The Concept of Environmental Sustainability

Robert Goodland

Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics, Volume 26 (1993), 1-24.

Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici 7s1ci=0066-4162%281995%2926%3C1 %3IATCOES %3E2.0.C0%3B2-F

Your use of the ISTOR archive indicates your acceptance of ISTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use, available at
http://www.jstor.org/about/terms.html. ISTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless you
have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and
you may use content in the ISTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.

Each copy of any part of a ISTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or
printed page of such transtnission.

Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 1s published by Annual Reviews. Please contact the publisher for
further permissions regarding the use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at
http://www jstor.org/journals/annrevs. html.

Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics
©1995 Annual Reviews

ISTOR and the ISTOR logo are trademarks of ISTOR, and are Registered in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office.
For more information on ISTOR contact jstor-info@umich.edu.

©2002 JSTOR

http://www jstor.org/
Tue Oct 15 18:47:42 2002



Annw Rev, Ecal. Syst. 1995, 26:1-M4
Copyright © 1995 by Annual Reviews Inc. All vights reserved

THE CONCEPT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY!

Robert Goodland
5-5043, Environment Departinent, The World Bank, Washington, DC 20433

KEY WORDS: economic sustainability, development, economic development, natural
capital, growth, limits of growth

ABSTRACT

This paper reviews the current status of the debate about the concept of
environmental sustainability and discusses related aspects of growth, limits,
scale, and substitutability. While the paths leading to environmental sustain-
ability in each country or sector will differ, the goal remains constant. But this
conceptualization is far from an academic exercise. Ensuring, within less than
two human generations, that as many as 10 billions people are decently fed
and housed without damaging the environment on which we all depend rep-
resents a monumental challenge.

INTRODUCTION

As soon as Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland and her United Nations
commission (105), in a brilliant feat, garnered almost worldwide political
consensus on the urgent need for sustainability, many countries and institutions
started to grapple with the same problem: Precisely what is sustainability, and,
specifically, what does it mean for this particular sector, nation, or region?
This paper outlines the concept of sustainability, then focuses on environmental
sustainability (ES).

This paper seeks to define environmental sustainability partly by sharply
distinguishing it from social sustainability and, to a lesser extent, from eco-
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2 GCODLAND

nomic sustainability. These are contrasted in Figure 1. While overlap exists
among the three, economic sustainability and ES have especially strong link-
ages. Defining each component of sustainability distinctly may help organize
the action required to approach global sustainability in real life. Although this
paper focuses more on the environmental aspects of sustainability, perhaps in
the future, a general sustainability will come to be based on all three aspects—
environmental, social, and economic.

Historically, economic theory has focused on efficiency of use of goods
and, to a much lesser degree, on equity of distribution. Recent recognition of
the pervasive economic significance of environmental conditions has forced
two changes. First, the relatively new criterion of scale must now be added to
the traditional criteria of allocation of resources and efficiency of use (30, 66).
The “growth™ debate emphasizes the scale of the growing human economic
subsystem relative to the finite ecosystem. Ecologists and other biophysical
scientists need to take more responsibility for leading the thinking on sustain-
able development and for seeing that efforts to achieve it are implemented
promptly. Second, we must recognize that markets are almost invariably de-
ficient as distributive mechanisms when natural resources are concerned.

Economic sustainability focuses on that portion of the natural resource base
that provides physical inputs, both renewable (e.g. forests) and exhaustible
(e.g. minerals), into the production process. ES adds consideration of the
physical inputs into production, emphasizing environmental life-support sys-
tems without which neither production nor humanity could exist. These life-
support systems include atmosphere, water, and soil—all of these need to be
healthy, meaning that their environmental service capacity must be maintained.
A healthy ozone shield, for example, prevents damage by ultraviolet b radiation
to biota such as humans and crops. Continuous depletion or damage by human
activities to imeplaceable and unsubstitutable environmental services would
be incompatible with sustainability. '

SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY

The environment has now become a major constraint on human progress.
Fundamentally important though social sustainability is, environmental sus-
tainability or maintenance of life-support systems is a prerequisite for social
sustainability. Redclift (74-76) claims that poverty reduction is the primary
goal of susfainable development, even before environmental quality can be
fully addressed. Poverty is increasing in the world in spite of global and
national economic growth (see below). Poverty reduction has to come from
qualitative development, from redistribution and sharing, from population
stability, and from community sodality, rather than from throughput growth.
Politicians will doubtless want the impassible goal of increasing throughput—



3

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

AN[IQRUIEISNS [EIIAUQNAUI PUB JUOUOII ‘(€005 Ja uosuedwoy 7 aumd)
frqeut ' 1 (et ¥ L o

‘payzecrdde aq a1 Ajjiqeureisns e
-05 Jof suotlpuod g saddas 59 5F moim
AN|IQRUIBISOS |E1205 QU 2 UED 22yl “Ajrewnagn

‘(6¢ “BE) PAtEAI? 2q UEl sayUYS

-quS AqEMIUN YAYM [¥ NeL AL a1 [eaba

saer wouadap nayp Fuiploy Aq saEmauAl

-uou 10j payseasdde aq ues gg-tsenb ing ‘ajqe
-ULEISAS A[ITY IPEUL 2 JOUUED SIGBMIUA-UON

‘s3Il uoljerauadal uwia day aq 1snw
SIQEMAUIL JO FIIBI 1SIAIBY ‘IPIS IMUNOS AL UQ

"} Funkedun 100y JUFWHRNAUZ YL JO AN
-oedes JAUR[IUISTE JYL UNIM SUQISSILD JISEM
Suiploy o sME[SURN SN ‘IPIS YUIS Y] U

‘ulunsuoa FqeureLsns pue uanp

-aud 3|qeulelsns spasu g3 spuadap i yowm

U0 WIASASOI [[E2A0 Y1 Jo s jensAydoiq

20 ulyilm @) WENSASqUS MWOUOIY Uetwny g1

Jo 21835 70 Fuipjoy sweaw sIL ([0 €8 ‘I8

‘wL €L 'TL ST L) sAIsem 10§ uis, B e

pue ‘[, s9amos,) sindur jo ropiaoad € se yloq

‘PIWIRIUIET 3 I5nur [ended [eIniey SUeats

§9 uswuonaua [easdydor 2yl jo suop
SRUULY YL WIGIIA JAL[ OF WIE3[ )50 AMURWng]

