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Finding the Balance Between Human Activity and Nature in the 

Development Debate 

-Analyzing interpretations of the ‘problem-solution’ via a Genealogical & 

Archaeological method - 

ABSTRACT 

[This thesis deals with alternate understandings of the relational balance between human activity 

and global eco-systems. This general understanding shall be conveyed as the ‘problem’ and 

‘problem-solution’ for the reason of abstraction from conceptual limitation.  However, also 

capable of mutation and metamorphosis in terms of meaning, the ‘problem’ concept retains in 

essence the understanding of imbalance between human activity and the global eco-system. Via 

this tool, the thesis journeys on through various interpretations of the ‘problem’, from a more 

theoretical set to more practical interpretations with an ‘operationalization’ of one such 

interpretation at the business level. Simultaneously, the thesis makes use of a Genealogical and 

Archaeological method of analysis. Therefore, the thesis does not attest to any chronological 

master narrative, where one event necessarily follows on from another. This thesis seeks to reject 

that idea, the purpose of which is both to keep a distance and merge with the discourse itself, and 

to reveal the emergence of three ‘dominant’ power structures of the interpretation of the 

‘problem’. In so doing the author is able to reveal several interpretations, reinterpretations of the 

‘problem’, as well as the effect lesser power structures have on the various dominant power 

structures throughout instances in time. Furthermore, this method is able to incorporate a grand 

scale perspective on the ‘problem’ idea, which serves as an excellent base from which to assess, 

analyze and reveal assumptions, gaps and contradictions of the various power structures. 

Consequently the thesis is able to provide calculated solutions on a theoretical level that does not 

remain one-dimensional but multi-dimensional.]  
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this thesis is to analyze different interpretations of the imbalance notion assumed 

in the relationship between human activities and global eco-systems or ‘nature’. Human activities 

can be translated into economic activities, policies and discourses as well as their 

‘operationalization’. I apply the concept ‘problem’ to roughly refer to such an imbalance between 

human activity and nature. I use the ‘problem’ concept as a ‘metaphorphasizing’ tool of 

interpretation; and however, it is also used as a platform of analysis. 

I have adopted the Foucauldian method of investigation of various discourses or as I shall call 

them ‘power structures’. The Archaeological and Geneaological approaches are appropriate as 

they reject the chronological historical narrative. Thus via these methods we are able to retain 

continuity in analysis as well as incorporate a vast spectrum for such analysis. This thesis is 

significant in that it takes on the ‘problem’ from a macro perspective, and tries to incorporate all 

power structures for the purpose of analysis and clarity. This includes business level 

interpretations, as corporations are themselves a conglomeration of power structures and are 

also able to operationalize interpretations. In this paper, I seek to show how discourses and 

especially dominant discourses are shaped by various random instances of power. This I have also 

described graphically, and can be viewed in the appendix. The problem as I call it has given rise to 

a multitude of ‘problem-solutions’, or dominant power structures ever transforming via the 

processes of interpretation, reinterpretation as well as inclusion and exclusion. Such 

transformations or interpretations of the ‘problem’ mutate from both internal and external power 

sources and determine the direction of the main structure of a dominant power structure. 

In this paper, I recognize three main power structures. The first is what I call ‘harder’ 

interpretations of the problem and ranges from limits to growth arguments to strong ecological 

sustainability. ‘Softer’ interpretations in this thesis do not take the sustainability arguments as 

seriously and sympathize more with developmental goals. The ‘softer’ interpretations of the latter 

term of development range from unhindered economic growth and technological utopianism to 

effective communication between political cultural spheres assumed by Ecological Modernization. 

My suggestion in this paper is that development need not exclusively be interpreted as economic 

growth, but also to include a variety of social factors advancing society. The third power structure 

I have labeled the 3rd force, due to its sinister nature of exploitation, greed and illegitimacy. This 

force seeks to undermine the integrity of the other two power structures and represents the most 

unsustainable power structure. 

The crux of the thesis is that a continuation of one-dimensional thinking for a multi-dimensional 

problem is no solution at all. Therefore my suggestion in this thesis is that as individuals we need 

to redirect our attention to the source of the problem as the simplified notion of an imbalance 

between human action and nature. We need to diversify, explore and expand present power 

structures via emphasizing and reinterpreting them into a multitude of functional ‘problem-

solutions’ striving for balanced and inclusive development. 
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THESIS STATEMENT 

To assess the balance between human activity and global eco-systems (nature), from the 

‘problem’ platform via the analyses of dominant and competing power structures.  

PROBLEM STATEMENTS 

a) Why is there no balance between human activity and global eco-systems? 

b) What are the requirements for a balance between human activity and global eco-systems? 

AIM AND GOALS OF THE THESIS 

The aim of this paper is two-fold: Firstly to analyze and identify (dominant) power structures and 

its many interpretations of the ‘problem-solution’ as imbalances between human activity and 

nature. The second aim is to assess the requirements for striking some balance between human 

activity and nature, (as strong sustainability). 

PURPOSE, TOOLS, METHODOLOGY & LAYOUT 

The purpose of this thesis is to adopt and include wide ranging perspectives on a theoretical level 

as well as a more practical level. Thus I specifically avoid a narrow focused thesis, which defeats 

the purpose of inclusion of differentiated power structures and discourses. A sub-aim of this thesis 

is to allow it to present itself as a methodology via the ‘problem’ tool, as well as the 

Archaeological and Geneaological methods. I have chosen such methods precisely to make a clear 

provision for a platform of analysis, as I believe such a platform exists in acknowledgement of it or 

not. Importantly, to clearly define such a platform as I have done with the ‘problem’ tool, creates a 

legitimacy as well as stability in analysis. Furthermore denial of such a platform of analysis 

notably results in a multitude of platforms, and thus instability of analysis without an awareness 

of the author. 

Making use of an interpretation of Foucault’s Geneaological and Archaeological method, was 

useful in a number of ways for this thesis. The Archaelogical method is useful as it rejects the 

notion of history as narrative, or a smooth flowing sequence of events through time. Rather this 

method seeks to uncover history as specific events relevant to a specific time and space. Therefore 

revealing gaps, contradictions and influences of discourse, which we shall label as power 

structures. The Geneaological method, has the ability to investigate the underlying power 

structures that may give rise to a specific time event. Again this is useful, as a method of 

understanding each segment of time as a completely new scenario, and true to that time space 

only, in an absolute sense. 

Furthermore, I have broken this thesis into four parts. The first part deals with a clarification of 

the problem tool, as well as the methodology. It also deals with the introduction and clarification 

of terms, concepts as well as theoretical frameworks. Here I also introduce and discuss the two 

dominant power structures as degrees of sustainability, or development as interpretations of 

economic growth. The purpose of the first part is to present the arguments and conclusions of 

‘harder’ interpretations of the problem in a logical and methodic manner.  The second part, for 
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continuity purposes, presents the arguments of ‘softer’ interpretation. In acknowledgement of 

previous arguments, the second part introduces element of analysis and reflection. The third part 

introduces a third power structure, which also signals a new dimension to the paper. Here we 

discuss interpretations of the ‘problem’ on a less theoretical level, and introduce at the business 

level the operationalization of the previous two power structures. This section also deals with a 

dominant power structure, labeled the 3rd force, which undermines the previous harder and softer 

power structures. In the final section of the thesis, I discuss, compare, criticize and analyze the 

paper, as a whole. This is made easy by a deductive method of reasoning throughout the paper, 

whereby we have made use of logical method to assess obvious contradictions, shortcomings and 

assumptions and this gives strength to the argument. 

 

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

SD – Sustainble Development 

EM – Ecological Modernization 

SS – Social Sustainability 

ES – Economic sustainability 

Env  - Environmental Sustainability 

UNEP – United Nations Environmental Programme 

UNFPA – United Nations Population Fund 

IUCN – International Union for Conservation of Nature 
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PART I – ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATION OF THE 

‘PROBLEM’ 

1 .  INTRODUCING AN IMBALANCE BETWEEN HUMAN ACTIVITY 

AND NATURE 

1.1 A CONCEPTUAL DESCRIPTION OF THE ‘PROBLEM’  

What exactly do we mean here by the ‘problem’? Anybody could argue that this is a non-sensible 
title without boundaries, and without grounding. Yes, possibly so, that said, I would like to 
contextualize the term for this thesis in order to create the necessary background explanation and  
discussion. The ‘problem’, I speak about here no doubt constitutes a multitude of problems. 
Environmental, social/moral, economical, and the list goes on. However, for the purpose of this 
thesis the term incorporates all of ‘what it means for the sustainability of humanity’ and the 
‘sustainability of our natural world’. Thus the concept of a ‘problem’ here involves both the 
questioning of present and recent past conditions of the well being of all creatures particularly 
humans on the planet as well as their habitats, and what it means for future generations. Prugh, 
Costanza and Daily (2000) point out that people would no doubt be capable of living on this planet 
despite colossal destruction of the natural world. No doubt, so will the bio-sphere have this 
capability. However, the question or ‘problem’ remains coupled to our idea of what conditions we 
want for our ‘common future’, presently we set ourselves on the ‘path to a grim future’. Unless we 
change the direction of the path that we are on, we will doubtless land up where we are headed 
(Gillespie 2001).  

