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Objective of the Paper: “...to visudize sustainable development (SD) as a conceptua
framework for the development process.”

Mindset: to understand Jacob's criteriafor analyzing conceptua frameworks, and to andyze
his criticiams of Brundtland sustainable development.

Principal Points. seeoutlineto follow...

M essage: The author istrying to demondrate that sustainable development as described in the
Brundtland report has some methodologica flaws. He uses various examples from the report to
demongtrate those flaws, and suggests ways that the concept of sustainable devel opment could
be improved by attempting to fit it more closely to the conceptua framework presented, and by
examining the hardcore or set of “givens’ which underlie the propogtions. | find the andyssto
be quite convincing, and will be interested to see the rest of this ongoing Study asit is

completed. | agree that Brundtland sustainability has some pretty serious flaws, among them the
ideathat growth is needed to achieve sustainahility. | dso think the theoretica framework
presented in this paper is aussful modd for creating new prescriptive models of sustainability
(class discussion).

Potential | mprovements: | think that overdl the paper israther unreadable unlessyou're a
philosopher. Readability could be greetly improved by providing examples dong with the
definitions of basic components of the theoretical framework (i.e., hardcore, processors, €c.).
While the author does a pretty good job in analyzing the Brundtland concept of growth, his
second mgor example (the distribution of waste from industridized to developing countries) is
quite weak in comparison. Stan Carpenter caled this example a“ straw man,” referring to the
fact that its flaws are blatantly obvious compared to the more rigorous examples in the paper.
Secondly, it's not clear where the theoretical framework is coming from, ether. 1'd liketo
either see better citation of references, or ese amore in-depth discusson of the framework
itsdf. Findly, the flow of the paper from one level of example to another is quite poor. It's not
clear how the paper is meant to be organized - the trangition from examples of inconsstenciesto
implications for policy research is especidly wesk.



Originality of Work: Good - Jacob provides agood look a some of the underlying beliefs
which lead to the seemingly contradictory propositions of the Brundtland report. While other
authors have identified some of the same contradictions, asfar as |’ ve read no one has traced
them back to the fundamentd “givens’ of the whole WCED committee.

Overall Impression of Work: Hard to digest, but aworthwhile article to wade through.
Jacob presents a good theoretical framework against which to judge somewhat nebulous but
nonetheless popular ideas such as sustainable development, and his criticisms of SD with

respect to the framework seem to be quite well-founded. | hope the references he cites provide
amore thorough description of the theoretica framework, so that | can get a better idea of how
to useit in my own work.

|.Background
A. Two perspectives toward policy:
1. No change until the evidenceis clearer
2. Change now or lose the opportunity to do so
B. What changes are being proposed?
1. Technoeconomic utility -> sustaingbility
2. Sudanability: “Nature’ should provide the norms for devel opment
3. Atomidtic reductioniam -> connectivism (web) between:
a. biosphere
b. noosphere (sociosphere + technosphere)

C. Badc premise: if we can understand how the noosphere interacts with the
biosphere, we can use that understanding to enhance human devel opment
through respect for and management of biogeochemica cycles.

D. Frames of reference for sustanability:

1. Two generd frames.
a.  Anthropocentrism (mainstream)
b. Non-anthropocentrism (e.g., deep ecology)
2. Which frame of reference you choose impacts your views regarding
a. Environmentd ethics
b. Socioeconomic development

1.  TheTheoreticd Framework
A. Two man components.
1. Hardcore: guides the generation, interpretation and communication of
knowledge within the framework
a. Metaphysca ethic for moraly interpreting redity



b. Normative propositions which provide practica guiddines

c. Vdidity domain: areawhere framework is known to gpply
2. Processors:

a. Mechanisms used to solve problems set by hardcore

b. Threeclasses

(1) Predictive
(2) Explanaory
(3) Desriptive

c. Two processor states.
(1) Sic: causd reaionships among eements are unchanging
(2) Dynamic: causd reaionships change with time, etc.
d. A successful processor must:
(1) bedbleto recognize and eliminate undesirable input features
(2) generate outputs which meet the hardcore s normative criteria
B. Metatheoreticd criteriafor sucess of the framework:
1. Problemisdearly formulated within the framework
a. Everyone mugt agree on basic definitions
b. Ambiguity makesit tough to select the correct processor
2. Base concepts must have consistent meaning over space and time
a.  Good definitions of each concept and congtruct
b. Clearly sated boundariesfor the vdidity domain
C. Rulesfor cregting definitions:
1. Definitions should be stated positively and should not be circular
2. Congructs/concepts should be defined objectively and operationdly
3. Dsfinitions should not be factud propostions, should be empiricaly irrefutable
D. Potentid errorsin processor reasoning:
1. Preferencefor the familiar
2. Incompleteness due to omission or to amassing only evidence which
supportsinitid hypothess and ignoring evidence which refutesiit
Use of logicdly unrdated arguments
Oveaamplification
Lack of controls for confounding factors
Imperfect andogies
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[1l.  TheMeaning of [Brundtland] Sustainable Development
A. WCED Definition: “aprocess of change in which the exploitation of resources,



the direction of investments, the orientation of technologica development, and
ingtitutiond change are dl in harmony and enhance bothcurrent and future potentid
to meet human needs and aspirations.”

B. Theoreticd Framework of Sustainability:
1. Hardcore:

a. Meaphysicd ehic:

C.

(1) Old: maximize present utility

(2) New (SD): maximize continuity of sysem over time

Normeative propositions.

