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Abstract: The shibboleth of global environmental politics
today, sustainable development has got a variety of
implications and definitions. Some of these defims and
interpretations overlap, whereas some of them gpaitest
and conflict with one another. This controversiaiure of the
term turns it into an overarching discourse whielcdimes a
parameter with many other derivatives for all depehent-
related discussions. Having too many definitionsd an
therefore being ambiguous and unclearly defineel pitlitics

of sustainable development is moving towards fytilor in
other terms complete inefficiency. In order tolsaetown this
interpretation debate, | propose a heuristic schemeghich

the most basic perspectives are introduced whiteeasame
time listing the basic weaknesses in this integii@n
procedure, so as to clarify the inherent paradox in
sustainability
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Surdurdlulebilir Kalkinmayi Anlamak:
Belirsizlik ve Catisma

Ozet: Bugiinkii kiiresel cevre politikasinin slogani haline
gelen sirdurdlebilir kalkinmanin birgok anlam venitai
bulunmaktadir. Bu anlam ve tanimlarin bazilari gintken
digerleri acgik bir bicimde birbiriyle cagmakta ya da bir
digerini reddetmektedir. Terimin tarhali dgsasi terimi
merkezi bir séylem haline dostiirmis ve kalkinmayla ilgili
biitiin tartgmalarda birgcok tlrevi de olan bir parametre haline
getirmistir. Cok c¢aitli tanimlara sahip oldgundan
belirsizlggen ve tanimi zorkan sirdarilebilir kalkinma
sonugsuzlga, diger bir deysle de topyekiin barisizlga
dogru ilerlemektedir. Cajmada, bu yorumlama tagtnasini
oturtmak ve sirdirilebiligin kendi igcindeki paradoksu
netlgtirmek adina, yorumlama strecindeki temel sorunlari
belirlenmesi kaydiyla,temel bakacilarinin takdim edilgi
analitik birsema sunulacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sirdirulebilir Kalkinma, Belirsizlik,
Sonugsuzluk

INTRODUCTION

Sustainable development is the famous perenniabsghr
among a wide range of governmental and nongovertaihen
institutions, academic studies; the slogan of pasnand
activists as the paradigm of development. It wasuparized
through the highly effective Brundtland Repoxir Our
Common Futurewhich was the thidlin a series of UN

PYrd.Dog.Dr. Adiyaman UniversitesiiBF, Kamu Yonetimi
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This report was published by the intergovernmental
commission of the UN, presided by Mrs. Gro Harlem
Brundtland, prime minister of Norway, in order toakiate
environmental issues.

2 The first one was the Brandt Commission’s Prograrfone
Survival and Common Crisi$he ensuing one was the Palme

initiatives. Beginning with the emergence of thebgll
environmental discourse by the 19%0she concept of
providing the prospective generations with equal
environmental opportunities gained widespread aecep
and familiarity. The formal addressing to thisuisdirstly by
the report Our Common Futur@ot only enhancedivil and
non-civil participation but it also turned ‘sustabie
development’ into a sensational promotion which was
effective nearly at all levels of environmental gavance and
commercial spheres.

However, even if the mention of intra-generatiomadl inter-
generational equity were constantly made, the bariesl of
sustainable development were not rigidly definedabse
what sustainable development simply meant and vedys
achieving sustainable development were confusedé(Le
1991; Pearce et al., 1990; Pearce, 1993; Pearc&arfdrd,
1993). A variety of concepts and conditions fortaimable
development have emerged, and for some people htss
created confusion (Tisdell, 1993). Instead of catmant to
beneficial solutions and practices, sustainableckb@ment
was more a matter of politics and discussion fiillstock
phrases. Palmer, Cooper and Vorst (1997), Pezzey and
Toman (2002) mention of sustainable developmetfagzy
buzzword, which is always talked about but nothing
considerable is achieved. The metaphor is so mbcisea
that it may become meaningless (O'Riordan 1988:&8)a
result, more than 20 years have passed since ®f@s1aut,
even if there have been many rigorous efforts Wiemint
circles to operationalize the concept within thaivn terms
(Mebratu, 1998), there is not yet a clear and aeéiag
definition of the concept.