Moreover, I shall be inventing the term ‘problem’ in this thesis, to denote a state of ‘imbalance and 
imperfection’ in terms of human interpretation through various discourses. Thus, it shall be used as 
a vehicle/base of theoretical understanding denoting the ‘present state’ as dissatisfactory – which 
we will label as one element of the ‘problem’.  This concept is dynamic in that this interpretation 
will both remain static, and altered by the variegated discourses and ‘understandings of 
imperfection’ I address within this thesis. This will simultaneously create a condition of 
understanding of the various discourses themselves from this delicate conceptual framework, as 
well as giving the concept itself a whole new significance. Where it will remain a stable concept 
throughout this paper is to denote a state of ‘recognition of imperfection of the present situation’ at 
a specific point in time, as well as an imbalance between human interaction and the global eco-
system. Thus, I will use this concept as an empty1 concept or foundational tool with which to give 
stability in explanatory construction whilst simultaneously loading this conceptual framework with 
various discourses having the ability of metamorphosis of the problem into ‘something new’.  A 
peculiar example would be, something similar to pouring different ales into a glass, after which the 
glass may change its shape according to the different consistencies, tastes and characteristics of the 
different beers. In other words, it is the loading of the ‘problem’ concept that determines the 
manner in which the ‘problem’ presents itself. It is worth mentioning that this conceptual agenda 
shall be used as a tool of analysis, which fits together well with our methodology and the manner in 

                                                           
1
 Or as close to value neutral as possible. 
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which we shall be discussing the more theoretical elements of discourse. However, I would not like 
to use this concept as an overarching and dominant theme for this paper – rather I would like to use 
it as an undercurrent theme and foundation for a stable analysis by providing a platform. This 
approach to the problem concept leaves room for explanation, pragmatics and criticism, which also 
forms a large part of the thesis. During our discussion of the latter elements of the thesis, I will not   
continuously refer to the idea of the problem but rather ask the reader to keep in mind the problem 
concept as an imbalance between human action (economic) and global eco-systems. With this in 
mind I will be focusing more on the different interpretations of the ‘problem’. This chapter seeks to 
clarify the complexity of what we will call the ‘problem’ specifically for this thesis. We shall be 
describing this ‘problem’, by first attempting to highlight concrete examples, and then trying to 
uncover the causes. In other words we shall now begin to pour the different ales into the glass – 
beginning with the least political idea of ‘statistics’. 

 

1.2 THE STATISTICAL EXPRESSION OF THE ‘PROBLEM’ 

Today more than ever, we are faced with an array of problems challenging our very fundamental 
ability to survive on planet earth. In this section I shall begin to simultaneously materialize my 
original idea of the ‘problem’ I spoke about above, whilst at the same time categorizing and 
contextualizing the problem into namely social, or socio-political, economic and environmental sub-
problems. Superficial level problems at this stage, and not their causes, shall be a starting point for 
this paper. I shall begin with interpreting the ‘problem’ from a more empirical understanding using 
the method of statistics. The very language of statistics conveys a usefulness in terms of a language 
well understood by humanity. Similarly statistics are an interpretation of the ‘problem’ from a 
certain scientific value set that remains subjectively neutral and thus sends a powerful message. 

In this section I seek to give the facts that cut across manmade boundaries of interpretation, 
analysis and evaluation. Factual information serves to highlight the stark reality of our global 
problems, or possibly our lack of real concern. For if we were truly concerned, surely we would 
make a true commitment to challenging the system that created the problems in the first place. 
(Shiva, cited in Lee 2000) 

Below I begin with a discussion of people/population, (social aspects), as this is clearly a good 
starting point in trying to understand our own fate as humans on this earth. Note however, that 
these statistical estimates remain a provision of a certain economic (hermeneutic) language. 
Statistics is a language that can be interpreted as ‘less political’. I shall remind the reader to keep in 
mind the framework of the concept of the ‘problem’ as - an imbalance or imperfect state for the 
sustainability of humanity. The reason I have chosen these following specific topics for statistical 
explanation is that they describe together numerically in a cumulative manner the critical factors of 
and for sustainability. Thus understanding these components statistically and not just notionally is 
important for purposes of perspective in analyzing arguments explaining sustainability and natural 
capital later on in this paper.  

Global population growth rates today are at their most dramatic ever. In just under fifty years the 
world’s population grew from 2.5 billion people to 6 billion people on October 12th 1999. UN 
estimates predict a population of 9 billion global citizens by 2050. 77 million people are added to 
the planet every year. (Korten 2001). Furthermore, by 1996 about 1.3 billion people were living in a 
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state of absolute poverty. Meaning these people were living under the $1 a day definition of 
poverty. This statistic is increasing by 25 million each year.  More than 800 million people are not 
able to meet their basic nutritional intake for an average healthy diet, resulting in the death of 12 
million children in 82 countries annually. In 70 developing countries, average annual income is less 
than it was in the 1970’s (Gillespie 2001). The World Bank figures show that there are 2,8 billion 
people who are twice as ‘lucky’ earning an average of $2 a day. 291 million sub-Saharan Africans 
live on less than $1 a day and similarly there are 522 million in South Asia alone.  Almost 1.2 billion 
people don’t have access to clean water and many more to any form of sanitation. HIV infection 
rates are staggering within the developing world, whilst relatively under control in the developed 
nations of the world. For example statistics show that by 2000 infection rates in South Africa stood 
at 20% of the population; 25% in Zimbabwe and 36% in Botswana (Flavin 2001: 6-8). 

According to the UN’s 2007 State of the World Population Report, 2008 will mark the first time in 
human history that the majority of the world’s population will be living in urban areas. Within the 
next thirty years, urban growth will be unprecedented, especially in the developing world.  Africa 
and Asia, for example will double their urban populations during this time. This may cause massive 
strains on already over-loaded urban infrastructure (UNFPA 2007:3). 

Global Economy growth rates have also been significant over the past half century. The average 
global citizen is much better off.  However, considering the rapid population growth rate the 
absolute number of people living in poverty has increased. One fifth of the global population is still 
living under the $1 a day parameter. Annual output has increased from $6.3 trillion in 1950 to $30 
trillion in 1990 and $42 trillion in 2000. This massive recent surge in the economy has allowed 
billions of people access to the consumer market. Fridges, televisions, microwaves and computer 
productions soared, amongst rapid telecommunication booms, and internet connections. For 
example, the number of ‘host’ computers, a measure of the Internet’s expansion grew from 376 000 
in 1990 to 72 398 000 in 1999 (Flavin 2001:6). Thus, it is apparent that there has been extensive 
economic growth in the world, at an exponential rate. However, benefits of this economic growth 
have primarily been received by a small elite population, in comparison to global population rates 
(Flavin 2001:6). 

Thus, in one respect the poor have been getting poorer, and the wealthy even wealthier.  For 
example as Gillespie (2001:4) highlights, the world’s 358 billionaires exceed the combined annual 
incomes of countries accounting for 45% of the earth’s people. He goes on to mention that the 
combined wealth of the 10 richest people on the planet could effectively eliminate global poverty 
(Gillespie 2001:4). 

Global environmental degradation is on the rise. For this topic a short description of some of the 
world’s most pressing environmental concerns that are a direct result of human activity is 
presented. Statistical data compiled by the United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP) 
highlights these issues. 

Land and food - Our most basic necessity for survival as a species is being drastically threatened. 
More than 1,9 Million Hectares have already been devastated by human activity worldwide in the 
last 50 years. Since 550 Million Hectares in Asia, 500 Million Hectares in Africa since 1950 (65%) 
has been affected. Projections suggest that crop yields will be halved within the next 40 years in 
Africa at present rates of land degradation. This is not a good prognosis for the globes poorest and 
most undernourished continent. In Latin-America 300 Million Hectares are affected by land 
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degradation due to overgrazing, soil erosion, deforestation, loss of nutrients and poor farming 
practices. In the EU, 12% of the land area is affected by erosion, and in the United States some 95 
million hectares are affected. Food and food production is no doubt intimately connected to land 
use. The prognosis is dim, with Sub-Saharan Africa and South-Asia taking the brunt of the crisis – 
with 637 million people being affected by food shortages by 2010. A major problem today in fact is 
the rising demand for meat, fish and poultry, both in developed and developing countries. This has 
a direct effect on crop output designed for human consumption, as much crop production is now 
channeled into food for animals instead of for people -which is a much less efficient use of land.  
Desertification puts an estimated 1000 million people’s livelihoods at risk (UNEP 2000).  

Forests are also in rapid decline. Forest cover has decreased by 80% of original levels due to 
human intervention, clearing as well as natural causes. Many of the world’s major forests are at risk 
of diminishing even further. Most of the remaining forest (3, 5 million hectares) are spread across 
the Amazon basin, Canada, Central Africa, South-East Asia and the Russian Federation.  Despite 
increased awareness of the negative effects of deforestation, it is still taking place at a rapid pace. 
For example, between 1990 and 1995, 65 million hectares of forest were lost globally. During 1980-
1990, Latin-America lost 62 million hectares, the most rapid loss of rainforest in recorded history. 
As we can see from graph 1 in Appendix 1, all the deforestation has taken place in the developing 
countries, with a slight increase of forestation in the developed nations (UNEP 2000). In the next 
section the primary causes of destruction of the rainforests – certainly the most abundant biome of 
life on our planet is described. 