‘SuRWINy Q) WLy
masaid 01 19pIC UL PIPINILI 10U T SHTEM
uewny Joy syws Yl ey Fuunsus pue spasu
WELITIY, JOJ PISR S[EUMJEW ME) JO SINNOS I

Funoaand Aq arejpam ugwny ssoidun Q) sy3:95
JAEI S SWII0D [B1205 JO0 Isnedaq paje
-utfuo pue suewny Aq papasu 51 57 yfnoquy

(s3) Aupqeueisng |

NSO puE AWTELI0UN JO 20€) AP W UOHAEI JO IPIS )
uo 1z pneys pue ‘Apucne adiound Arevonnesard ay
pue uonedionue 250 41 Spaan SHWOUOID “IYE1S 1€ UE
s3|qisiaaau pue doad ssuedag cue SE I0S $I2A0S
-3l $$3098 UQWIWD A[jetoads? pue *|euonesauadiog

U ‘3qedueiue ‘reydes fermiew Juraea swafqord Jofews

Fuiaeq st pue ‘suna Aauowr w1 suLyL SIAIRA $INLAUAIT

WAISASANS JWOUOIT URURY ) Bla ‘SYUIS 01 Sa%nas
[@uIuuonau? wory {endes einjeu) £31aua pue [eu
-arew 20 may Ap—yimosd indydnonp urensuo piaom
UOLALED A[EIS AL (ST) (¢3S Jo 1B ‘PAI B PIPPE 3
QU ST ADUITNJI PUE UOHEIG|E JO BUIIMUI IWOUCID
Teuampesnt 3 9, “(7g-97) wasAsoza Juioddas si o1
aaneRr afre| UM0IT mOU SRy WASASqAE INUOUOIT YR
-0y Iy} 30 3[eas ayl asnedaq o ‘[endes (emnieu jo
18yl ‘ANIMEDS MU SIYJ CITIEIF U3 JOU pEY N Apusoar
Al2ale|a) [uun sneaaq (e Aypeay ‘sjsaiop e - 3-9)
|ended [eInieu guas PISIN0D U3 L[l Sey SIQU
~07g “(uewny pue [ewos ‘[emien) [euded jo swog
JY) JAYIo AL INEIqQUIP 01 mou (Kaucur) IeTouas

SN pue [erdes IpRW-URMNG YO S030) I[05 WON IW0D

-Uut URISNIIH JO uouIulap 3yl Ae[ederx o1 pIau mou I

“endea ueyl Jagrer s Futknsuod wo $Iajoa
=3 N SE COUIGREISTS JULOUQDZ UNIp Ued— poad
Ay fo pua 3y 0 o e 58 3q (s pup pariad o Sw
AP AWNTUGT WOI UG [URGUD FYT —ANOIE O Uatlu

-Yap (g} SANTH SNYE “Bwipen snulued o) Anjiqe ag)
Fuianpar Inoyim SWNSU0D PIOOI SAWE] 1Sy PUR
K21 sidracar safes YL JO YO MOy mAuy 9] Siapen
WEQDINU AGEUD 01 $3TY PRI 21 20WS SHUENOIIe
£q pasa u9aq sey ‘1aew (endea Fuwdaay a0 ¢ endea
pLIE . ATiGeu JMLIYDID [0 UOIHUYID

pardaooe __n_o.RB YL 3[qers 2 pmoys [endes awouosrg

Auppeueisng Mwouoog

‘pazudorar Laeabape

124 10U 5| ANjiqeuielsas [0S
3] papaau se jendes jetaos jo
uonears ays 1nq ‘(801 #O1-Z01)
wawdopaasp sreouoda Jo wed
5 p21daoae mou si—sjenplap
-Ur Jo uounau puE “gijeay ‘uoy
-gINpa Ul swawsaui—iendes
wewny [eidea eaisiyd | se
Afarns se eraudap [im 1 aes

SIY] TNOUJAY “SUQTIOREIIUI [eary[ns
pue snotdia) ANUNUIWGD AQ pue

'siydu [enba pue sanfea pareys
Aq awmyswda poe asueu
-gurews sannbau ‘| |[ea swos se
JCrendes perour, sy, Awpquevel
-S05 [B1205 10§ I0q *JUFUALNSEINL
snouodL Oy 12afgns 1seap (epdea
(21905 J0 1med g1 mutsuod
‘a2 ‘auipdiasip ‘sme) ‘KIsau0y
Jo sprepuers paidasoe A[uounwo:
‘wsteangd “aa0) ‘suonmnsut *An
“wiaey] dwsmo[[I 2aweeaqio)
‘aauied *uorssedmod *Anjuuny
‘22 Anwos ‘Ajppepos L
-SIDAIP AIUIP eauaa ‘Apunu
-lO2 Jo uoIsayey AI9I0S [IA12
Huonis pue vonedionred Anunw
W03 MBWASAS &q A[UO PIAIWIY

AN[IGEUEISAS [RID0G




4  GOODLAND

the flow of materials and energy from the sources of the environment, used
by the human economy, and returned to environmental sinks as waste—by
increasing consumption by all. ’

Countries truly sustaining themselves, rather than liquidating their resources,
will be more peaceful than countries with unsustainable economies (41). Coun-
tries with unsustainable economies—those liquidating their own natural capital
or those importing liquidated capital from other countries (e.g. Middle East
oil or tropical timber ‘mining’} are more likely to wage war than are those
with sustainable economies. When social sustainability has been clarified,
possibly it will be relinked with ES, the whole contributing to sustainable
development. Just as much of the world is not yet environmentally sustainable,
neither is it socially sustainable. Disaggregation of social unsustainability will
~ show what needs to be changed.

SUSTAINABILITY AND DEVELOPMENT

Sustainable development (SD) should integrate social, environmental, and
economic sustainability and use these three to start to make development
sustainable. The moment the term development is introduced, however, the
discussion becomes quite different and more ambiguous. This paper is not
focused on sustainable development, here assumed to be development that is
socially, economically, and environmentally sustainable, or “development
without throughput growth beyond environmental carrying capacity and which
is socially sustainable™ (27, 28, 30). World Wildlife Pund’s (107) definition
of sustainable development is similar: “Improvement in the quality of human
life within the carrying capacity of supporting ecosystems.” These definitions
need to have the social aspects clarified, but they are less ambiguous than the
Brundtland (105) definition: “development that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs.™?