There are no major scientific breakthroughs in theor

method but rather, it represents a political andainshift,

legitimized by the underlying science and capitatizon the
residual uncertainty (Aguirre, 2002: 105). Moregwetrend
which was initially based upon ecological and epwimental
concerns has turned out to be hovering around itiged of
economy by means of the institutionalization fosterby

increasing journals, bureaucratic discussion, imgin
programs and international treaties (Aguirre, 2002;

Fergus and Rowney, 2005).

Commission’s work on security and disarmam&ammon
Security. But the most influential of all was that of the
Brundtland Commission’s (Pearce at al., 1990).

% Malthus (1976/1798) towards the end of th& 1Zentury,
Jevons (1977/1865) in the second half of th& &&ntury
were concerned about how Britain’s ever increasiadyd
demands could be supplied; the President’s MaseRalicy
Commission (1952) in the second half of the 20thtuogn
was concerned about how post-war America’s growetiict
be sustained as during war time the finite resauhza been
exploited to a large extent. Moreover, just conterapy with
the Brundtland Report, Barbier (1987) discussed many
concepts and notions that still have been enduirnghe
modern world when both developed and developingcas
are handled in terms of sustainability.

* Fergus and Rowney (2005) add yet another dimertsion
this discussion by saying that sustainable devedopm
evolved also within a scientific paradigm.



In addition to this, there is lack of inconsisterioyhow the
contemporary world conceives sustainable developnidris
is because of the existence of an incomplete pgocepf the
problems of poverty and environmental degradatiand
confusion about the role of economic growth anduatbe
concepts of sustainability and participation (L&691:607).
Pezzey (1992: xi) says that the most dominant madel
sustainable development in the modern world is alassical
theory combining ecology and trade but even itflaags and
clashes within itself.

Even if two decades went by, the concept of suabdin
development is rather elusive. This most possitdns from
the concept’s dynamic and unfixed nature. The ainthis
study is to introduce the diverse meanings of Suside
development acquired within these twenty yearsesit@87
and both to classify and clarify the rapidly expagd
concept. Instead of reiterating and proliferatingthb
contradictory and competing views, | aim to constra
general base by which the concept can be moresdetl
avoid trying to prove that the concept is paradaixénd utter
an ultimate meaning and instead focus on the sfatdfairs
that have rendered sustainable development inaféeeind
related concepts confusing.

This article is an examination of the discourseudtainable
development while at the same time elaborating foeh an
upsurge happened to be. Though | will not buildaarework

to entail suggestions to cope with the sensatistmatture of

the concept, | will critically assess the ambiguqagh of
sustainable development and concede that as all the
discourses evolve upon time, how we understand and
interpret the couple of sustainable development and
sustainability is much subject to the context adaby
various conjuntures.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT: WHAT IS IT
EXACTLY?

In spite of the fact that the literal meaning o€ thhrase
‘sustainable development’ is clear and simply digsi
permanent development, it is quite difficult to gian exact
definition of sustainable development that entals the
relative dynamics within the concebtHowever, the
definition given in the Brundtland Report, developingrat
meets the needs of the present without compromitiieg
ability of future generations to meet their own €if&/CED,
1987: 43), is the most commonly cited of all. Innpaircles
there is surely a context and usage of sustainable
development. Does it actually imply a strategy velbgrthe
future generations are considered? Does it amauatset of
rules to ensure the development of developing cmsmtdoes

it target the susceptible groups of the world oit ia guise
that is used by developed countries to go on thditrary
industrial behavio?The range of possible explanations to
what sustainable development is and the extensibn o
literature make it difficult to arrive at an endpbiand the
content is too broad to manage, meaning somethaegfer
different groups (Campbell, 1994; Marshall, 2002)islthe

5 Fowke and Prasad (1996) have identified at l&gst
different definitions.

% See also Jacobs (1999), Kacowicz (2007) and Mag@n)
for a broader version of sustainable developmettimithe
North-South context.

main currency of almost all players in environméatana
from radical greens through technocentric enviramésts
to capitalists defending economic growth (Jacol8§91 22)
So, all these political underpinnings includedha tefinition
of the term reflect subjective biases and mostliystiey are
inadequate and counterproductive.

There are yet various other contexts the term matike is
applied to. For instance the terms ecological suaitdlity,
sustainable economical development, sustainablele tra
sustainability of natural resources are commonlyeoked in
the environmental jargon. All these various corgedevelop
a distinct definition of their own, creating theoptem of
ambiguity. What set out as a target of the enviremtal
agenda turns out to be a discourse with a broaderari
definitions. This diversity of meanings appears e
inevitable to us due to the efforts of individuadsd
organizations to create meanings (Graham, 2006:AS).
Graham draws on it too, current understandings of
sustainable development depend on a broad intgoreland
coexistence of ideas and perceptions on sociahaeoiz, and
environmental issues.