Biodiversity loss is another global concern. Total known number of species that exist on the earth 
are 1, 7 million. However many more exist, with estimates of up to 100 million. However, 12, 5 
million have been proposed as a reasonable working estimate (see appendix 1 for breakdown of 
species).  Of these species, 90% are said to live in tropical moist forests, accounting for only 8% of 
the world’s land cover.  Details for most of these species are not known, however, within the 
categories of mammals and birds there is evidence that a vast number of species are threatened to 
extinction. For example in 1996, 25% of the worlds 4 630 known mammals and 11% of 9 675 bird 
species were under threat of extinction. Countless other species now exist at dramatically reduced 
numbers, but have not yet reached similar extinction warnings. Most of these species exist on land, 
however, there is now growing concern for the reduction in aquatic species as well. Living coral 
reefs now only account for less than 40% of their original numbers. Within freshwater systems for 
example, in the United States, there is surmounting pressure on these eco-systems – 70% of 
freshwater mussels, 50% of crayfish and 37% of fish are threatened. Plant species are also under 
threat. Some 200 plant species have been domesticated and an average of 20 species is of major 
economic use. However, an increase in production and promotion of high-yielding food crops has 
reversed the trend of a variegated genetic base. This creates a great risk in relying on genetically 
uniform crops (vulnerability to disease); which is coupled with increased use of fertilizers and 
pesticides (UNEP 2000). 

Even tree species are being systematically eliminated through logging and deforestation.  For 
example, in Ghana, of over 600 large tree species 60 used in timber and trade and 25 are threatened 
due to habitat destruction, and exploitation. Globally the IUCN confirmed that nearly 6000 tree 
species out of 10 000 studied were threatened (IUCN 2008: online). 

Pollution and pesticides remain one of the grandest threats to biodiversity globally. Pesticides have 
reduced many bird species' numbers. The poisoning of rivers and wetland eco-systems threatens 
countless other species. 
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“At the broadest level, biodiversity loss is driven by economic systems and policies that 

fail to value properly the environment and its resources, legal and institutional 

systems that promote unsustainable exploitation, and inequity in ownership and 

access to natural resources, including the benefits from their use. While some species 

are under direct threat, for example from hunting, poaching and illegal trade, the 

major threats come from changes in land use leading to the destruction, alteration or 

fragmentation of habitats. For example, Niger has lost 80 per cent of its freshwater 

wetlands during the past two decades (UNDP 1997), two-thirds of Asian wildlife 

habitats have been destroyed with the most acute losses in the Indian sub-continent, 

China, Vietnam and Thailand (Braatz 1992), and, in the Latin American region, the 

average annual deforestation rate during 1990-95 was 2.1 per cent in Central America 

and more than 1 per cent in Paraguay, Ecuador, Bolivia and Venezuela (FAO 1997a). 
(UNEP 2000).” 

Now that I have shown the extent of the environmental and social problems we face today, we need 
to agree that they are vast. We also need to begin to ask questions. It is not clear that current trends 
of human interaction with the earth are unsustainable? Another question arises – what caused 
these trends? No doubt the answers would be complex. It may be easier then to ask the question – 
what have human beings attempted in trying to resolve this ‘problem’? It is therefore relevant to go 
back in time and present a short historical genealogy of global environmental and social issues? 
With hindsight, and taking into consideration that the trends presented above highlight global 
degradation as opposed to global improvement, we are able to see that we may have been doing 
something wrong. Our actions no doubt are first guided by our thoughts. Therefore we need to ask 
which ideal or thought stream was possibly the better, and where did we make our mistakes? 

The presentation of statistics here are often also presented by environmentalists and ecologists in 
their discourses. Above we have a clear interpretation of the ‘problem’ from a supposedly-less 
political viewpoint. However, statistical interpretation of the ‘problem’ has already become 
something different than simply ‘an imbalance between human activity and global eco-systems 
survival’ – in that the ‘problem’ concept has begun to be loaded with factual emotion. I shall now 
move on to a description of human activities that may be attributed to such an imbalance.  
 

1.3 INTRODUCING THE ‘PROBLEM’ AT THE COALFACE 

1.3.1 EXAMPLES OF HUMAN ACTIVITY NOT IN BALANCE WITH GLOBAL ECO-SYSTEMS 

In this short section, I would like to include some examples of grand scale environmental 
destruction as a direct result of corporate or business interests as derivatives of the present global 
economic system. I will use contemporary examples to showcase the problem as being continuous 
even after decades of awareness and initiatives to address the ‘problem’ by international 
communities – albeit unsuccessfully. 
 

Rainforest Destruction – Commercially expansive farming and monoculture in Brazil has 
destroyed thousands of hectares of rainforest each year. This is primarily due to large scale farming 
of corn, soya and cattle ranching. Monsanto a GMO Corporate and Cargill, the world’s largest private 
business are the main culprits (Howdin 2006). Palm oil plantations are the main reason they are 



5 

 

destroying vast areas of virgin rainforest in Indonesia and Malaysia – again this is corporate driven, 
by companies such as Unilever, Nestle, Cargill and bio-fuel industries (Weyler 2008). 
 

“Tropical deforestation is increasingly enterprise-driven rather than the result of 

subsistence agriculture, a trend that has critical implications for the future of the 

world’s forests, says Dr. Thomas Rudel a researcher from Rutger’s University... (cited in 
Butler 2007)”. 

 
Marine destruction and Resource Depletion – This is a major global issue that is forcing the 
possible extinction of many fish species. The concerns over Tuna stocks are warranted as 
increasingly large corporate fishing operations haul in tons of tuna fish with modern technology, 
and huge fleets of fishing vessels (Greenpeace 2008). Below is an extract from a recent article 
written by the environmental group, Greenpeace, that testifies to the power of exploitation by 
corporations and economic interests: 
 

“The Western and Central Pacific tuna fisheries, the world’s biggest, has been subjected 

to intense fishing by fleets from Asia and the United States since the 1960’s. With 

declining tuna stocks in the Atlantic and Indian Ocean, the EU has gained access to this 

Pacific fishing ground as a reciprocal benefit for giving aid to Pacific countries. With 

their own waters fished out, the EU and other foreign fishing fleets including Japan, 

Korea, Taiwan and the US, are literally sailing across the world to take vital fish and 

income from people whose lives depend on it (Greenpeace website. 2008)” 
 

Furthermore coral reef destruction is occurring at an increasing rate due to acidification, warming 
waters and other pollutions, which are directly linked to economic activities (Connor 2008). 
 

1.4 CONCLUSION & COMMENTARY  

In this section, I have introduced the thesis’ concept of the ‘problem’ as a platform of analysis, 
capable of metamorphosis via expressing different interpretations of an ‘imbalance between human 
activity and the global eco-system’. Human activity in this section is implicitly referring to both 
direct human destruction of the environment, and indirect forces present in the global economy 
leading to environmental destruction. Thus the purpose of the statistical interpretation of the 
‘problem’ as an introductory chapter is relevant, because it shows: a) that the idea of a ‘problem’ is 
undeniable b) that this problem is a result of an ‘imbalance between human interaction and the 
global eco-system c) and supposedly ‘apolitical’ or statistical interpretation of the ‘problem’ as both 
a potential discourse and a power in itself. I shall discuss the latter proposition in the following 
section.  
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2. ARCHAEOLOGY AND GENEALOGY AS METHODOLOGY 

2.1 METAMORPHOSIS OF THE ‘PROBLEM’ VIA INTERPRETATION AND POWER 

I shall expand on the concept of ‘problem’ by analyzing and defining it through the lens of already 
‘established’ theories, practices and solutions. Via the use of a combined genealogical and 
archaeological approach, I use the Foucauldian method in dealing with time and interactive power 
constructs resulting in theories, concepts, practices and solutions aimed at addressing the 
‘problem’. What I mean by this is that each recorded segment of time in history is relevant and 
specific to that time, in that the order of power constructs can never be recreated at another point 
in time. Thus I shall not try to investigate and bring about any specific ‘historical’ narrative (history 
of ideas), whereby, one specific event necessarily follows on from another (Smart 2002) Instead I 
seek to understand this ‘problem’ and its interpretations as discourse or possible ‘solutions’ 
(problem-solution), and more importantly where ideals and solutions clash, which are related to 
time and the power constructs. This latter injunction of power relations will be investigated 
through the genealogical approach as utilized by Foucault. One important reason why I have 
combined these approaches is the focus on understanding that the ‘problem’ we speak about in this 
thesis does not stem from one origin, but a multitude; it is not one-dimensional but multi-
dimensional. “Again in both archaeological and genealogical analysis a comparable conception of 

history is to be found in which dispersion, disparity, difference and division are conceived to lie behind 

the historical beginnings of things rather than a singular point or moment of truth (Smart 2002:55)”. 
I will make it clear from the start of this thesis, that I shall leave room for gaps, contradictions and 
multi-dimensional origins of the problem – and thus also how we analyze their proposed single or 
multi-dimensional solution(s). 

This is an interesting and relevant approach, as each segment in time (including the present) has a 
set of power relations specific and relevant to that time only. I use this method deliberately also to 
highlight the present power structures and their arrangement, enabling us to discern what is 
relevant to us now.  Why I use a genealogical approach is that it is a tool able to investigate the 
theoretical aspect of many disciplines comparatively, whilst not losing the essence of what it is that 
we are investigating (interpretations of the problem-solution). As Rorty (1991) would proclaim, 
there needs to be maintenance of a platform from which one is able to distinguish everything from 
it, and thus develop justification in investigation. This platform in our case is this idea of a ‘problem’ 
in the world, and the imbalance between human activity and the global eco-system. However, as we 
already mentioned we need to give this concept artificial boundaries, so as to take hold of it and 
formulate it precisely as such a platform of analysis, specifically for this paper. It is also useful, in 
that we will be able to investigate the theoretical and distinguish it from the practical – the intended 
from the actual. Similarly Rorty (2008), makes this point, and also comments that it is a vital tool 
employed in our understanding of the world.  