(1) Progressin economic and socid development should enhance,
not degrade, the resource base

(2) Interventions designed to meet (1) should not compromise the ability
of future generations to meet their own needs

Operationa objectives.

(1) Reviving growth

(2) Changing the qudity of growth

(3) Meeting essentid needs for jobs, energy, water, and sanitation

(4) Ensuring asugtainable levd of population

(5) Consarving and enhancing the resource base

(6) Reorienting technology and managing risk

(7) Merging the environment and economics in decison making

(8) Reorienting internationa economic relations

(99 Making development more participatory

2. Processors: seeexamplesin section V.
C. Critiques of the WCED definition:
It's operationd, but the operations themsdves are undefined, e.g.,
a  “morethan just growth—it is about different growth”

1.

b.

lack of definitions for terms such as participation, conservation, €tc.

Multiple interpretations are permitted

Failsto provide a clear demarcation between itsdf and the conventiond
development that it is intended to replace

Examples.

a. Obpjective (9): Making devel opment more participatory

(1) What exactly is meant by “participatory”?
(2) What isthe linkage between participation and SD, anyway?
(3) What should be the scope of participation?



(4) How to compare cross-nationd levels of participation?
(5) Anoperationd definition is needed...
b. Normative propogtion 2: don’'t compromise future generations...

(1) Uptowhat point should a high weighting be accorded to adverse
environmenta impacts?

(2) Predicive processors require awell-developed information base
(which we don't have for environmental complexity)

(3) Eveything mug be rationdized in terms of its benefits to humans

Some Examples of Incongstency in [Brundtland] Sustainable Development
(Cese 1. Growth as a Solution to Environmenta Degradation)
A. The Brundtland argument:
1. Poverty isresponsble for environmental degradation because “those
who are poor and hungry will often destroy their immediate environment
to survive.”
2. Therefore, to diminae poverty, the solution is growth...
B. Problems.
1. Growth asasolutionisin direct conflict with other parts of the report which
proposes that many growth-rdaed activities are harmful in indugtridized
countries, and stand to be even more so in devel oping countries who may
not have the technology or economic resources to protect the environment.
2. Growth does not necessaxily result in evenly-distributed wedlth
3. Thirty years of empiricd evidence has shown the growth-firgt hypothesis
to be untenable
4. The growth-firg gpproach directly conflicts with the assertions of some
WCED participants, who clam that without restoring human rights and
removing the dite from power in developing countries, any resulting
wesdlth will not be redistributed.
C. Reduced to its essence, the Brundtland statement means. “ athough growth will
not reduce poverty, it isimportant to pursue growth anyway.” (Jacob)
D. Reason: the growth-firgt hypothesisis one of the fundamental normeative
propositions of SD.
E. Toforcethe current framework to apply, you haveto ether:
1. keep adjudting the hypothess and supporting logic
2. ignore criticd evidence
3. dragicdly limit the validity domain (rule out most developing nations)



F. Suggedions.
1. Replace flawed assumptions (e.g., growth at grassroots rather than nationd leve)
2. Redefine economic growth to mean an improvement in human welfare rather
than increasing production or consumption (dmost entirely new framework)

Implications for Policy Research
(Case 2. Useof “Low Quality” Processors for Implementing SD)

A. Proposed Solution (World Bank): Ship wastes from heavily populated countries where
people have long lifespans (developed countries) to countries where population is small
and people have shorter lifespans (generdly, developing countries).

B. Rationde
1. Peoplein developing countries can take on these wastes to earn income from

developed countries who need asink for their wastes

2. Peoplein developing countries have a shorter lifespan, so they will be unlikdy
to live long enough anyway to die from the potentia toxic effects (Jeez!)

C. Problems:

1. Assuming that disposal in developing countriesis chegper glosses over the fact
that these countries have no infrastructure to handle the waste, and ignores the
fact that in order to not endanger future generations, they would have to
develop one.

2. Rationde 2. completely ignores those people who would die as aresult of
nonstochadtic toxicity from immediate exposures, a number which would probably

be quite sgnificant given Problem 1, no infrastructure for safely handling waste.

3. Thehypothesis that risk tolerance in a given society is directly proportiond to
its average life expectancy and infant mortdity is untested.

4. What hgppens if economic growth in developing countries resulting from this
“solution” leads to longer lifespans and reduced infant mortdity?

5. Giventhat this drategy continualy advocates redigtribution of pollution via
redistribution of dollars, the distributions of pollution and dollars will tend to
gpproach equilibrium, a which point the solution will no longer work.

6. Thisappoach completdy overlooks the potentid for naturd redistribution of wastes
vianatura effects such as wind and water currents, which tends to confound
efforts for containment within national boundaries

7. Thewhole gpproach seemsin my opinion to ignore ethical congderations!

D. Suggedions.



1. Reform the organizationd structure of ingtitutions which propose SD solutions,
to dlow opportunity to catch metatheoreticd and methodologica conflicts

2. Encourage interdisciplinary cooperation for developing solutions

3. Never assume limited readership of any document!! ;-)

VI.  Conclusons
A. Brundtland sustainable development has severd strengths:
1. It placed the linkage between environment and development at the top of the
globd agenda
2. It has gtimulated an important body of work on sustainability
B. Its weaknesses can be overcome by:
1. Modifying some of its hypotheses (using extant knowledge)
2. Working toward changing the current growth-oriented ideology of the world
3. Reforming exigting development ingtitutions like the World Bank to be
congstent with the revised framework.



