking the current generations to solve the problems for the previous ones. We have to accept that 
the future generations themselves also have to take into account our current production of nuclear 
waste to avoid excessive burdens today. But is it ethical to accept to preserve our financial resources 
and leave to the following generation the need to take charge of the financial weight? 

 
 
4.  A FAIR TRANSFER BETWEEN GENERATIONS 
 
4.1 Justice for Which Generation?  
 

An equal approach between the generations implies that the growth rate [16] of this generation 
and future generations may not suffer any longer from the former generations’ attitude which 
consisted of externalising production costs on successive generations. We then come to a paradox. A 
more equal distribution of burdens between the current and the next generations leads to a diminution 
of financial resources for the current generation. We tend to put the burdens on the future generations 
by making a comparison with the current generation to the one contemporary with the first nuclear 
power station. The consequence is that when we talk about protecting the current generation – which 
is also the most financially exposed – we decrease available resources for future generations, just by 
starting to think about the safety for the next generations. In other words, the future generations will 
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have a low savings rate because of our including them in the scope of our ethical guidelines to support 
the costs of the past.  

 
Another paradox would consist in believing that an ethical approach amongst generations, based 

on the attitude of past generations, would lead the present generation to take fewer measures to assure 
the financial feasibility of decommissioning. The question is to know what would be the “ideal” 
financial burden to pass over and also what would be the ideal benefits and whether it would be 
necessary to link the benefits to the nuclear energy production span. The ones who get the benefits 
would then also be the ones who have to pay for it.  

 
We have to be more cautious when identifying the generations that have taken all benefits from 

the sale of nuclear energy and from all kinds of nuclear activities. We have to keep in mind the clear 
link between these services and the costs of decommissioning activities [17]. Maybe, this would be 
clever but useless to find the current responsible of financial safety by looking at the beneficiaries: The 
previous generations are gone. The ones who might be seen as financially capable are the present and 
the future generations. This is quite easy to find the money in the generations that have to pay, without 
regard to the benefits of energy use. But only the past and present generations have benefited from 
previous usage of past nuclear energy production. Above all, the following generations will have to 
face the risk of exposure to radiation when decommissioning operations, in case of wrong dismantling 
or weak counter-measures.  

 
The stage of development of each generation may then be used as a reference to know the 

standard necessary to help the future generation. The long run in the management of nuclear waste, but 
short term for decommissioning, imposes the necessity to revisit the modes of managing resources of 
several generations. Putting this model at stake leaves room for a distributive justice that is decided for 
future generations by the present generations. Each generation concerned can find itself in a crisis 
situation, such as deciding that it gives themselves the right to sacrifice their resources generated by 
past generations (to pay the pension with decommissioning funds) for the benefit of future, who will 
then have to make the effort of financing and to continue allocating resources for decommissioning  
[18] But on which base is it ethically acceptable to impose such an effort on the following generations: 
Utility of the present generations or egalitarian approach between the past, present and future 
generations ?  

 
Utilitarianism: A Varied Set of Definitions for Utility 
Some philosophers, usually mentioned as the founders of the utilitarian theory like J. Bentham 

and J. Mill [19] stressed that in a utilitarian approach: “All action should be directed towards 
achieving ultimate happiness for the largest number of people. We are then far from the different 
theoretical concepts that have been written after on to legitimate the market rules. Nothing, in 
utilitarianism, forces us to think that only the preference of a consumer expresses the representative 
happiness of the whole group from where it originates”.  

 
Even in the case of “the” market utility we can imagine that we can change its content 

depending on the market evolution. Management of these funds by the State or under the control of 
waste managers may show at first the opposition between public intervention and the private market 
sector. Nonetheless, it is possible to speak in both cases of utilitarianism from both angles. The market 
can then recognize different options that would represent social utility.  

 
We can then define utility as a value which is measured by the standard of the greatest 

advantage for everyone when it represents the maximization of overall utility for the group. But this 
concept of maximization does not mean there is no question about the definition of social values and 
public interests. The regulation of the market also has to recognize transverse dimensions, such as 
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environmental protection, when evaluating decommissioning costs. “Utility” is not only defined by the 
market but may also reflect social values. Applying utilitarianism to the decommissioning costs then 
means defining what is the maximisation of the public welfare of present generations.  