“Rorty holds that our relation to this world is purely causal. However, the way in which 

we describe it – the linguistic tools we employ to cope with the recalcitrance of that 

environment in an effort to achieve our purposes and desires, as natural creatures in 

the natural world – determines how we understand this world (Rorty cited in IEP. 
2008: Online)”  
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This method of injunction is particularly useful for the investigation of how humanity has sought to 
address the ‘problem’ through theory, practice and speculation – in an effort to solve something and 
in an effort to understand it (the ‘problem-solution’). Below I shall expand in more detail why I have 
chosen this method of investigation, as well as expanding on the method itself. 

 

2.2 USING FOUCAULT’S METHODS FOR INVESTIGATION  

2.2.1 THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL & GENEALOGICAL METHOD EXPLAINED 

Explaining the archaeological method is perhaps easier to convey in part when one consider what it 
is not. Foucault would describe the ‘history of ideas’, as an unsystematic conventional apparatus to 
reveal general forms, and to reveal features of a cultural totality through features of some of its 
formations. Neither does the archaeological method seek to uncover or trace some origin of 
discourse, or establish some truth rather it seeks to ‘document its [discourse’s] condition of existence 

and the practical field in which it is deployed (Smart 2002: 49)”.  

This archaeological method abandons the idea of obtaining something (possible ‘truth) through 
efforts of investigation, but rather seeks to analyze conditions as are discovered in a time-relevant 
stratification (Foucault 1997). In more simple terms – the history of ideas possibly affects the 
manner of its own form of investigation via the set or grid of cultural forms of thought. Whereas 
archaeology concerns itself with establishing the regularity of the discursive practice concerned. 
Another important feature of the archaeological method for this paper specifically is castigated in 
this statement dealing with contradictions, “Whereas in the case of archaeological investigation, 

contradictions constitute objects of analysis, objects to be described, and not appearances to be 

overcome, nor secret principles to be uncovered (Smart, B. 2002:  49)” 

Although Foucault’s archaeological and genealogical method constitute different approaches in 
terms of analysis they remain somewhat complementary – where archaeological practices serve to 
detach itself from a specific scientific discourse, genealogical analyses serves to interpret the 
underlying power relations of discourses that surface as dominant, as well as its effects.  

Another important feature of this form of analysis I shall adopt throughout the paper is that of 
power and its multitude of forms. One aspect which is interesting for this report can be contained in 
this statement of Foucault, “we must distinguish the relationships of power as strategic games 

between liberties – strategic games that result in the fact that some people try to determine the 

conduct of others – and the states of domination, which are what we ordinarily call power. And, 

between the two, between the games of power and the states of domination, you have governmental 

technologies (Foucault 1988, cited in Hindess 1997:99)” 

Why I specifically adopted this form of analysis, is because it serves as both functional as a tool of 
analysis in terms of maintaining a neutral distance in this thesis’ description of the problem and 
proposed solutions as discourse. It is also important to note that this methodology is unusual, as it 
does not seek to champion any one certain discourse above another. Rather I seek to understand 
that which we are trying to solve in terms of the problem and solution as interpretations, and 
additionally the power relations that construct such discourses as solutions. Another major 
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advantage of this method is that I will be able to highlight the contradictions between discourses, 
and show the weaknesses and strengths in terms of their relation to each other in addressing the 
‘problem’. 

 

2.3 A DEEPER ANALYSIS OF THE ‘PROBLEM’ INTERPRETATION VIA THE 

GENEALOGICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHOD 

In this section I shall be exploring the past fifty years or so, taking a specific look at the formation of 
the ‘problem’ via the establishment and creation of various discourses. I will briefly discuss the 
reason for the manifestation of these discourses proposed as solutions to the problem, as well as 
responses to imbalances of power until now. The diversification of the response to the ‘problem’ in 
itself stems from various origins, levels and axiomatic paradigms. This leaves room for both 
discussions of the underlying origin of these discourses as well as their differentiated points of 
departure through time up until the present. It is precisely these gaps, contradictions and 
mainstream ideologies that are interesting to observe via the archaeological and genealogical 
processes. Our use of the term ‘problem’ has been deliberate both in that essentially it cannot be 
definitive as an absolute concept; but also that the idea of a ‘problem’ or what it is remains 
differentiated and accordingly defined to the various discourses or ontological perspectives, as 
already mentioned in the first chapter.  

“When environmental issues made their first dramatic leap to the top of the political 

agenda in so many countries in the late 1960’s, it was the global issue which really 

captured the public attention. Not coincidentally, this was also the first time the Earth 

was photographed from space, and a beautiful, fragile place it looked. For the first 

time in human history the Earth could be conceptualized readily as a finite planet, and 

for the first time a true politics of planet earth became conceivable. Environmental 

problems were soon cast in terms of threats to the capacity of this planet to support 

life – especially human life (Dryzek 1997:21).” 

The above statement provides another example of a route of ‘interpretation’ as an origin to the 
problem, something dramatic and pinned to a certain event or time. In this example - the author 
suggests that an awakening of the ‘problem’ - or as he labels it ‘environmental issues’ is specifically 
linked to the earth being photographed from space. Already the concept of the ‘problem’ is hijacked 
to a specific agenda and point in time, without true consideration of the powers that lie underneath 
the surfacing of such an agenda. This thinking was advocated, and advanced via the academy and 
various pro-environmental groups. Doomsday literature such as Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring 

(1965), the Death of Tomorrow (Loraine 1972), or Blueprint for Survival (Goldsmith et al. 1972) 
were indicative of this academic conceptualization. It sparked heated debate and painted a pretty 
grim picture of the future of our planet. The Club of Rome’s Limits to Growth (Meadows et al 1972) 
predicted a rather sudden and uncontrollable decline in both population and industrial capacity if 
economic growth trends were not halted (Bartelmus 1994). These authors and their theories led to 
the amalgamation and interest in the subject (problem) that stemmed from other sources, 
disciplines and agendas, such as ecology, sociology and environmental science, among others. The 
interest in the ‘problem’ stirred debates that came from different origins. The ‘problem’ began to 
become defined by the array of departure points, and thus there was the invention of concepts – 
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that grew out of these differentiated points of departure – which eventually led to the ‘problem’ 
being confined under one banner, that of Sustainable Development.  

 

2.3.1 THE GENEALOGY & ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE CONCEPT SUSTAINABLE 

DEVELOPMENT (SD) 

Many authors would see the birth of the concept of Sustainable Development stemming from a 
culmination of discourse agendas coming together to form the Brundtland report (1987). Or more 
superficially than that, only as a result of the Brundtland report. It was a term that was designed to 
include the majority of discourses that had surfaced as dominant at that specific point in time. It 
was both designed to bring together these different discourses as well as stimulate new debate and 
provide a platform to ‘work’ from - in both further defining the ‘problem’ and finding solutions from 
it (Peet et al. 1996). 

In this section I shall discuss the various ideas found within the concept of SD as a conglomeration 
of different origins of answers/solutions to the ‘problem’ – if we are to consider the goals of an 
ultimate solution and in terms of an ultimate solution we shall be able to make some kind of value 
judgment on its credibility. This is and will be important for obtaining a method to distinguish the 
consequences of various discourses and their ultimate effect as a solution to the ‘problem’. I 
describe the differences, gaps, incongruencies and contradictions within the discourse of 
sustainable development itself. The concept of ‘problem’ here begins to take on a far more complex 
form, and transmutes into something quite different and variegated compared to our essential idea 
of ‘imbalance’ and ‘imperfect state of sustainability for humanity’, and nature.  

The understanding of sustainable development is often consistent with the interpreter, and has led 
to a wide-ranging use of the term and its functional compatibility with the interpreter. Describing 
these fundamental differences in the section that follows, I shall begin with the accepted yet widely 
controversial definition of sustainable development. Derived from the Bruntland report which 
Sustainable Development is defined as – “meeting the needs of the present generation without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. (Hardoy et al. 1990:172). 

Robert Paehlke, (1999) interprets the complex nature of the concept of sustainable development 
via a kind of deconstruction. First and foremost, he separates the development ideal from the 
sustainability ideal. As some would suggest these two concepts in themselves is an oxymoron, 
whilst others see the combination of these two concepts as the genuine attempt to take into account 
all spheres of human activity – and thus really achieve human advancement.  

“Many environmentalists see sustainable development as an oxymoron, little more 

than a political cover for otherwise unacceptable corporate practices. In contrast 

others see sustainable development as a genuine balance between economic and 

environmental values (Paehlke 1999:243)”. 