Though the word ‘developmeftentails a change towards
the better and the inserting of the adjective @nstble’
implies a going on development at face value, tigable
nature of the term and its being molded withinetiéht ends
complicate the efforts to understand what sustéénab
development and sustainability are exactly in theivn
fashions.

If we set out with the definition of the Brundtland
commission, which still endures, we can all at onctce the
subtle nature behind the discourse from the brdfacet of
the definition. The second part of the definitidvie’eting the
demands of the poor while at the same time redogcthe
future and present’ makes us aware of the paradai is
inherently located in the definition because tlésahd part
implicitly involves the limitations of the envirorent to
supply the demands posed by both existing and potise
generations. Hence, this hidden clash allows feargety of
outlooks on the subject.

The first step to cope with the broad range ofrdédins and
conceptualizations of sustainable development, tveuls
first of all and therefore eliminate the so called
‘environmental paradox” which simply can be positesl
‘more demand than supply’ as also included in theBW
definition. This in other terms refers to the mischabetween
what is demanded of the earth and what the earthgable
of supplying (Cahill, 2001; Cahill and FitzpatrickO(L;
Hansen, 2004; Pezzey et al., 2005).

If this paradox is taken as the root cause creathm
definition tension and political vagueness, thee thuest
measure would be balancing the scale by way ofeeith
increasing the natural supplies or decreasing #raathds.
Although the gap cannot be bridged completelyait still be

" For more information about the definition of dey@hent
see Pearce et al., (1995). In the book it is maiaththat
development is a vector of desirable social objestiwhich
are increases in real income per capita; improvésnén
health and nutritional status, educational achierm
Access to resources; a fairer distribution of ineprand
increases in basic freedoms.



eliminated to large extent. Therefore, the questi@mswers
and discussions within this paradoxical context pose the
base via which we can understand sustainable dawelat.
This paradox resolution also requires the eradinatif the
confusion between ‘growth’ and ‘development’ asytlzze
two distinct referrals. Though they seem quite fpelran fact
they are nearly on different paths. While the tegnowth’

implies an increase in the number or size of indicsaof
economy like GNP per capita, ‘development’ implias
broader set of indicators related to the qualitiifef®

Here will be emphasized the most common perspectirth

their subunits related also to the overall disarssibout the
lack of a rigid definition of sustainable developrhewhich

in turn gives rise to futility.

The Neo-Classical Economics

‘The more effective the resources are used, thee mill be
the economic growth’ is the adage of neo-classical
economists. To put simply then, the definition bé tneo-
classical economics can be articulated as ‘the teaémce of
a constant per capita consumption for all genemat{&olow,
1956; Tietenberg, 1988; Costanza and Daly, 1990;a0inat
1994b) or the maintenance of non-declining per teapi
income over the indefinite future (Pezzey, 198%istSinable
development can be achieved as long as the stédeapial
available to future generations are at least efjutile stocks
available to the current generation (Asafu-Adj8@05: 309)

Critical theorists from a wide range of disciplinesve
worked to highlight the issues inherent to thea&unsble
development thesis, especially as it is conceivitinv

the neo-classical economic development model. To
oversimplify this model is to claim it involves
maximizing aggregate economic growth by adopting
either the capitalist ‘free market’ or the planristhte
monopoly  capitalist model’ (or  appropriate
combinations and variations thereof). Such an idea
assumes that, in the long run, the ‘trickle dowffee of
growth will make the inequality of wealth distrilmn
palatable. Critics, however, point to the high power
rates among minorities and lower-class citizens in
industrialized nations as evidence of the failufehe
neo-classical approach. After more than two hundred
years of economic growth, these groups remain poor-
and the critical theorist might quip that the tilees not
raise all boats (Graham, 2006:7).