Part of the success of the Brundtland Commission’s definition stems from
its opacity (49), and the definition of sustainability in a growth context, But
when the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED)
(106} reconvened five years later, calls for growth were striking for their
absence. HRH Prince Charles commended WCED in their publication (106)

This UN definition does not distinguish among the different concepts of growth and
development. While development can and should go on indefinitely for all nations, throughput
growth cannot. Sustainability will be achieved only when development supplants growth; when the
scale of the human economy is kept within the capacity of the overall ecosystem an which it depends.
If we acknowledge the finite nature of our planet, “sustainable growth™ js an oxymoron (28, 29).
Throughput growth has to be kept within cartying capacity or within the capacity of the
environmental services of assimilation and regeneration.
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for dropping their 1987 call for huge (5- to 10-fold) increases in economic
growth.

'This paper offers the case that ES does not allow economic growth, much
less sustained economic growth. On the contrary, environmentally sustainable
development implies sustainable levels of both production (sources), and con-
sumption (sinks), rather than sustained economic growth. The priority for
development should be improvement in human well-being—the reduction of
poverty, illiteracy, hunger, disease, and inequity. While these development
goals are fundamentally important, they are quite different from the goals of
environmental sustainability, the unimpaired maintenance of human life-sup-
port systems—environmental sink and source capacities.

The need for sustainability arose from the recognition that the profligate,
extravagant, and inequitable nature of current pattems of development, when
projected into the not-too-distant future, leads to biophysical impossibilities.
The transition to environmental sustainability is urgent because the deteriora-
tion of global life-support systems—which compose the environment—im-
poses a time limit. We do not have time to dream of creating more living space
or more environment, such as colonizing the moon or building cities beneath
the ocean. We must save the remnants of the only environment we have and
allow time for and invest in the regeneration of what we have already damaged.
We cannot “grow” into sustainability.

The tacit goal of economic development is to narrow the equity gap between
the rich and the poot. Almost always this is taken to mean raising the bottom
(i.e. enriching the poor}, rather than lowering the top by redistribution (44).
Only very recently has it been admitted that bringing the low-income countries
up to the affluent levels of the countries of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECDY} in 40 or even 100 years is a totally
unrzalistic goal. Most politicians and most citizens have not yet realized that
this goal is unrealistic. Most people would accept that it is desirable for
southern low-income countries to be as rich as those in the northern hemi-
sphere—and then leap to the false conclusion that it must therefore be possible.
But if greater equality cannot be attained by growth alone, then sharing and
population stability will be necessary.

Serageldin (78) makes the persuasive case that in low income countries
achieving per capita income levels of $1,500 to $2,000 (rather than OECD’s
$21,000 average) is quite possible. Moreover, that level of income may provide
80% of the basic welfare provided by a $20,000 income—as measured by life
expectancy, nutrition, education, and other aspects of social welfare. This
tremendously encouraging case remains largely unknown, even in develop-
ment circles. Its aceeptance would greatly facilitate the transition to environ-
mental sustainability. Colleagues working on the northern hemisphere’s over-
consumption should address the corollary not dealt with by Serageldin (78):
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Can $21,000/capita countries cut their consumption by a factor of 10 and suffer
“only” a 20% loss of basic welfare? If indeed both raising the bottom (low
income rises to $2000) and lowering the top (OECD income declines to
$16,000) prove feasible, that would be tremendously encouraging and would
speed ES. But to accomplish the possible parts of the imperative of develop-
ment, we must stop idolizing the impossible. The challenge to development
specialists is to deepen this important argument.

Intergenerational and Intragenerational Sustainability

Most people in the world today are either impoverished or live barely above
subsistence; the number of people living in poverty is increasing. Developing
countries can never be as well off as today’s OECD average. Future generations
seem likely to be larger and poorer than today’s generation. Sustainability
includes an element of not harming the future (intergenerational equity), and
some find the intergenerational equity component of sustainability to be its
most important element (e.g. 105). If the world cannot move toward intragen-
erational sustainability during this generation, it will be that much more diffi-
cult to achieve intergenerational sustainability sometime in the future, for the
capacity of environmental services will be lower in the future than it is today.

World population soars by 100 million people each year; Some of these
people are OBCD overconsumers, but most of them are poverty stricken. World
population doubles in a single human generation—about 40 years. This makes
achieving intergenerational equity difficult, although achieving intergenera-
tional equity will prabably reduce total population growth. Rather than focus-
ing on the intergenerational equity concerns of ES, the stewardship approach
of safeguarding life-support systems today seems preferable.

WHAT SHOULD BE SUSTAINED?

Environmental sustainability seeks to sustain global life-support systems in-
definitely (this refers principally to those systems maintaining human life).
Source capacities of the global ecosystem provide raw material inputs—food,
water, air, energy; sink capacities- assimilate outputs or wastes, These source
and sink capacities are large but finite; sustainability requires that they be
maintained rather than run down. Overuse of a capacity impaits its provision
of life-support services. For example, accumulation of CFCs is damaging the
capacity of the atmosphere to protect humans and other biota from harmful
UVb radiation.

Protecting human life is the main reason anthropocentric humans seek
environmental sustainability. Human life depends on other species for food,
shelter, breathable air, plant pollination, waste assimilation, and other environ-
mental life-support services. The huge instrumental value of nonhuman species
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to humans is grossly undervalued by economics. Nonhuman species of no
present value to humans have intrinsic worth, but this consideration is almost
entirely excluded in economics (exceptions are existence and option values).
A question rarely posed by economists and not yet answered by any is; With
how many other species is humanity willing to share the earth, or should all
other species be sacrificed to make room for more and more of the single
human species? Surely it is arrogant folly to extinguish a species just because
we think it is useless today. The anthropocentric and ecocentric views are
contrasted by Goodland & Daly (42},

Although biodiversity conservation is becoming a general ideal for nations
and development agencies, there is no agreement on how much should be
conserved, nor at what cost. Leaving aside the important fact that we have not
yet leamned to distinguish useful from nonuseful species, agreeing on how many
. other species to conserve is not central to the definition of enviconmental
sustainability. Reserving habitat for other species to divide among themselves
is important; let evolution select the mix of species, not us. But reserving a
nonhuman habitat requires limiting the scale of the human habitat, “How much
habitat should be conserved?”, while an important question to ask, is moot,;
the answer is probably “no less than today’s remnants,” This brings us to the
precautionary principle: In cases of uncertainty, sustainability mandates that
we err on the side of prudence. Because survival of practically all the global
life-support systems is uncertain, we should be very conservative in our estj-
mate of various input and output capacities, and particularly of the role of
unstudied, apparently “useless,” species.