This description has been explained by Dresner, as ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ definitions of sustainable 
development. Soft definitions place more emphasis on the social aspects and recognize some 
leeway in policies that allow for economic growth as the vehicle for development of people. Hard 
definitions of SD take very seriously the idea of environmental sustainability and do not advocate 
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economic growth as the best means to achieving development (Dresner, et al. 2002). It is already 
noticeable, that under the banner of SD, there are already tensions derived from the grouping 
together of variant ‘origins’ of the problem/solution paradigm. It represents precisely Rorty’s idea 
that these differentiated interpretations are describing the causal world. What we mean by this is 
that – the ‘problem’ takes on the priority of the interpreter as well as the powers/influences that lie 
behind the discourse in the solution to that problem. Thus one has these, ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ 
definitions, which shall mean quite different things for the future of our planet, depending on the 
choice of adherence to one or the other. The idea of hard and soft power structures in this paper 
will in subsequent chapters also be defined via the degrees of sustainability, and level of 
interpretation of development as economic development. In our next sections I discuss more 
critically and expand on the various arguments for hard and soft definitions of SD in more detail. 

Taking Paehlke’s description of the sustainability concept a little further, suggesting this concept is 
‘less contaminated by political conflict (1999:244)’. The idea of sustainability is value neutral, and 
can be seen as a concept recognizing the need for a change of at least the present trends2 , which are 
arguably unsustainable. This interpretation may be in close congruency with this paper’s original 
platform interpretation of the ‘problem’. Here sustainability also implies a connection between the 
three spheres of society, the economy, and the environment in broad terms. Environmental 
sustainability (EnS) for example also contains different levels of sustainability, with each level 
contributing to a slightly different meaning, or ‘interpretation’. Interpretations are sculpted by 
underlying powers internal and external to various discourses and in what they may encounter. 
However, these different concepts applied in reality may challenge the value of the other. For 
example, the sustainability of the car industry may be undercut by resource sustainability. In other 
words, dialogue within the car industry on sustainability (which should take economic 
sustainability factors into account) is mooted by the very fact that fuel (assuming petroleum as the 
only fuel) that cars use is resource unsustainable (Paehlke 1999:146).   

Thus, here I suggest that the concept of sustainability itself is embedded in this process of 
knowledge assimilation, or power discourses. There needs to be an understanding as to why there 
exist differentiated interpretations of the concepts, as well as the contradictions within and 
surrounding the concept. No doubt, it has to do with the different discourses of knowledge and 
power itself. However, for the concept of SD to be effective in terms of a working solution, one 
needs to take it seriously in terms of the underlying ‘problem3’, also taking into consideration each 
of its possible sub-definitions as well. This is the only manner in which the vague nature of the 
concept of SD will be overcome, thereby decreasing the opportunity for abuse of the concept. What 
is also important to this thesis, is to challenge the very narrow definitions of the concept that have 
been manipulated to suite the agenda of certain role players, and global actors. For example, the 
concept of economic sustainability need also recognize its direct and symbiotic dependence on the 
idea of resource and environmental sustainability, as well as social sustainability for that matter. 
Without this consideration we may as well abandon the concept of sustainable development (Luke 
2005, Redclift 2005). 

                                                           
2
 These trends refer to the statistical trends of the three spheres of sustainable development, namely socio-

political, economic as well as environmental. 

3
 Here the problem again refers to the idea of an ‘imbalance between human activity and global eco-systems’. 
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Luke and other authors such as Michael Redclift argue further critical implications toward the 
concept of SD. Luke’s argument can be summarized in the following statement, “…it is increasingly 

clear that the sustainable development project is neither, ‘sustainable’ nor ‘developmental’. He goes on 
further to criticize exactly the weaker interpretation of a diluted concept of sustainable 
development I mention.  

“Hence, one must reconsider much more critically both ‘sustainability’ and 

‘development’ as goals for guiding the creation of a truly environmentally sound 

political economy. Sustainability for environmental debates is now being used, and 

perhaps abused, in webs of questions and answers to refocus national economic 

prosperity as well as reposition present-day cultural identity in a corporate material 

culture of a more efficient, but still unsustainable consumption. (Luke 2005:228).” 

If I am to go further now, and take into consideration the ‘official’ Brundtland definition of the 
concept of SD as, “development that meets the needs of the present without sacrificing the ability of 

future generations to meet their needs (Dresner 2002:64)” the task of adherence to the concept as a 
strict definition becomes even more complex, or complicated. Again, I would like to remain on the 
side of positive provision for the concept itself as a proactive concept; where the strength lies is 
within the debate that the concept itself stimulates. This may stem from the following incongruency 
in that, “underlying the problem is disagreement about what development means. Is it about economic 

growth and industrialization, as it is commonly seen, or is it about non-material improvement in life? 
(Dresner 2002:63)”  

This statement represents a central theme in this paper, and sets the tone for the arguments in the 
final analysis section. Furthermore we should also be aware of the danger of illegitimating or 
disregarding the concept of SD, remissible under the guise of fallacious responses from business 
level interpretations. Even worse is if business models and policies truly weaken such a definition 
of sustainable development via their own administration/marketing of the concept in an attempt to 
slipstream or ‘free ride’ mass concern over the environment. This discussion will be extended in 
subsequent sections of the thesis4. Abuse of the concept, via addressing the value of sustainable 
development on such a shallow level is regarded by Luke (2005), as a failure of the concept itself on 
its own terms. This is due to however, the concept being deeply embedded in the process of 
normalization. A characteristic found in corporate commodity circulation, technological diffusion 
and the global governance organization.  

“In the final analysis, ecological sustainability boils down to a new form of economic 

rationality to remake world politics. In a search for the lowest cost-method of reducing 

the greatest amount of pollution, in the industrial turnover of global production 

processes, sustainable development became [becomes], almost magically an economic 

and not merely environmental, calculation. The initiatives taken by business to prevent 

pollution, reduce waste and maximize energy efficiencies are to be supported as world-

remaking programmes. However, in taking these steps world businesses reaffirm most 

existing premises of technology utilization, managerial centralization and profit 

generation now driving advanced corporate capitalism (Luke 2005: 232)”. 

                                                           
4
 This short discussion introduces the elements of what we have labeled the 3

rd
 force in this paper. Discussed in 

Part III. 
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This summary conveys the dangers of undercutting or overriding the sustainability concepts within 
the broader definition. No doubt even more dangerous is if the adoption of such ideals, deem the 
‘problem’ less urgent than it really is. If one were to use the term of SD within the context of an 
already existing system of exploitation of society and environment – an economic system that 
brought about the problems in the first place, it would severely hamper the justification of both the 
concept of SD and goals of economic growth5 (Shiva, cited in Lee et al. 2000). Thus, in Foucauldian 
terms the process of normalization is itself contained within a system of power. This system of 
power denotes a dominant rationalization of knowledge as truth, usually served by the interests of 
those already with power. Thus this kind of situation can lead to maintenance of power, which 
instead pulls a silkscreen over the ‘problem’. I will be examining this danger in the second part of 
the thesis, where I analyse the weaker interpretations of SD and the ‘problem’. However first I take 
a look at the ‘harder’ definitions of ‘sustainable development’ and the ‘problem’ concept. (Foucault 
in Rabinow (ed) 1997). 

 

2.4 CONCLUSION & COMMENTARY  

In the above section I have dealt with, described and introduced a multitude of ideas, methods and 
concepts important to this thesis. I reiterated this paper’s interpretation of the ‘problem’ as a 
concept original to this paper, and its ability of metamorphosis when using it as a tool of 
interpretation of various other discourses. This allows one to both take part in the various 
discourses and remain separated from it, able to maintain an original platform from which to 
analyze different interpretations, and give one the flexibility to ‘manipulate’ this platform to 
incorporate the multitude of viewpoints and discourses under analysis in this paper. 

I then moved onto a more in-depth explanation of Foucault’s methods of the archaeological and 
genealogical approaches to analyses. I found this method to be of particular usefulness as a tool for 
analysis, specifically for its understanding of time, and power relationships, as well as a negation of 
the traditional historical narrative. Thus, I reject the idea of the origin of a problem, but rather 
would like to view the ‘problem’ as a conglomeration of a multitude of different power relations, 
stemming from an array of various points in time and space. Furthermore, the descriptions of the 
‘problem’ as interpretations and discourses are both affected by external power structures and 
become power structures themselves. Please see diagram 2. in the appendix for a graphical 
representation of this argument.  

For the purpose of simplicity of this thesis, I would like to recognize the two interpretations of the 
‘problem’ as dominant power structures6, and a third power structure which poses a threat to 
legitimacy – due to its differentiation of the other two dominant power structures I shall dub it the 
3rd Force. The first is a weak interpretation (soft definition) of the ‘problem-solution’ and/or SD, 
and the other a strong (hard definition). The third power structure represents a threat to both the 
above power structures, interpretations and discourses in the form of disguised legitimacy. In the 
form of an adulterated power scavenging opportunities for free-riding, abuse and continuation of 

                                                           
5
 Here we refer to economic growth neutrally, for the purpose of explanation in a different context.  

6
 We have already mentioned the Hard and Soft definitions as examples of these two power structures. 
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old destructive habits under the guise of new concepts, ideas and solutions. However, there shall 
always be a constant battle, mutation and eventual domination of one power structure above 
another, and in the process revealing contradictions, gaps and juxtapositions in argument, 
discourse and the various power structures themselves.  Thus in the subsequent section I discuss 
and analyze the harder interpretations of the ‘problem’, as one of the dominant interpretations, as 
well as the various arguments and stratification of concepts.  
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3. ‘HARDER’ INTERPRETATIONS & DEFINITIONS OF THE 

‘PROBLEM’ 

3.1 THE IDEA OF CONCEPTS  

In this section I present different interpretations of the ‘problem’ in terms of definitions, and 
interpretations of concepts. Concepts are also important tools to assemble under one name, an 
array of variegated power structures and discourses. The concept of SD itself is an example. This I 
also represent graphically in diagram 2. In this section I concentrate on one of the power structures 
we mentioned above, representing what I shall call harder or stronger interpretations of the 
‘problem’. In this section I also discuss and clarify what I mean by harder or strong interpretations 
of the ‘problem’. These arguments, interpretations of concepts and solutions also stem from 
differing origins in time and space, and not a single point in time, which are determined by a set of 
underlying powers and discourses. Recognition of the latter is also what I mean by a genealogical 
interpretation, and an uncovering of the different origins specific to different times and different 
discourses and understanding them in context is what I mean by archaeological. In terms of my 
underlying framework of the ‘problem’ concept I shall be filling the ‘beer glass’ with specific 
interpretations of the problem, focusing on sustainability in SD, as well as the imperative argument 
of the carrying capacity of the earth.  