As is understood, the famous Brundtland definitianrmot be
reconciled with the neo-classical perspective dftainable
development. The Brundtland Report includes the Votig:
if needs are to be met on a sustainable basis #rth'&
natural resource base must be conserved and emhance
(WCED, 1987:57). Neo-classical economic standing has
nothing to do with environmental preservation andrety
pays attention to stocks of wealth or capital. Tving
force being economic growth, the neoclassical ecor®

8 See Ackoff (1992), Daly (1987) and Georgescu-Rpege
(1988) for a comparative contrastive analysis awgh and
development.

unfortunately cannot appreciate the critical staftenany
resources and environment. What is more, enviromahen
growth can perhaps be useful in third world coestrbut
applying the same theory to developed countries arag
bring about futile development in the sense thadteases
impairment even in relatively short periods of tink&ven in
developing countries it is not a wise solution tepleit
natural resources to improve income per capitaessdn
external debts.

Weak Sustainability: The Fallacious Anthropocentrism

Also known as shallow environmentalism (see Gougi90;
Devall, 2001;Willlams and Millington, 200%) weak
sustainability entails that human development anell w
being® are the targets of sustainable discourse and
technology can substitute most of the resourcesath. If

the resources are more carefully exploited andnigdgical
solutions can be put forward so as to combat tipéetien of
natural resources and pollution, then developmem e
sustainablé!

This approach can be viewed as quite non-revolatipin
the sense that it is content with the environmebégal going
of the world. Naively assuming that technology ceplace
natural resources and ignoring the fact that mdsthe
developing countries rely upon these to live andbye weak
sustainability is somewhat an ungrounded, impldesib
approach though the modern world is too much emdxe:da
this.

The idea that nature is a ‘resource’ to be usedhfemhenefit
of society and individuals, and the mankind hasrigkt to
dominate nature might be considered as a Judeoti@hris
conceptualization of the connection between peapid
nature (Bourdeau, 2004; Williams and Millington, 2p0
However, this conceptualization is a fallacy havinduced
gradual loss of what is thought to be owned andenes.

The cultivator, as artist or critic, like the sdish has so
often regarded nature as low, as threat, as tradede

® Devall (2001) and Gough (1990) criticize shallow

environmentalism as being too heedless towardéatitehat
human being is an integral part of ecology and etfoee
environment should be valued.

10 9well-being’ or ‘welfare’ is the catchword of weak

sustainability perspective. It is even the very suea of
sustainable development according to Daly and CtBB9).
There exist also other studies about the indicabbrareak
sustainability such as Cobb et al.,(1995), whichwshthe
very fragmentation beneath how sustainable devedopm
should be interpreted, even though they overlapgougome
extent.

11 Some economists led by Pearce developed the kapita
based standard of weak and strong sustainabilitptegrate
the capital and natural dimensions into the assessrof
sustainable development (Pearce and Atkinson, 199&)rs

is also an empirical review of 18 different econesnwithin

the context of weak and strong sustainable devetopm



origin and therefore in need of conquest and dotiaina
The cultivated subject is seen to be the mind grown
above nature and in command of it, totally sepdrata

the baseness of body. This discourse has selflyde
failed. Humanity has damaged its own ecosystem, its
collective and interdependent body, through the
alienation of self from a nature that is extero#her. An
ecology of survival extols neither a rationalistronand

of nature nor a romantic return to it—nature newvent
away—but a major reassessment of social and ecanomi
actions according to their effects on wellbeinghivitthe
biological and social ecology. If humanity is tangue,

we must recognize that there is no ‘outside’ frohiol

to speak or act; we must gain a new normative matri
for the conception and production of the world.\8ual

is the one universal value that transcends the
proclamation of difference. (Fry and Willis 198R®1)

At the very heart of weak sustainability theretis idea of
economic progress. This is the indicator of develept?
Coupled with technology, economic progress or grbhigh

the ultimate aim and the ultimate hope of ‘weaki@ngrs’.

The groundless optimism that this couple can remibdy
stock of resources and allow people to manage the
environment within the context of their economioakds is
perhaps the solution provided by this party topgheblematic
environmental paradox.

It is possible therefore to lay a claim that weagtainability
theorists are not much concerned with and worribdut
environmental protection. The advocates’ economitapital
based stance taken into account, weak sustaineppge to
build up more efficient institutionalization to dool and
manage exploitation and distribution of naturalorgses in
addition to the distribution of economic outputsdato
produce better equipment in the extraction and ggsiag of
the natural resources so that economic growth wgaladn,
the costs and gains being equitably allocated.