 
The previous ethical ground called “polluter-pays principle” is not sufficient. Indeed, it has been 

built on the utility of the free enterprise and the limitation of its abuse, by the State. The funding 
managers’ main concern today is the provisions of these funds, its use and control. In a few words, the 
utility of decommissioning funds needs safety in finances for the long-term. But the advantages of 
industrials are not sufficient any more for defining the welfare of the future generations. Society is 
looking to the availability of a warrant that is able to take in charge possible failures of the private 
system of funding. Making waste producers and decommissioning managers responsible for health 
and environment in the long run will not be sufficient to sort out the problems of intergenerational 
ethics. Industrials themselves need to get the support of other stakeholders to reassure their investors. 
The limits of provision from the private and intergenerational ethics call for a better responsibility of 
national and international public authorities.  

 
The need for Society to be in charge of the financial burdens raises the question of the 

legitimacy of its structure in a right institution. We ask the question whether the confusion may stay, 
from an ethical point of view, between the responsibility of the owner of the waste and the financial 
responsibility of the management of the decommissioning funds. These managers, or at least the 
management system of the funding, must then have a longer life span than the funds. With no doubts 
we must link utilitarian ethics with long-term governance ethics. The utilitarian approach raises the 
question of knowing the right conditions for acceptable feasibility: What are the savings to be adopted 
by financial institutes; what are the appropriate social uses that may be acceptable for provisioning the 
stock or to recapitalise interests.  
 
 
4.2 Egalitarianism: What Is the Balance Between Generations? 
 

The egalitarian approach can be applied to favour different logical actions in the management of 
public budgets that vary from decommissioning funds, such as public roadwork or better education in 
primary schools. Today, the expert must meet the decision-makers to set hierarchies between different 
types of utilities, not by taking the responsibility of the political mandates, but using their knowledge 
to give clear assessments of the costs. This helps politicians see what are the consequences of each 
decommissioning option for the present generation. The utility must not only be defined by the nuclear 
energy producer but must result from a network that produces public information. Utilitarianism does 
not mean favouring only the companies that have sold the nuclear energy or are in charge of managing 
the funds: Speaking about utility may also open ethics to the precaution of the future generations.  

 
Let us define an egalitarian approach like a fair distribution of benefits and burdens among 

generations, but the fairness is here found in an equal treatment with regard to a common criteria, like 
the same capacity of payment, the same consumption of energy, the same right to be protected from 
radiation, etc. We may also take into account other criteria, like similar life standards between the rich 
and the poor countries. Other scenarios are also possible, like a solidarity mechanism between national 
and international levels. 

 
A fair approach enables characterizing the needs of everyone with their own history, to justify 

these differences. This is about a proportional answer compared with the needs. The egalitarian 
approach then refers to the similarity of situations that calls for a similar response, which is different 
from adopting a common criterion to all. In other words, an egalitarian approach implies a debate 
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between different values in Society. It does not aim at protecting, in the decommissioning costs, a 
unique rational criterion from some cost assessment methodologies.  

 
In order to assure an effective application of an egalitarian approach to the fundamental rules 

and management of funding, we simultaneously have to think what the consequences are on the 
different actors involved in the decision-making network. We then can examine the different technical 
steps from the decommissioning operations up to the questions of the different types of risks that may 
be taken in stock exchange and how accumulated interests might be used.  

 
An egalitarian approach to future generations will be possible when a precautionary approach to 

funding management is applied. We could also add that an egalitarian approach would enable 
equivalence between local populations which live in richer countries and poorer ones. Within this 
approach, preventive measures against bankruptcy, planned by decommissioning operators, or by the 
public management, will then be put into balance with regard to other financial mechanisms that have 
a larger scope at an international level.  

 
Another way to apply an egalitarian approach would consist of distributing the financial burdens 

on a large number of generations (only on those who benefit from nuclear) in order to compensate the 
lack of provisions from the past, but from the very start of the nuclear power plant building. Then, 
benefits must also be dealt equally among the generations, which raises the issue of the rationales for 
the distribution: Do the next generations have to adopt the same standard of life as the previous ones? 
The egalitarian approach must therefore be applied in order to make the transfer of the burdens 
feasible and therefore also keep in mind the importance of passing on knowledge. Indeed, the 
evaluation of the costs and of the funding might then be regularly revised to take into account the 
current progress in costs assessments.  