3.2 THE CONCEPT OF SUSTAINABILITY  

It is not surprising that different starting points with undercurrent power relations channeled 
under the banner of ‘sustainable development’ will result in a reorganization of the concept, and an 
urge to form new ‘channels of discussion’. Such as the description of Social sustainability (SS), 
Economic Sustainability (ES) and Environmental Sustainability (EnS) – their importance of which 
and relevance will no doubt vary according to the interpreter. However, allowing these segments of 
interpretation to develop on their own highlights contradictions as well as solutions defeating one 
another’s purposes. For example, the agenda of each interpretation becomes contained by the 
causal power that determines the direction of discourse. I shall explain, and present the various 
arguments that convey the most simplistic and logical reasoning via a comparative method 
(Goodland & Daly 1996). 

All of the ‘sustainabilities’ we have mentioned above (SS, ES & EnS) derive from the main concept 
‘sustainable development’. Conceivably however, these terms as sub-categories stem from previous 
discourses and power relations, which surfaced as something reminiscent of old solutions to the 
‘problem’ under the new banner of SD. A new luster for an old ‘problem’, the shape of the beer glass 
has changed, but the beer still remains bitter. However, I present the interpretations of the 
‘problem’ and its solution as SD, from the perspectives of these sub-concepts and their 
contradictions to environmental sustainability. Goodland and Daly (1996:1003), give a different 
definition of SD as “development without growth in throughput of matter and energy beyond 

regenerative and absorptive capacities”. This definition is particularly interesting, as it remains 
closest to the original concept of the ‘problem’ in this paper, and thus less political in our 
understanding. What I mean by less political is that there is a less complicated set of power 
relations that determine such an interpretation – the identification of the problem remains the 
most simple in terms of interpretation. 
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Softer interpretations embracing economic growth, however, representing a solution to the 
‘problem’, is negligent toward the ideas of sustainability – which has often been described by 
various authors as an oxymoron. I would like to view it from the perspective of undercurrent 
channels of power, which clash and contradict under the banner of SD. For example Boutros-Ghali 
(1994:1) gives an alternate interpretation of SD, which neglects ideas of sustainability in that he 
promotes ‘economic growth as the engine of development…sustained economic growth’. However, 
Daly (1991) suggests that sustained [economic] growth is a bad oxymoron.  He does however assert 
the idea of development that can and should take place for all nations – but development that 
supplants growth and development that recognizes a finite planet (Goodland & Daly 1996). Thus, 
the former idea of development that embraces growth remains ignorant of the idea of a finite 
planet, as well as to the definition of environmental sustainability, according to the harder 
interpretation of the ‘problem’. Here one can clearly see two types of ale, in two separate glasses or 
power structures pitted against one another under the same conceptual heading of SD.  

The concept of SD continued to foster international debate and was by no means a static concept. 
No doubt it continued a struggle for discourse domination by the various power structures inherent 
under the same heading. For example, southern countries were not in favour of the ideas of slowed 
economic growth by any means. In 1972, the Secretariat of the United Nations Conference on the 
Human Environment organized a conference in Switzerland, which concluded that environmental 
problems do not develop solely from economic development but also from a lack thereof. For 
example, poor housing and sanitation, malnutrition, disease and natural disasters were cited. 
Coupled with this was the idea that poverty created environmental destruction, as people sought 
immediate resources and as a result destroyed immediate environments – and thus began the 
human development paradigm (Harris et al. 2001). Discourse and argument of this kind fallaciously 
determines slow economic growth as a cause of such ‘social ills’ again supports an alternative 
stream of thought that runs in opposition to the ideas of EnS. 

This frame of thought (SS), originated and was supported by institutions such as the World 
Development Institute, its former director Paul P. Streeten (Harris et al. 2001) proposed the chief 
evils of the world, as poverty, malnutrition, disease, slums and human underdevelopment. In which 
he suggested that stress on the approach to development is the real deal,  

“Sometimes one gains the impression that the development debate is just a succession 

of fads and fashions. But the evolution from economic growth, via employment, jobs 

and justice, redistribution with growth, to basic needs and human development 

represents a genuine evolution of thinking and is not a comedy of errors, a lurching of 

one slogan to the next (Streeten cited in Harris et al. 2001:47)”. 

Daly and Goodland (1996), however propose that development need not be interpreted and 
exercised as ‘economic growth’ and emphasis on equitable redistribution of wealth from the top 
down is a far more realistic and achievable goal in improving the livelihood of millions of the 
world’s poor.  This is very well spelled out in the statement below,  

“The tacit goal of economic development is to narrow the equity gap between the rich 

and the poor. Almost always this is taken to mean raising the bottom (i.e. enriching the 

poor), rather than lowering the top, or undertaking redistribution…which is recently 

recognized as a totally unrealistic goal for the next 100 years. (Haavelmo & Hansen 
1992 cited in Daly et al 1996:1003)” 



16 

 

Here one is faced with prime examples of a genealogical clash of ‘knowledge’ as differentiated ideals 
or interpretations are forced into ‘decision making policies’ and actions. The dominant 
undercurrent power sources thus push into practice and acceptance one or the other ‘discourse’ – 
which may just as quickly reverse or change. However, these interpretations remain specifically 
relevant to these recorded time slices in terms of an archaeological understanding. Something 
likening a ‘CAT scan’, of the complexities of the SD discourse “brain”. And through time, changes, as 
new neurons (discourses) are fired and new pathways are formed and strengthened. A continual 
power struggle, divulged through debate under the guise of concepts of development and 
sustainability. However, one aspect of the power struggle that continuously remains intact and 
reveals itself as a dominant power structure is that of sustainability. On which I shall focus more 
vigorously on in the next section. Its essence is captured in the statement below, 

“Sustainability thus arose from the recognition that the profligate and inequitable 

nature of current patterns of development, when projected into the not-too distant 

future, lead to bio-physical impossibilities. The transition to sustainability is urgent 

because the deterioration of global life-support systems – the environment – imposes a 

time limit (Daly & Goodland 1996:1004).”  

 

3.3 DEFINING CAPITAL AND DEGREES OF SUSTAINABILITY 

Interpretation of the ‘problem’ from another viewpoint, from an economic origin will no doubt give 
rise to a different understanding of the ‘problem’. If one is to look at the fundamentals of economic 
growth, which can roughly be translated into increased economic production – the vital 
components of the measures of wealth and economic generation are capital, and its stock 
availability. Earlier translations of capital divided into manufactured capital or social capital; for 
example houses, roads, factories and ships or people and their capacity levels, schools, research 
institutions and knowledge (Daly & Goodland 1996). However, this translation of capital was 
perhaps relevant to an ‘earlier specific time segment’ it was shaped by another recurring 
underlying power suggested within this thesis - that of achieving development via the economic 
means – which as a power structure is again and again promoting itself into a position of 
dominance. Here I shall include in the analysis the description of other competing power structures 
that are described or justified as sustainability models, and how they may have transformed the 
division of capital to include natural capital as well. 

Whereas previously capital investment was regarded as an injunction of factors in the shortest 
supply; for example fishing boats and saw mills, as there existed an abundance of their natural 
complements – fish and forests. With the resurgence of the sustainability debate this idyllic era had 
ended and natural capital was seen as the limiting factor. It is natural wealth that is in short supply, 
and not the man-made capital. It is the fish and the trees and not the boats and the sawmills, that 
must be sustained (Daly & Goodland 1996). 

Natural capital can moreover be described as ‘any stock of natural assets that yields a flow of 

valuable goods and services into the future (Wackernagel & Rees 1996:35)” However, there is also a 
distinction between renewable natural capital which refers to species and life forms capable of 
reproduction and self-replenishing capabilities (e.g. fish, algae, insects); and those natural forms of 
capital that are non-renewable or finite (e.g. minerals, oil, ozone). Whilst both of these forms of 
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natural capital are important for sustainability, renewable forms of natural capital cannot simply be 
substituted and are essential for life-support. Furthermore, ‘since the flow of services from eco-
systems often requires that they function as intact systems, the structure and diversity of the 
system may be an important component of natural capital’. (Wackernagel & Rees 1996:35).  