Many writers (15, 16, 19, 32, 40, 46, 52, 54, 60, 84) are convinced that the
world is hurtling away from environmental sustainability, but economists have
not reached consensus that the world is becoming less sustainable. What is not
contestable is that the modes of production prevailing in most parts of the
global economy are causing the exhaustion and dispersion of a one-time
inheritance of natural capital—topsoil, groundwater, tropical forests, fisheries,
and biodiversity. The rapid depletion of these essential resources, coupled with
the degradation of land and atmospheric quality, shows that the human econ-
omy as currently configured is already inflicting serious damage on global
supporting ecosystems, and future potential biophysical carrying capacities are
probably being reduced (21, 22).

A HISTORY OF SUSTAINABILITY

A notion of economic sustainability was firmly embodied in the writings of
JS Mill (61}, and TR Malthus (57, 58). Mill (61} emphasized that environment
(“Nature”) needs to be protected from unfetiered growth if we are to preserve
human welfare before diminishing returns set in. Malthus emphasized the
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pressures of exponential population growth on the finite resource base. The
modern neo-Malthusianism version is exemplified by Ehrlich & Ehrlich (33a—
35) and by Hardin (45, 46). Paly’s “Toward a Steady State Economy™ (25,
26) and “Steady State Economics™ (23) synthesized and extended these view-
points on population and resources. Daly’s “Steady State Economics™ is a
seminal work in which population and consumption pressures on environ-
mental sources and sinks are clearly demonstrated—the flow of matter and
energy from the environment, used by the human economy, and released back
into the environment as wastes. Daly magisterially subsumes the issues of
population and consumption factors into the single critical factor of scale.

Neither Mill nor Malthus is held in great esteem by most of today’s econo-
mists, who are more likely to follow the technological optimism of David
Ricardo (77). Ricardo believed that human ingenuity and scientific progress
would postpone the time when population would overtake resources or “the
niggardliness of nature.” However, as poverty is increasing worldwide, that
postponement seams to have ended.

The definition of environmental sustainability (Figure 2) hinges on distin-
guishing between throughput growth and development. The “Growth Debate™
moved into the mainstream two decades after World War I1. Boulding (12-14),
Mishan (62, 63), and Daly (23-26}, for example, seriously questioned the
wisdom of infinite throughput growth on a finite earth. Throughput growth is
defended by most economists, including Beckerman (7-9), who still rejects
the concept of sustainability {10). “The Limits to Growth™ (59} and “Beyond
the Limits™ (60) shook the convictions of the technological optimists. Meadows
et al (59) concluded that “it is possible to alter these growth trends and establish
a condition of ecological and economic stability that is sustainable into the
fuwre.” Bamey's (5) US Global 2000 Report (1980) amplified and clarified
the limits argument. Large populations, their rapid growth and affluence, are
unsustainable. The Ricardian tradition that still dominates conventional eco-
nomics is exemplified by the Cornucopians Simon & Kahn in their 1984
response to the Global 2000 Report. Panayotou (70), Summers (89), and Fritsch
et al (39) found growth compatible with sustainability and even necessary for
it. The 1980 World Conservation Strategy (51) by the International Union to
Conserve Nature and the World Wildlife Fund, and Clark & Munn’s 1987
International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis report “Sustainable De-
velopment of the Biosphere” (17), reinforced these conclusions. Daly & Cobb’s
(32) prizewinning “For the Common Good” estimated that growth, at least in
the United States, actually decreased people’s well-being, and they outlined
pragmatic operational methods to reverse environmental damage and reduce
poverty. The growth debate and sustainability issues are usefully synthesized
by Korten (54).

Few Nobel prizewinners in economics write on sustainability. Haavelmo &
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Hansen (44) and Tinbergen & Hueting (90) repudiate throughput growth and
urge the transition to sustainability. Solow’s earlier writings (85) questioned
the need for sustainability, but he is now modifying that position (87, 88). The
World Bank adopted environmental sustainability in principle rather early on,
in 1984, and now promotes it actively (2, 56, 65, 80-82). Major contributions
to the sustainability debate were published as contributions to the 1992 UN
Commission on Environment and Development conference in Rio de Janeiro,
such as WCS’s 1991 “Caring for the Earth: a strategy for sustainable living.”
An addendum to the Brundtland Commission (106) rectified and reversed the
earlier (105) calls for “5- to 10-fold more growth,” by placing the population
issue higher on the agenda to achieve sustainability. Goodland, Daly, and El
Serafy (43), supported by two Economics Nobelists (Tinbergen and Haav-
elmo), made the case that there are indeed limits, that the human economy has
feached them in many places, that it is impossible to grow into sustainability,
that source and sink capacities of the environment complement hiuman-made
capital (which cannot substitute for their environmental services), and that
there is no way the southern hemisphere can ever catch up with the north's
current consumerist life-style.

Since the late 1980s, a substantial corpus of literature on “Ecological Eco-
nomics™ [which now has a journal, society and textbook of the same name
(19)], has espoused stronger types of sustainability (e.g. 3, 4, 18, 48, 50, 52,
64, 91, 94).

GROWTH COMPARED WITH DEVELOPMENT

The dictionary distinguishes between growth and development. “To grow™
means “to increase in size by the assimilation or accretion of materials;” “to
develop” means “to expand or realize the potentialities of; to bring to a fuller,
greater or better state.” '

Growth implies quantitative physical or material increase; development
implies qualitative improvement or ar least change. Quantitative growth and
qualitative improvement follow different laws. Our planet develops over time
without growing. Our economy, a subsystem of the finite and nongrowing
earth, must eventually adapt to a similar pattern of development without
throughput growth. The time for such adaptation is now. Historically, an
economy starts with quantitative throughput growth as infrastructure and in-
dustries are built, and eventually it matures into a pattern with less throughput
growth but more qualitative development. While this pattern of evolution is
encouraging, qualitative development needs to be distinguished from quanti-
tative throughput growth if environmental sustainability is to be approached.

Development by the countries of the northern hemisphere must be used o
free resources (the source and sink functions of the environment) for the growth
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and development so urgently needed by the poorer nations. Large-scale trans-
fers to the poorer countries also will be required, especially as the impact of
economic stability in northern countries may depress terms of trade and lower
economic activity in developing countries. Higher prices for the exports of
poarer countries, as well as debt relief, will be required. Most importantly,
population stability is essential to reduce the need for growth everywhere. This
includes both where population growth has the greatest impact (i.e. in the
northern high-consuming nations) and where population growth is highest (i.c.
in the southern, poor, low-consuming countries).