 
The accumulation of knowledge therefore has a huge impact in an egalitarian approach on the 

burden of decommissioning funds. In the same way, the capitalisation of interests may also influence 
an egalitarian approach between generations for all stakeholders who are seen as responsible for the 
management of these funds. One of their responsibilities will consist of bringing to debate essential 
needs that must be satisfied by the present generations. We then have to re-consider the egalitarian 
approach by taking into account the evolution of the social needs in a progressive manner and not to 
rule out the definitive definition of what is equal among the generations [20].  

 
Ethics based on egalitarianism could also be used to justify financial safety in decommissioning 

options adopted when setting the foundations of these funding. The equal approach is defined by the 
possibility to reassure investors of current nuclear technologies. This would show to them that their 
finances are protected against other industrial sectors. The different industrial technologies are then 
compared by showing a common and equal approach in all decommissioning options. We are then 
able to build internal coherence in this sector with the help of a fair and balanced funding management.  

 
Applied to management funds, an egalitarian approach would then enable to place all 

generations on the same level, from the start of the nuclear power plants, up to the decrease of 
radioactivity levels. The egalitarian approach puts forward an ethical discussion based upon 
proportional factors among different values and open doors for knowledge management and 
democracy.  
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5. CONCLUSIONS 
 
5.1 Ethics and Knowledge Needs Each Other 

Ethical guidelines with regard to decommissioning funds show interactions between 
representatives of the present and the future of our society and other stakeholders who deal with the 
complexity of knowledge in radiation protection, nuclear waste, environment and health. The 
distribution of risks and benefits addresses the question of the role of nuclear experts who have to 
widen the perspectives of their previous practices which referred to a technical approach of 
decommissioning [21], like for example, to take into account the growth of the population around a 
nuclear depository.  

 
The decommissioning funds illustrate the need to give to experts a participation in the writing of 

ethics for the future generations. They become co-mediator, with all other stakeholders of the process 
of stake translation from each generation. Between intra-generational and inter-generational ethics, the 
whole process of knowledge management (different shapes possible) can help decision-makers to see 
where are the priorities with regard to the importance of the amounts to be provisioned. But in a way, 
by exceeding his prerogatives that are frequently centred on scientific tasks, experts have been asked 
by other stakeholders to define the future, by integrating a lot of given values, social acceptability of 
risks and financial capacities.  

 
Of course, this mandate, implicitly given by media or representatives of the population, is at the 

same time contested when the failures of technology become more apparent. When experts take refuge 
in the ideal image of scientist, giving some answers on the needs to secure the technical aspects of 
decommissioning operations, they also avoid to explore the complexity of intergenerational ethics, 
pushing further the weight of some social responsibilities to other stakeholders. But framing a scenario 
on the long term necessarily leads to more involvement on their part. It also open questions on other 
issues like: An acceptable level of life quality, the costs for each generation to secure it, and the 
liability regime in law.  

 
The “right” decision about the provision for decommissioning funding asks for a role of 

translators between different fields, not only by experts, but by all involved partners. The evolution of 
their role in laymen countries may give a feeling of decreasing their prerogatives, firstly defined in 
their own network. But such a change will be possible when the process of data production and its 
exchange will also transgress the borders of the process of social acknowledgment. In other words, to 
meet other points of view deals with a production of knowledge that will necessarily lose its coherence 
for, at least, one of the partners that is in charge of bringing expert knowledge to a public arena. The 
process of knowledge and its components are of high importance to give clear limits of responsibilities 
and facilitate the involvement of the stakeholders. Making it available for all will allow more 
transparency, more control and interactions with other social logic, rather than maintaining fund 
management in a technical and industrial perspective.  
 
 
5.2 Intergenerational Ethics Needs Public Accountability 

Intergenerational ethics focuses on a long-term strategy, on solidarity with future generations. 
Such an ethics favours transparency in the cost structure, a stable regulatory framework and a system 
of control that will be open for justification principles. Ethics in the long term for decommissioning 
funds would not confuse the needs for a stable framework with the use and the availability of funds 
and stability in long-term governance institutions that would escape any social criticism. In summary, 
intergenerational ethics pleads for a kind of accountancy, not the one which is given by experts or 
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financiers only, but mainly by more transparency in the decision-making process [22] and involvement 
of stakeholders at an early stage. Maybe international agencies [23] could at least help in the process 
of “stretching” [24], i.e. scrutinising, the expert reports and cost assessments. More tasks could also be 
conveyed to international agencies with regard to international ethics, not only as stretchers of the 
process, but as the guardians and, in a word, promoters of forums for ethical debates.  
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