Prugh, et al. (2000) provide an important argument regarding these classifications of capital. 
Taking a brief look at how the economy functions in terms of these factors; the economy requires 
resources to flow into its system, namely from natural capital as resources. These resources are 
then transformed by man-made capital, energy (also natural resource) and labour, and then pass 
out of this system into the eco-system as waste. Thus it can be argued that the factors of production 
ultimately are not substitutes but in fact are complements. They are only substitutable to a certain 
extent, for example ten fishermen (labour) using fishing rods can be replaced by a trawl net 
(capital). This also increases the work rate of one man substantially, as he can do the work of many 
more men. Thus the means of production with a growing and technologically-advancing economy 
(faster capital formation) is depleting natural capital at a rate much faster than it can be 
replenished. Thus human-made capital becomes redundant for example, where there are depleted 
fish stocks as a result, as natural stocks and their rates of replenishment are fixed. This is what 
Prugh et al. (2000) mean by complements, as natural capital is necessary for any production at all, 
and this natural capital cannot be substituted. 

 

3.3.1 DEGREES OF SUSTAINABILITY 

In this section I shall make brief analyses of the varying degrees of sustainability as well as 
providing a framework of classification. These divisions are provided by a careful consideration of 
the actions required to obtain the differing levels. Daly and Goodland (1996) describe the levels as: 
Weak sustainability; Intermediate sustainability; Strong sustainability and Absurdly Strong 

sustainability. Describing each classification and criteria in turn, I shall utilize these classifications 
of sustainability to analyze other discourses in the development debate. 

Weak Sustainability (WS) – This type of sustainability would calculate all the forms of capital 
(natural, human-made, social or human) as interchangeable or uniform. WS would then be 
interpreted as a balance between the mix of these forms of capital, and makes no effort to reserve 
any one form of capital. For example, as long as trees are being planted at a certain rate they can be 
cut down at a similar rate (Daly & Goodland 1996). This interpretation of sustainability is the worst 
of the best, and by no means constitutes Environmental Sustainability (EnS). It is based on a rather 
incomprehensible assumption that human natural productions (agriculture) are as valuable as 
natural resources. Furthermore, what this implies is that as long as we replace natural stock by 
agricultural stock, or any other form of capital there is no problem for example, natural stock 
replaced by man-made capital, such as buildings or roads.  

Intermediate Sustainability (IS) – This degree of sustainability is similar to above; however, there 
is some separation between the different forms of capital in which depletion within each form of 
capital must be replaced with equal levels, preferably in that form or another. For example the 
receipts from oil consumption should go back into ‘sustainable energy production’ or human 
capital. More importantly, critical levels of consumption should be recognized, so that there is no 
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complete utilization of one form of capital. However, the assumption herein lies in our ability to 
know what this critical level may be. For example fish stocks in the ocean (Daly & Goodland 1996). 

Strong Sustainability (StS) – differs from the above-mentioned levels in that this level of 
sustainability does not recognize the value of capital as interchangeable within the different forms 
of capital. For example natural capital does not have the same value as human-made natural capital; 
and certainly cannot be substituted by social capital for example. Recognition of critical levels of 
stock in each form of capital separately is a vital component of this degree of sustainability (Daly & 
Goodland 1996). 

Absurdly Strong Sustainability (ASS) – This degree of sustainability would absurdly entail the 
complete preservation of all natural capital. Finite resources may not be used at all. Only the excess 
resources of a pool of renewable stock may be harvested. This level of sustainability is certainly 
unrealistic in present or near future times. (Daly & Goodland 1996). 

What would be of most importance in considering these different levels or degrees of sustainability 
would lie in the maintenance of the natural stock. The reason being that ‘natural’ stock once 
depleted in most cases cannot be regenerated by human intervention. Thus what would constitute 
taking the safe route in terms of these degrees of sustainability could: or may itself constitute a 
power structure. What this may entail is minimizing depletion of natural capital, and 
overcompensation by an expansion of man-made natural capital. This would also include efforts to 
improve efficiency at all levels to minimize destruction of natural capital. We can reinforce this 
argument with the following statement,  

“If we consume more than the interest or income from our natural capital, we diminish 

our biophysical wealth. This undermines our future because, despite our increasing 

technological sophistication, humans remain in a state of ‘obligate dependence’ on the 

productivity and life-support services of the eco-sphere (Wackernagel & Rees 1996:36)” 

 

3.4 CONCLUSION & COMMENTARY 

This section represents a turning point in the thesis for a number of reasons. Here I begin to 
introduce the idea of concepts as a tool that bundles together variegated discourses, interpretations 
of the ‘problem’ as well as ‘lesser’ power structures (description and division of the sustainabilities, 
ES, Env & SS) stemming from various points in time.  Here I also describe how such new power 
structures affect ‘older’ concepts, such as within the understanding of the different forms of capital. 
Whereas previously abundant resources were not accounted for, in capital accounting, the 
discovery of depleting natural stocks was also the creation of a new power structure, which lead to 
first its ‘conceptualization’ and recognition, and then included as an additional component of 
capital, the natural capital. Although this latter power structure (as diminishing natural capital) 
may not be an entirely dominant force in the present time slice, this thesis shall focus on its 
importance. I also assume that this discourse and its power structure will soon enough take the 
lead as the dominant power structure.  

Furthermore this section also introduces the different degrees of sustainability. It also provides one 
with an additional platform for analysis, which is useful in comparative analysis of alternative 



19 

 

interpretations. As well as arguments stemming from power structures more akin to softer 
interpretations of the problem. Another important question that needs answering by the 
proponents of weaker interpretations of sustainability who allow for harvesting of renewable 
resource is – what is the critical limit for this harvesting, and how is it measured? The reason one 
needs to ask this vital question, is that humans have already determined that eco-systems are non-
renewable in many instances. (Extinction for example is certainly non-renewable, assuming present 
technology). Furthermore, this leads one to the conclusion for this section that a large percentage of 
the factors of production (i.e. more recently established as natural capital) are in fact non-
substitutable but complementary. Finally, I would then like to beg the question, what would it mean 
to ‘play it safe’ in terms of sustainability?  
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4. THE GLOBAL ECO-SYSTEM VS. THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM 

4.1 INTERPRETATIONS OF THE GLOBAL ECO-SYSTEM AND ECONOMIC SUB-

SYSTEM 

Continuing in the light of what I have discussed in terms of degrees of sustainability and 
maintenance of the various forms of capital. I should continue with this understanding of 
sustainability and advance the idea of sustainability. This conception remains closest to our original 
platform of the ‘problem’ as well as understanding the ‘problem’ from a statistical perspective. I 
shall now look at the earth as a fragile system, of which natural capital cannot merely be substituted 
by other forms of capital. This is an interpretation of the problem, on the grounds of survival of 
earth’s species, including humans, and is less political, or dominated by powers of conflicting 
interest. This argument that follows is specifically poignant as it is relevant to all points in time. 

If one is to take a look at the ‘harder’ positions toward environmental concern, it may have begun 
with the club of Rome’s - Limit’s to growth, as well as all the doomsday literature that preceded it; 
already mentioning literature such as Death of Tomorrow (Loraine 1972); Silent Spring (Carson 
1962) or Blueprint for Survival (Goldsmith et al. 1972) all smacked of Malthusian disaster and 
demanded zero or very low economic growth to avoid sudden global disaster. “The model predicted 

a rather sudden and uncontrollable decline in both population and industrial capacity within the next 

century if current growth trends remain unchanged (Bartelmus 1994:5)”. Whilst these authors may 
have been teetering on the edge of absurdly strong sustainability – they may have had some 
credibility in their madness.  

The two authors who describe the above situation with intelligible character, are Kenneth Boulding 
(1966) and Robert Costanza (1966).  Boulding (1966) whilst not taking such a critical perspective 
as the previous authors mentioned above tries to appeal to the humanness within each of us. He 
speaks of the ‘economics of the spaceship earth’. Within this description of earth, he illustrates the 
fragility of our earth, and its inherently closed nature as a system. Costanza, in a similar vein 
introduces the subject of Ecological Economics as the relationship between ecosystems and 
economic systems. He makes a diligent argument about the need for an expansion of ecological 
economics from a traditional neo-classical economics to other forms of economics (E.g. Institutional 
economics).  

Although Boulding, (1966) does hint at the fact that the earth is in fact an open system, due to the 
inputs it receives from sunlight, or other material matter from space it is negligible in comparison 
to earth’s ability to regenerate finite resources in a limited time space. Thus one can make the valid 
assumption that earth is a finite system. However, the world economy is also a sub-set of the 
‘world-set’ or global system – which he labels the ‘econosphere’. As the econosphere grows and 
constantly takes in resources, the world set remains stable, or at least far behind the replenishing 
rates of ‘finite’ resources for our time.  

“We then think of the state of the econosphere at any one moment as being the total 

capital stock, that is, the set of all objects, people, organizations and so on…this total 

stock of capital is clearly an open system in the sense that it has inputs and outputs, 

inputs being production which adds to the capital stock, outputs being consumption 

which subtracts from it…we see objects passing from the noneconomic into the 



21 

 

economic set in the process of production, and we similarly see products passing out of 

the economic set as their value becomes zero (Boulding 1966:299).” 