THE DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY

The definition of ES as the “maintenance of natural capital” constitutes the
input/output rules in Figure 2.

The two fundamental environmental services—the source and sink func-
tions—must be maintained unimpaired during the period over which sustain-
ability is required (23, 27, 31). ES is a set of constraints on the four major
activities regulating the scale of the human economic subsystem: the use of
renewable and nonrenewable resources on the source side, and pollution and
waste assimilation on the sink side. This short definition of ES is the most

. Output Rule:
Waste emissions from a project or actjon being considered should be kept within the as-
similative capacity of the local environment without unacceptable degradation of its future
waste absorptive capacity or other important services.
2. Inpur Rude:
(a) Renewables: harvest rates of renewable resource inputs should be within regenerative
capacities of the natural system that generates them.
{b) Nonrenewables: depletion rates of nonrenewable resource inputs should be set below
the rate at which renewable substitutes are developed by human invention and investment
according to the Serafian quasi-sustainability rule (36-38). An ecasily calculable portien of
the proceeds from liquidating nanrenewables should be allocated to research in pursuit of
sustainable substitutes.
3. Operational Principles:
(a) The scale {population ¥ consumption per capita X technology) of the human eco-
nomic subsystem should be limited to a level which, if not optimal, is at least within the
carrying capacity and therefore sustainable.
_{b) Technalogical progress for sustainable development should be efficiency-increasing
rather than throughput-increasing.
{c) Renewable resources should be exploited on a profit-optimizing, sustained-yield, and
fully sustainable basis.

Figure 2. The definitiop of environmental sustainability
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useful so far and is gaining adherents. The fundamental point to note about
this definition is that ES is a natural science concept and obeys biophysical
laws (Figure 2). This general definition seems to be robust irrespective of
country, sector, or future epoch.

The paths needed by each nation to approach sustainability will not be the
same. Although all countries need to follow the input/output rules, countries
differ in the balance of attention between output and input that will be needed
to achieve ES. For example, some countries or regions must concentrate more
on coutrolling pollution (e.g. former centrally planned economies); some coun-
trics must pay more attention to bringing barvest rates of their renewable
resources down to regeneration rates (e.g. tropical timber—exporting countries);
some countries must bring their population to below carrying capacity; others
must reduce their per capita consumption {e.g. all QECD countries).

‘There are compelling reasons why industrial countries should lead in devis-

Laws:

L. Neither growth in human population nor growth in the rates of resource consump-
tion cap be sustained.

2. The larger the population of a society and the larger its rates of consumption of
resaurces, the more difficult it will be to transform the society to the condition
af sustainability.

3. The response time of populations to changes in the total fertility rate is the length
of time people live from their childbearing years to the end of life, or approxi-
mately SO years.

4. The size of population that can be sustained (the carrying capacity) and the sus-
tainable average standard of living are inversely related to one another.

5. Sustainability requires that the size of the population be less than ar equal to the
carrying capacity of the ecosystem for the desired standard of living.

6. The benefits of population growth and of growth in the rate of consumption of
resources acerue to a few individuals; the costs are home by all of society (the
tragedy of the ¢commons), )

7. (Any) growth in the rate of consumption of a nonrenewable resource, such as
a fossil fuel, causes a dramatic decrease in the life expectancy of the resource.

8. The time of expiration of nonrenewable resources, such as a fossil fuel, causes
a dramatic decrzase i the life expectancy of the resource.

9. When large efforts are made to improve the efficiency with which resources are
used, the resulting savings are easily wiped out by the added resource needs that
arise as a consequence of madest increases in population.

10. When rates of pollution exceed the natural cleansing capacity of the environment,
it is easier to pollute that it is to clean up the enviremment.

1. Humans will always be dependent on agriculture so land and other renewable re-
sources will always be essential.

Figure 3a. Bartlett’s Laws relating to sustainability and hypotheses about sustainability
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Hypotheses:

L. For the 1994 average global standaed of living, the 1994 papulation of the earth exceeds carrying
capacity.

2. Increasing population size is the single greatest and most insidious threat ta representative
democracy.

3. The costs of programs ta stop population growth are small compared to the costs of population
growth,

4. The time required for a society to make a plapmed transition to sustainability increases with
increases in the size of its population and the average per capita consumption of resoutces.

5. Social stability is a necessary, but not a sufficient, condition for sustaipability. Social stability
tends to be inversely related to population density.

6. The burden of the lowered standard of living that results from population growth and fram. the
decline of resources falls most heavily upon the poor.

7. Environmenta] problems cannat be solved or ameliorated by increases in the rates of consumption
of resources.

8. The ¢nvironment cannot be enhanced or preserved through compromises.

9. By the time overpopulation and shortage of resources are obvicus to most people, the carrying
capacity has been exceeded. It is then too late to think about sustainability.

Figure 3b. Rartlett’s Sustainability Hypathesis (6)

ing paths toward sustainability. They have to adapt far more than do developing
countries. If OECD countries cannot act first and lead the way, it is less likely
that developing countries will choose to do so (95). Not only would it be
enlightened self-interest for the north to act first, but it could also be viewed
as a moral obligation. Second, developing countries are rightly pointing out
(1, 11) that OBECD countries have already consumed substantial amounts of
environmental sink capacity (e.g. nearly all CFCs that are damaging the at-
mosphere were released by OECD countries) as well as source capacity (e.g.
several species of great whales are extinet, and many stocks of fish and tropical
timbers have been depleted below economically harvestable levels). Third,
QECD countries can afford the transition to sustainability because they are
richer. The rich would do themselves good by using the leeway they have for
cutting overconsumption and waste (Figure 3a, 3b).

CAUSES OF UNSUSTAINABILITY

When the human economic subsystem was small, the regenerative and assimi-
lative capacities of the environment appeared infinite. We are now painfully
learning that environmental sources and sinks are finite. These capacities were
very large, but the scale of the human economy has exceeded them. Source
and sink capacities have now become limited. As economics deals only with
scarcities, in the past source and sink capacities of the environment did not
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have to be taken into account. Conventional economists still hope or claim
that economic growth is infinite or at least that we are not yet reaching limits
to growth; hence the fierce recent repudiation of Beyond the Limits of Growth
(60), and the welcome for Brundtland’s call for “5- to 10-fold more growth”
(105). The scale of the human economy is a function of throughput—the flow
of materials and energy from the sources of the environment, used by the
human economy, and then returned to environmental sinks as waste. Through-
put growth is a function of population growth and consumption. Throughput
growth translates into increased rates of resource extraction and pollution (use
of sources and sinks). The scale of throughput has excesded environmental
capacities: That is the definition of unsustainability.