Besides the continuant referral to the possibilftinoreasing
economic efficiency and growth via the means memtib
above, the weak sustainability theorists enundfzeé in this
newly formed system, the net costs and benefitsildhioe
evenly distributed , which in other words can béirndgsl as
‘ecological modernization® This modernization in turn

12 pccording to O’Riordan 1996, one of the best intiics of
economic development or progress is economic growth
without considering the reckless abuse of nature.

13 The growth component implies the creation of farth
productive capacity in any nation, reflected inoamd-run
increase in its output of goods and services(Veeman
2008:15)

4 Though the semantic emphasis seems to be on gcotey
modern capital based economies pay attention taghgain.
For more information see Christoff (1996). He mamgahat
the concept of ecological modernization is incneglsi being
used in policy analysis to indicate deeply embeddad
ecologically self-conscious forms of cultural tremisation.
Its meaning varies significantly depending on authad
context and there is a danger that the term mayestr

brings forth the idea of ‘environmental justite’by
stressing out the need of equitable distributiotwben and
within the generation¥.

The nature of the weak sustainability theory urddldas
ecological modernization and environmental justicean be
maintained the theory apparently strives for theding off
the gap between the rich and poor even if the Uyidgr
concept is drastically the opposite. Having a ghownd
capital oriented stancé, weak sustainability puts little
emphasis on the tension created by ever more isioga
demands by human populations whether rich or pand,
wrongfully mistakes the human being as the master o
environment who has the authority to exert arbjtnaower
on it.

Hence, the neoclassical economist stance and tispqmtive

of weak sustainability define sustainable developnietheir
own terms, with the recurrent emphasis on econdmica
growth including the stock of capitals, human reses,
technology and well being.

The Kuznets Curve

Studies which were carried out in the 1990s inéidahat,

during the usage of some pollutants, environmeqtallity

first deteriorates. However, it improves at a latere. This is

the so called Environmental Kuznets Curve (ERCAs it is

to be understood, this curve is invented somehofeigm to

alleviate the adverse impacts of economic prograss

growth. It is true that technology can to some mixteitigate

the impacts of some pollutants and chemicals. But tmme

can economic growth substitute for the criticalotgses of
the environment. Think of non-renewable fuel reserv
Perhaps, nuclear energy can replace it completanatime

in the future. But, at the same time let's also aersthe

fisheries. Is there any way to reverse the losanafine

biodiversity in addition to other general scale diersity

losses?

legitimize the continuing instrumental dominatiomda

destruction of the environment (p. 476).

15 For a broader discussion of ‘environmental justisee
Rawls (1971).

16 Rees (1995) points implies that the idea of eglétab
distribution is nearly a dream in that tenfold retiton in the
energy and material intensity of economic activitguld be
required to accommodate anticipated economic growth
safety, which in the modern world seems to be rathe
impossible.

17 One can see that capital in its various formsduasipied a
dominant position in the attempts to determine Wwbet
development is sustainable or not- so much soahatent
World Development Rep¢world Bank, 2003) discussed
sustainable development in terms of managing dqdiortof
capital assets (Veeman, 2008:16-7)

18 This is an inverted ‘U’ shaped curve.



Environmental Kuznets curve is for sure the backboif
neo-liberalized or neoclassical perspective of aoable
development. Simply accepting that economic growis
inevitable affects on nature initially, it tries toake up a
scene where there are even environmental benefiteilong
term. It is true that economy and environmentalliguaan

coexist. Cole (2007) sounds out that the relatignletween
emissions and income, even if an inverted U-shafdikély

to be country specific (p.240). Therefore, it iswaong

assumption that technology and economic growth thee
central pathways of the modern world’s sustainghbillThey
are surely more than abstractions as they haveuesed and
molded today’s mentality and shaped the sustairadpeda,
therefore the very definition related to it; howeg\eis not at
all reasonable to stick to technology and growthhaspre-
requisites of sustainable development.