There is lirtle admission yet that consumption above sufficiency is not an
unmitigated good. The scale of the human economy has become unsustainable
because it is living off inherited and finite capital (e.g. fossil fuels, fossil water),
because we do not account for losses of natural capital (e.g. extinctions of
species), nor do we admit the costs of environmental harm. The second reason
for unsustainability is related to the first: government failure to admit that
pollution and fast population growth are doing more harm than good.

THE TIME FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Approaching sustainability is urgent. Consider that if release were halted today
of all substances that damage the ozone shield, the ozone shield may need as
much as one century to return to pre-CFC effectiveness. Every passing year
means sustainability has to be achieved for an additional 100 million people.
Though environmental sources and sinks have been providing humanity with
their services for the last million years, and until recently have seemed vast
and resilient, we have at last begun to exceed them and to damage them
worldwide. Where environmental services are substinitable, the substitution
achieved has been marginal. Most natural capital or environmental services
cannot be substituted for, and their seif-regenerating properties are slow and
cannot be significantly hastened, That is why environmental sustainability has
a time urgency.

Much of the resistance to accepting the necessity of a sustainability approach
is that politicians have considered the consequences of doing so—controlling
consumerism and waste, halting human population growth, and probably re-
ducing population size, and relying on renewable energy—to be politically
unacceptable, These are all felt to be politically damaging, so they are not put
forward as much-needed societal goals. Instead, society calls for incremental
progress in such disparate areas as enforcing the ‘polluter pays’ principle,
support of women's reproductive health, educating girls, or clean technology.
Important though these goals are, they are not enough, yet no one calls for the
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redistribution of resources from rich to poor. It is impossible for us to grow
out of poverty and environmental degradation. It is precisely the nonsustain-
ability of throughput growth beyond a certain scale that gives urgency to the
concept of sustainability (27, 28). All forms of growth are unsustainable,
whether in the number of trees, people, great whales, levels of atmospheric
CQO,, or GNP.

The world will in the end become sustainable, one way or another. We can
select the timing and nature of that transition and the levels of sustainability
to be sought, or we can let depletion and pollution dictate the abruptness of
the final inevitable mansition, The former will be painful; the latter deadly,
The longer we delay agreement on goals for levels of sustainability, the more
the source and sink capacities will be damaged, the larger the number of people
that will have to be accommodated on earth, and the more difficult the tran-
sition will be. For example, species extinctions are happening fast now, and
they are accelerating. If that process continues for several decades, we will
inevitably reach sustainability at a much poorer and less resilient level.

NATURAL CAPITAL AND SUSTAINABILITY

Of the four kinds of capital (natural, human, human-made, and social), envi-
ronmental sustainability requires maintaining natural capital; understanding
ES thus includes defining “natural capital” and “maintenance of resources”
(or at least “non-declining levels of resources™). Natural capital—the natural
environment—is defined as the stock of environmentally provided assets (such
as soil, atmosphere, forests, water, wetlands), which provide a flow of useful
goods or services; these can be renewable or nonrenewable, and marketed or
nonmarketed. Sustainability means maintaining environmental assets, or at
least not depleting them. “Income” is sustainable by the generally accepted
Hicksian definition of income (47). Any consumption that is based on the
depletion of natural capital is not income and should not be counted as such.
Prevailing models of economic analysis tend to treat consumption of natural
capital simply as income and therefore tend to promote patterns of economic
activity that are unsustainable. Consumption of natural capital is liquidation,
or disinvestment-—the opposite of capital accumulation.

Now that the environment is so heavily used, the limiting factor for much
economic development has become natural capital. For example, in marine
fishing, fish have become limiting, rather than fishing boats. Timber is limited
by remaining forests, not by sawmills; petroleum is limited by geological
deposits and atmospheric capacity to absorb COy, not by refining capacity. As
natural forests and fish populations become limiting, we begin to invest in
plantation forests and fish ponds. This introduces an important hybrid category
that combines natural and human-made capital—a category we may call “cul-
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tivated natural capital.” This category is vital to human well-being, accounting
for most of the food we eat, and a good deal of the wood and fibers we use.
The fact that hurmanity has the capacity to “cultivate? natural capital dramati-
cally expands the capacity of natural capital to deliver services. But cultivated
natural capital (agriculture) is separable into human-made capital (e.g. tractors,
diesel irrigation pumps, chemical fertilizers, biocides) and natural capital (e.g.
topsoil, sunlight, rain). Eventually the natural capital proves limiting.

Natural Capital Is Now Scarce

In an era in which natural capital was considered infinite relative to the scale
of human use, it may have been reasonable not to deduct natural capital
consumption from gross receipts in calculating income. That era is now past.
Environmental sustainability needs the conservative effort to maintain the
traditional (Hicksian} meaning and measure of income now that natural capital
is no longer a free good but is more and more the limiting factor in develop-
ment. The difficulties in applying the concept arise mainly from operational
problems of measurement and valuation of natural capital, as emphasized by
Ahmad et al (2), Lutz (56), and El Serafy (37, 38).

Three Degrees of Environmental Sustainability

Sustainability can be divided into three degrees—weak, strong and absurdly
strong—depending on how much substitution one thinks there is among the
four types of capital (natural, human, human-made, and social) (32):

Weak environmental sustainabiliry: Weak ES is maintaining total capital intact
without regard to the partitioning of that capital among the four kinds. This would
imply that the various kinds of capital are more or less substitutes, at least within
the boundaries of current levels of economic activity and resource endowment,
Given current liquidation and gross inefficiencies in resource use, weak sustain-
ability would be a vast improvement as a welcome first step but would by no
tmeans constitate ES. Weak sustainability is a necessary but not sufficient condi-
tion for ES. Weak sustainability is rejected by Beckerman (10), but the concept
is finding some acceptance in economic circles. Tt means we could convert all or
mast of the world's natural capital into human-made capital or artifacts and still
be as well off! For example, society would be better off, it is claimed by those
espousing weak sustainability, by converting forests to houses, and oceanic fish
stocks into nourished humans. Human capital-—educated, skilled, experienced,
and healthy people—is largely lost at the death of individuals, and so it must be
renewed each generation, whereas social capital persists in the form of books,
knowledge, art, family and community relations.

Strong environmental sustainability: Strong ES requires maintaining separate
kinds of capital. Thus, for natural capital, receipts from depleting oil should be
invested in ensuring that energy will be available to future generations at least as
plentifully as that enjoyed by the beneficiaries of today’s oil consurmnption. This
assumes that natural and human-made capital are not perfect substitutes. On the
contrary, they are complements at least to some extent in most production func-
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tions. A sawmill (human-made capital) is worthless without the complementary
natural capital of a forest. The same logic would argue that if there are to be
reductions in one kind of educational investments, they should be offset by
increased investments in other kinds of educatiof, not by investments in roads.
Of the three degrees of sustainability, strong sustainability seems greatly prefer-
able mainly because of the lack of substimtes for much natural capital, the fact
that natural capital and not human-made capital is now limiting, and the need for
prudence in the face of many irreversibilities and uncertainties. Pearce et al
(71-73), Costanza (19), Costanza & Daly (20), Opschoor, Van der Straaten, van
den Bergh, most ecologists, and most ecological economisis prefer or are coming
round to some version of strong sustainability.

Absurdly strong environmental sustainability: We would never deplete any-
thing. Nonrenewable resources—absurdly—could not be used at all. All minerals
would remain in the ground. For renewables, only net annual growth increments
could he harvested in the form of the overmature portion of the stock. Some
ecologists fear we may be reduced to this type of sustainability—harvesting only
aovermature growth increments of renewables, in which case this sustainability is
better called “superstrong” sustainability {67).

There are tradeoffs between human-made capital and natural capital. Eco-
nomic logic requires us to invest in the limiting factor, which now is often
natural rather than human-made capital, which was previously limiting. Op-
erationally, this translates into three concrete actions as noted in Figure 4,

SUSTAINABILITY AND SUBSTITUTABILITY

Conventional economics and technological optimists depend heavily on sub-
stitutability as the rule rather than the exception. Ecology has paid inadequate

1) FOSTER REGENERATION OF NATURAL CAPITAL:

Encourage the growth of natural capital by reducing oir current level of exploitation
of it. For example, lengthen rotations (of forest cutting or arable crops) to permit
full regeneration; limit catches (2.g. of fish) to prudently well within long-term sus-
tained yield estimates. '

RELIEVE PRESSURE ON NATURAL CAFPITAL:

Invest in projects to relieve pressure on patural capital stocks hy expanding cultivated
natural capital, such as tree plantations to relieve pressure on natural forests. Reduc-
ing pollution and waste provides more time for assimilative capacities to regenerate
themselves.

IMPROVE EFFICIENCY IN USE OF NATURAL CAPITAL:

Increase the end-use efficiency of products (such as improved cookstoves, solar heat-
ers and cookers, wind pumps, selar pumps, manure rather than chemical ferilizer).
Extend the life-cycle, durability, and recyclability of products to imprave overall
efficiency, as would taxing planned obsolescence and ephemerata.

2

3

Figure 4. Rebuilding natural capital stocks
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attention to the extent of substitutability between natural and human-made
capital, yet it is central to the issue of sustainability. Substitutability is the
ability to offset a diminished capacity of environmental scurce and sink serv-
ices to provide healthy air, water, ete, and to abserb wastes. The importance
of substitutability is that if it prevails, then there can be no limits, because if
an environmental good is destroyed, it is argued, a substitute can replace it.
When White Pine or sperm whales became scarce, there were acceptable
substitutes, When easily gathered surficial oil flows were exhausted, drilling
technology enabled very deep depasits to be tapped. In Europe, when the native
forest was consumed, timber for houses was replaced with brick. If bricks did
not substitute for timber, then timber was imported.

The realization that substitutability is the exception, rather than the rule, is
not yet widespread, despite Ehrlich's warning (33, 34). However, once limits
of imports cease to mask substitutability (e.g. US Pacific Northwest and British
Columbia timber controversies show the limits of imports), then it becomes
plain that most (but not all) forms of capital are more complementary or neutral
and are less substitutable. Economists who hope that natural capital and hu-
man-made capital are substitutes claim that total capital (i. e. the sum of natural
and human-made capital) can be maintained constant in some aggregate value
sense. This reasoning, built on the questionable premise that human-made
capital is substitutable for natural capital, means it is acceptable to divest
natural capital (i.e. deplete environmental source or sink capacities) as long as
an equivalent value has been invested in human-made capital. Even this weak
sustainability is not required by national accounting rules. Indeed, our national
accounts simply count natural capital liquidation as income (37, 38).

Unfortunately, that is also the way the world is being run at the micro or
firm level; user costs are rarely calculated (53). We consume environmental
sotrce capacity by releasing many wastes (e.g. CO,, CFCs, oxides of sulfur
and nitrogen that make acid rain) into the air because we claim the investment
in energy production and refrigeration (human-made capital) substitutes for
healthy air or atmosphere. We extinguish species (depletion of bicdiversity
source capacity) by converting jungle to cattle ranches because the human-
made capital (or strictly quasi-human made agriculture) is a substitute for the
natural capital of biodiversity. Such “weak sustainability” has not yet been
achieved, and it would be a great improvement were it attained. But, because
human-made and natural capital are far from perfect substitutes, weak sustain-
ability is a dangerous goal. It would be risky as an interim stage on the way
to any reliable concept of sustainability.

Ecolegists attach great importance to Baron Justus von Liebig’'s Law of the
Minimum—the whole chain is only as strong as its weakest link. The factor
in shortest supply is the limiting factor because factors are complements, not
substitutes. If scarcity of phosphate is limiting the rate of photosynthesis, then
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photosynthesis would not be enhanced by increasing another factor such as
nitrogen, light, water, or CO,. If one wants faster photosynthesis, one must
ascertain which factor is limiting and then invest in that one first, until it is no
lenger limiting. More nitrogen fertilizer cannot substitute for lack of phosphate,
precisely because they are complements. Environmental sustainability is based
on the conclusion that most natural capitat is a complement for human-made
capital, and not a substitute. Complementarity is profoundly unsettling for
conventional economics because it means there are limits to growth, or limits
to environmental source and sink capacities. Human-made capital is a very
poor substitute for most environmental services. Substitution for some life-
support systems is impossible.