As this is also an invention by a Westerner, itasy to see
the parallelism between Western ecological disasteand
the Kuznet's curve appreciation and approval ofnecaic
growth. Policy makers in developing countries témignore
environmental concerns and instead target at aetelg
economic growth. By doing so, they ignore the padgént
enormity of economic, social and ecological costd the
reality that sometimes the damage incurred is sivier
(Prizzia, 2007: 22). To hold the instantly develdpgeuntries
up as examples to the adverse impacts of envirotathen
insensible economic growth, | will mention China,aitand
and Malaysia which had two or three-fold carbonxitie
emissions per capita after the reforms bringing uabo
economic growth and transformation (World Bank, 7989

The Ecological Perspective

As far as the ecological perspective is conceraestainable
development can be defined as preserving ecologitzrity
and the capacity of nature to remain steadfast iesp
increasing natural resource consumption due to lptipo
growth and industrial expansion. This can be evathas a
rather naive approach unconcerned with the devagtat
velocity of industrial production and consumptionttb in
developed and developing countries. Solomon (199%)
Costanza (1994a) point out to the necessity of ansad
consumption of natural resources without distressihe
environment and letting it maintain its autonomyenv
economy. However, the modern economical trends have
reversed the balance, indicating that the very cagsi
perspective of sustainability is devoid of realisamd
endeavoring somehow in vain in a world of economy.

Strong Sustainability: Just a Fantasy?

Contrary to the anthropocentric worldview of the Wwea
sustainable development, strong sustainable dewelof?

1% There have also been pre-mature deaths and kabcko

health damages in China and surrounding urban eenter
(World Bank, 1999) due to the extravagant attent@n
economic growth.

20 One of the eminent constructers or strong sudtina
development Daly (1987,1990) assertively maintaihat

has got an eco-centric perspective and focuseshen t
natural supply part of the scale if we metaphorihe
environmental paradox to a scale where demand applys
are at imbalances. Even though it has been usurpedak
sustainability in modern economics, the green jesliand
many contemporary arguments still subsist on strong
sustainability. Tolba (1984) explains that most gles
perception about sustainable development is eaddygi
sustainable or sound environmental developmentitdete
unfortunate fact that there are also economicaérpidnings
of the phrase.

The earth is finite in its resources and technology replace
these up to some extent. Hence, that the largee scal
dependency of the human upon nature is unavoidalilieh

in turn mandates the controlled use of nature soaisto
rapidly disrupt the assimilative and adaptive c#yaaf the
environment is the motto among the proponents gt
sustainable development.

Unlike the weak sustainable development perspectivie
ecological modernization and environmental jusf@maising

on economy and welfare, the strong sustainabititgpective
takes in the biotic rights of the nature and vaeathat just as
there are inalienable human rights, the environrhast also
rights which require no justification. Even if tieedbiotic

rights are unattained in practice, it calls forapposition to
the human centered view regarding the human asdhe
measure of everything.

Rhetorically speaking, born as an anti-movement, ébe-
centric perspective articulates its position asp@igainst the
commutability of natural resources through techggland
economical development. Material goods should drdya
means of achieving well-being and it should nothe final
aim. Thus, human-nature relationship should befireld by
way of establishing a more small-scale decentrdlizay of
life based on greater self-reliance, so as to ereasocial
system less destructive towards nature (Wiliamsd an
Millington, 2004:102). This process requires thespit of
self-sufficiency and reliance and looking inwardsffi (See
also lyoha, 1977; Sunkel, 1993; Tiranutti, 2007).

The definition therefore given to us by the advesaif weak
sustainable development implies less dependenasature,
more self reliance and less destructive social ezahomic
system, the credibility and applicability of whittave long
been questioned in a world of ‘capitals’.

The Sociological Perspective

The social perspective deems the attention paidotzial
structures and human as vital in sustaining devedop. This
may sound like the anthropocentric view in thatpiys
attention to human; nevertheless it is much milgled does
not validate aggressive growth and destruction a@imation
plays a crucial role according to this perspedbigeause only
in a given order the problems can be handled waeend
solutions can be readily proposed. A societalesgghat can
maintain its structure and autonomy over time aad be
flexible at times is the goal of socialist sustaitity.
Preservation of culture and all other cultural tssee also
considered as backbones by the social mindset.

there is few if
substitutability.

little chance of a capital-resource



According to Coomer (1979) a sustainable societgsliv
within the self perpetuating limits of its enviroant. Though

it is not a no-growth society, it organizes theitinof growth
and looks for alternative ways of growing (p.1).
‘Development’ is surely for communities and society
However, limiting the politics of sustainability toerely the
societal base would bypass the ecological and eviwab
dimensions.