A compelling argument that hurnan-made capital is only a marginal substi-
tute for natural capital is the reductio ad absurdum case in which all natural
capital is liquidated into hurnan-made capital. We might survive the loss of
fossil fuels, but what would substitute for topsoil and breathable air? Only in
science fiction could humanity survive by breathing bottled air from back-
packs, and eating only hydroponic greenhouse food. If there is insufficient
substitutability between natural capital and human-made capital, then through-
put growth must be severely constrained and eventually cease. While new
technology may postpone the transition from quantitative growth to qualitative
development and environmental sustainability, current degradation shows that
technology is inadequate. “For natural life-support systems no practical sub-
stitutes are possible, and degradation may be irreversible. In such cases (and
perhaps in others as well), compensation cannot be meaningfully specified.”

(92, 93).

COMMON MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Is ES the Same as Sustained Yield?

There is a lively debate, especially in forestry and fishery circles, about whether
environmental sustainability is “sustained yield” (8-Y). Clearly ES includes,
but is far from limited to, sustained yield. ES is applied at the aggregate level
to all the values of an ecosystem, not to just a few species of timber trees or
fish. ES is akin to the simultaneous S-Y of many interrelated populations in
an ecosystem. S-Y is ES restricted to a small fraction of the members of the
ecosystem under consideration. S-Y is often used in forestry and fisheries to
determine the optimal—most profitable-—extraction rate of timber or fish. ES
counts all the natural services of the sustained resource. S-Y counts only the
service of the product extracted and ignores all other natural services. S§-Y
forestry counts only the timber value extracted; ES forestry counts all services,
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including protecting vulnerable ethnic-minority forest dwellers, biodiversity,
genefic values, intrinsic as well as instrumental values, climate, wildlife, carbon
balance, water source and water moderation values, ecosystem integrity in
general (96), and of course, timber extracted. The relation between the two is
that if S-Y is actually achieved, then the stock resource (e.g. the forest) will
be nearer sustainability than if $-Y is not achieved. 8-Y in tropical forestry is
doubtful now (55) and will be more doubtful in the future as human population
pressures intensify, But even were S-Y to be achieved, that resource is unlikely
to have also attained ES. The optimal solution for a single variable, such as
S-Y, usually (possibly inevitably) results in declining utility or declining natu-
ral capital sometime in the future, and therefore it is not sustainable.

Is ES Certain or Uncertain?

Environmental sustainability is a rather clear concept. However, there is much
uncertainty about the details of its application. After scientists have spent
centuries trying to estimate sustained yield for a few species of timber trees
or fish, they are now questioning whether they can ever be successful (55),
leaving aside whether humans would accept sustainable yield extraction rates
once they were determined. Considering that ES is more complex than S-Y
suggests a high degree of uncertainty. Today we are largely empirical in our
assessment of assimilative capacity also. We allow a limit to be exceeded,
often for years, before we muster the political will to start addressing the
problem. Damage to the ozone shield was argued for years before CFC manu-
facturers agreed to phase CFCs out, and then they did so only when economic
substitutes had been found. Even so, scientific understanding of biophysical
linkages is weak, so there is much uncertainty, and hence a compelling need
for the precautionary principle to prevail widely. Colleagues addressing ES
should seek rough rather than precise indicators of sustainability so that we
can move on. Better to be roughly right than precisely wrong.

Is ES More of a Concern for Developing Countries?

The countries of the northern hemisphere are responsible for the overwhelming
share of global environmental damage today, and it is unlikely that poor
countries will want to move toward sustainability if the north doesn’t do so
first. The northern bemisphere more than the southern can decrease global
warming risks by reducing greenhouse gas emissions, for example. The north
has to adapt to ES more than the south, and arguably before the south. The
main exception is biodiversity, most of which is contained in tropical ecosys-
tems. The north can afford to exert leadership on itself. But because developing
economies depend to a much greater extent than do QECD economies on
natural resources, especially renewables, the south has much to gain from
reaching ES. In addition, because much tropical environmental damage is



20 GOODLAND

irreversible, it is either impossible or more expensive to rehabilitate tropical
than temperate environments, so the south will gain more from a preventive
approach than from emulating the shornt-sighted and expensive curative ap-
proach and similar mistakes of the north.

Does ES Imply Reversion to Autarky or the Stone Age?

As soon as society perceives that environmental sustainability means conser-
vation of life-support systems, people will derand it on the grounds of welfare,
equity, or economics. The poor suffer most from pollution and from the higher
prices caused by depletion. The poor are Jeast able to protect themselves against
scarcities (e.g. of clean water, clean air) and pollution. Among the rich, only
a few are acting on the message that affluence and overconsumption do not
increase welfare. Much more education is needed for overconsumers to realize
that rides in limousines are often slower as well as more polluting than those
on the metro, and that eating three steaks a day reduces fitness. As the costs
of overconsumption. increase (sickness and decreased productivity, health
costs, heart attack, stroke), this message will spread. Reducing waste means
needing fewer land fills and trash incinerators, which would improve human
welfare. The concept of sufficiency (doing more or enough with less) needs
dissemination.

ES Involves Public Choice

ES as biophysical security is connected to welfare, and both are somewhat
connected to econormics, especially to efficiency of use. Public choice governs
the rate at which society elects to approach ES voluntarily and purposefully,
or, as at present, to recede from it. Society has the choice of an orderly
transition to environmental sustainability on our terms, or of letting biophysical
damage dictate the timing and speed of the transition. If society allows bio-
physical deterioration to make the transition to ES for us, the transition is likely
to be unacceptably harsh for humans. That is why clarity and education are so
important in the race to approach ES. Partly because recognition of the need
for ES is so recent, political will and institutional capacity now have to catch
up. There will be powerful losers when society decides to move toward ES
and toward making polluters pay. Institutional strengthening therefore is a
necessary condition for ES.

CONCLUSION

This paper reviews the current status of the debate about the concept of
environmental sustainability and discusses related aspects of growth, limits,
scale, and substitutability. While the paths leading to ES in each country or
sector will differ, the goal remains constant. But this conceptualization is far
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from an academic exercise. The monumental challenge of ensuring, within
less than two human generations, that as many as ten billion people are decently
fed and housed without damaging the environment on which we all depend,
means that the goal of environmental sustainability must be reached as soon
as humanly possible.
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