WEAKNESSES WITHIN THESE CURRENT
INTERPRETATIONS

Poverty causes environmental degradation and economic
growth istherefore of vital importance

The neo-classical pretext justifying the infinitgpitation of
natural resources perceives the igniter of enviemsa
degradation as poor countries’ dependence on res®uo
survive. So, in order to eliminate poverty, econoigiowth
is highly essential. However, economic growth ipafelent
upon resource input. But there is no environmengahrback
as the outputs are either for consumption or paidlagents.

And there is no sense of increasing the per capita
consumption in already developed countries through
sustaining economic growth. As previously mentignibis
may be practical for poor countries but supportegnomic
growth in affluent countries solely contribute tooma
resource exploitation and extravagant consumpfidms is
most possibly the reason why the balance of theewvorld

is being set up between ‘produce and consume’ rlignta

The Inconsistencies between Theory and Practice

The neoclassical economic theory is well awarehef fact

that economic development cannot be yielding withaking

into account how the natural capital is affecte@ do the
adopted policies. However, in practice the neoddaks
economists concentrate on the welfare phenomenbosev
boundaries are also unclear and which is centrahamy

debates. This heedlessness turns the prospeemaaiions
into vulnerable entities whose share is uninsutkdrefore
abusing the shibboleth that there is intergeneratiequity.

Ambiguity of Termsand Lack of Knowledge

‘Sustainable development’ and many other stock ggwdhat
coexist with it have not yet been translated irteotetical
accounts applicable to policy and decision makirere are
not clear and objective definitions of sustainable
development, sustainability, resilience, growth and
development. The world has a blend of subjectiviaitiens

for all which are in an unsolvable knot. All thistal
ambiguity delays empirical approaches and todanethsestill

a wide-scale lack of analytical knowledge to beresl to in

all kinds of assessments. Indeed, not only does dhaotic
multiple-definition state make sustainable develeptnan
unattained construct but also it turns it into aapaed,
hollow discourse.

Lack of Cooperation between Environmentalists and
Economists

The prevailing theories are mono-faceted in tha thither
focus on the possibilities of making tradeoffs hedw

economy and nature or with an optimal control theamd
within the context of renewable and nonrenewablercEs
they endeavor to conceptualize sustainable developms
for how these mono-faceted approaches contribut¢héo
incoherency between theory and practice, it caralged
the other sides are neglected, paving way for degated
political spaces.

Moreover, the weak sustainers basically pay atiantd the
growth component and the strong sustainers revatgand
environmental sustainability. ‘Growth’ componentnéges
the environmental dimension of social welfare drelitlea of
‘environmental sustainability’ short-circuits thetality of
social welfare, although their underpinnings hawme
superficial references to the domain of one another
Furthermore, Common and Perrings (1992) insist that
concepts of ecological and economic sustainabsinpw
remarkable differences, even if it is utterly instson the fact
that sustainability is an intertwined set of bottoreomic and
ecological parameters.

The very existence of two varying paradigms of a@nstble
development -weak and strong- sharply illustratbe t
departure points of environmental and economic
sustainability proponents. While the strong sustan
recklessly entitles that man-made capital can brancated
with the natural one, they cannot notice the corisgmature

of the man and the altruistic nature of environménthey
could, they would be aware of the peril that eadisstution
pretense makes prevailing and future generationse mo
susceptible.

CONCLUSION

It seems that the foremost confusion about sudibEna
development stems form an incomplete understanttieg
problems of poverty and environmental degradation.
Moreover, the role of economic growth is still uttieel. The
imbalance between economical and ecological aspéct
development tend to perpetuate this incomplete eqpian of
sustainable development. My proposal is that ifeftgyment

is targeted towards the more susceptible groupgkeofvorld
and ecolocigal considerations are given privacyr ove
economical ones, the debate will lose heat.

Given that the term is too broad to be defineds ihormal
that various spheres operationalize it accordingtheir
individiual expectations. However, as the term dise
concerns the state planners and political activiske
essential component of sustainability should be tfathe
WCED definition implying intra and intergeneratiorgjuity.

A monolateral conceptualization of sustainable tgument
will always lack the essential components to previd
development that is progressive. Hence, all sgast of
sustainability should take in both the human elemagxd the
ecological system as a whole.

It is impossible to deny that the ®2Tentury neoclassical
philosophy disregards the ethical issues while nifegj
sustainable development. If particularly the polmgnners
pay attention to ethical issues such as the bragicts and
equity wthin and between generations in variougetsp then
‘sustainable development’ may grow out of being an
ambiguous discourse heading towards futility.
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