Thus, if I am to return to previous arguments above, the resources used to advance the economic 
sub-set, are consumed from natural resources and natural capital. This is due to the fact that the 
other forms of capital are not sufficiently developed and cannot provide resources at the rate 
necessary to sustain the growing need for inputs to sustain the growing economic set. Therefore the 
natural capital is diminishing at a much faster rate than, rates of substitution from the other forms 
of capital. Over and above this argument, we also need to consider the fact that most of the natural 
capital being utilized to grow the economic sub-set is in fact finite. Thus the rate of substitution, 
once these resources are depleted needs to be one hundred percent to sustain the economic set. 
The latter is true even without growth of the economic set, as even without growth there is a need 
for a steady flow of inputs. Thus this situation is exponential with a growing economic sub-set. 
Please refer to Diagram 1. in the appendix for a detailed description of this explanation and 
argument. This argument is propounded by various authors and authorities in the field, claiming 
the following, that “the existing economic system is in self destruction, as it undermines its 

environmental support systems (Brown 1993:16)” and Goodland (1991:5) suggests that these ‘limits 

have already been reached.”  

 

4.2 ECOLOGICAL BOTTOM LINE 

Prugh, Costanza and Daily (2000) contribute to this argument as the ‘minimum technical 
requirements’ needed for sustainability. Already, one may be interested in which degree of 
sustainability is in discussion here. This all depends on the choices humanity makes and how far 
into the future we project such an ideal. Sustainability, no doubt is something not only for present 
time but for intergenerational benefit. Otherwise the word sustainable becomes empty. Another 
manner in which we can severely weaken the idea of sustainability is through speculation – 
something that present generations of policy makers, economist and businessmen make each day. 
Why do I say this, well because as Prugh et al. points out ‘nobody really knows the minimum 

technical requirements for real sustainability (2000:15)” What do I mean by the latter (real 
sustainability) is that global civilization should be able to live comfortably and in balance with his 
or her natural world, for an extended time period.  What we do know for certain are the dangers of 
basing humanity and the global eco-system’s future on speculation. 

However, the last statement would be labeled as ‘flimsy’, as many assert the earth is doomed at 
current rates of destruction of vital eco-systems, necessary for our survival, or any of the degrees of 
sustainability. This is quite a simple yet logical argument that follows. As long as the rate of 
destruction of natural capital necessary for earths life-sustaining capacities are being reduced at a 
rate greater than the sum of the following factors, we are in grave danger of global destruction, and 
will certainly not obtain any degree of sustainability. These following factors include: natural 
capital restoration; vast improvements in efficiencies and substitutes for natural capital 
(technocentric viewpoint) and a great reduction of usage of earth’s sink capacities. The earth 
provides three basic functions that the human economy cannot do without7. These provisions 

                                                           
7
 This is why the economic set is a sub-set of the global set, see diagram 1. in the Appendix. 
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include resources (natural capital); ecological services such as photosynthesis, atmospheric gas 
regulation, climate and water regulation, soil formation and pest control; and lastly waste 
absorption or ‘sink capacity’. Eco-systems can only tolerate so much waste or foreign matter before 
they literally ‘crash’. However, other eco-systems can have zero tolerance to foreign inputs or 
matter, and are extremely sensitive. Please refer to diagram 1. where you can see this argument 
described in the upper ‘global system’ in the Appendix. Here one can describe the earth system or 
the global eco-system as supporting the three functions I mentioned above – natural capital, 
ecological services and sink functions. These functions are external to the economic sub-system. 
Thus, the economic sub-system is directly dependant on this functioning of the global system. 
However, the chances of these improvements (natural capital restoration, efficiency in production 
and diminishing ‘sink usage’) overtaking or at least leveling present rates of destruction of natural 
capital are fundamentally challenged on almost all levels of society (Prugh et al. 2000; Wackernagel 
& Rees 1996:35).  

We shall be discussing this vital argument in the next section. But first we shall be looking more 
closely at the mechanics of ‘minimal technical requirements’ of the ‘ecological bottom line’. Firstly I 
shall look at the conditions necessary for maintenance of environmental sustainability, explained 
by what Daly and Goodland (1996) describe as the input and output rule. Then I move on to look at 
the more technical or scientific arguments.  

The Output rule – makes the basic assertion that waste and outputs derived from production 
should not exceed the ability or rate of eco-systems to assimilate this waste. Thus, production of 
waste should not exceed sink capacities, but also should not damage or retard future sink capacities 
in the process. Input Rule – a) Renewable inputs should remain at those levels which afford them 
continuous capacity to regenerate. Thus harvesting of renewable resources should not exceed 
regeneration capacities. b) Non-Renewable inputs can and should only be utilized at a similar rate 
of substitution by the creation of renewable resources. The accounting/investment costs of creation 
of renewable resources must be included in the dividends of liquidation of non-renewable 
resources. A balance of these conditions together will amount to EnS. However, it must be 
understood that the conditions for EnS is also conditional and dependant on ES. EnS can be related 
to ES as follows: a) The maintenance of per capita manufactured capital. (e.g. infrastructure) b) 
Maintenance of renewable natural capital. (e.g. healthy air and soils, rain forests, sea life) c) 
Maintenance of per capita non-renewable substitutable natural capital, with capital values based on 
the values of the services of the present stock of natural capital. (e.g. The cost of substitution and its 
price differentiation must be accounted for, in the pricing of the non-renewable stock). d) 
Maintenance of non-substitutable and non-renewable capital stock. (e.g. environmental waste 
assimilation or sink capacities) (Goodland & Daly 1996).  

A second factor in terms of ES is that all economic consumption should be correctly priced to reflect 
all levels of capital depletion, as well as the cost of possible waste assimilation. Finally it is 
important to include per capita terms, as population, its size and growth rate are important factors 
in terms of natural capital stocks per person (Goodland & Daly 1996). These are vital components 
and factors in the calculations of minimum technical requirements for sustainability. This brings me 
now to the point whereby the understanding of throughput of natural capital can be further 
explained.  
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4.3 ECONOMIC PRODUCTION AS ‘THROUGHPUT OF NATURAL CAPITAL’  

This conception is based on the understanding that economic production is ‘basically the process of 
converting the natural world’ or natural capital to the ‘manufactured world’ or what I have called 
human-made capital. Furthermore throughput arguments are made on the veritable basis that the 
means of production are sub-systems of the eco-systems. This is another way of saying what I have 
already mentioned, that the economic system is a sub-system of the global system, and entirely 
dependent on it. This global system is not and cannot be expanding8 or increasing in absolute 
terms. The crux of this argument rests on a very valid premise that manufactured products or 
human-made capital (toys, cars, computers and/or infrastructure) eventually wear out, and must 
be replaced. This replacement requires more inputs, resources and strains on the global ecosystem 
(Prugh et al. 2000).  

“To increase economic growth so more people can have more stuff requires increasing 

the throughput of resources even more. To build more houses, for instance, requires 

clearing more forests to make room to site the houses and to make lumber for their 

construction. Since no sub-system can outgrow its host, the economy cannot grow 

larger than the global eco-system. The eco-system is finite because the planet is not 

getting any bigger. This leads inescapably to the most important idea in ecological 

economics: Economic GROWTH, cannot continue indefinitely (Prugh et al. 2000:19).” 

This takes one to a further argument related to previous arguments in this thesis about diminishing 
natural capital. This is a scientific argument which is related to the economic process we have 
described, referring to inputs of resources and energy. Taking this process to another level, we need 
to understand it in terms of the ‘rearrangement of matter and energy’, as natural capital is turned 
into man-made or manufactured capital and wastes. However, as we already explained earlier in 
the paper, manufactured capital has a life span, and must eventually be replaced. For example, a 
bridge which requires natural resource inputs such as oil, steel, gravel, concrete and human capital 
needs to be eventually replaced by another one, and the original bridge eventually turns to rubble 
or waste. The original bridge’s usefulness or functionality disappears with it, and thus also the 
inputs used to produce it in the first place. A simpler example may be a child’s plastic toy, which 
also requires inputs such as resources, and energy which eventually either get used up in recycling 
or burnt at a landfill site, or left for the elements to break down far more slowly. Although the first 
scenario is clearly the better and more ‘sustainable’ option than the latter two examples regarding 
the toy’s life cycle, there still remains a ‘one-way flow of high quality matter/energy’ which is 
eventually transformed into ‘low-quality matter/energy’ or waste. Thus it is evident that economic 
activity as a system is an entropic system operating in a substantially closed global system, in that it 
ultimately increases disorder. Entropy can be more formally defined as, ‘a measure of disorder that 
exists in a defined system and higher entropy means higher disorder’. (Prugh et al. 2000:20; Roper 
2008). Now I shall take a closer look at discussions surrounding this theory of entropy. 

Boulding (1996) suggests that there are two scenarios which relate to the input factors into the 
economy. The first being matter (resources) and the second (energy). Matter can conceivably be 
understood to operate in a closed system, in which ‘there is neither an increase nor a decrease in 
material entropy’. However, if we are to refer to high quality matter regressing to low quality 
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 The regenerative capacity of global eco-systems are fixed. 
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matter, in this conception it is a loss9 of useful energy. With an equal amount of energy, this low 
quality matter can be reinvented as high quality matter, ‘as it is quite possible to concentrate 
diffused materials if energy inputs are allowed’. However, there is a big but, and this but refers to 
the entropy of energy. According to the second law of thermodynamics energy is converted from 
potential energy to kinetic energy, and cannot be readily converted back to potential energy and 
has thus been reduced to a different form of energy (entropic) which is useless for the economic 
process (Boulding 1966:299). 

Stated more formerly, entropy of a closed system (earth system is closed) always increases. Thus if 
we are to look at our current forms of energy input into the economic system (which increases 
energy entropy) they are taken from the natural capital stock, such as oil, coal, gas and other forms 
of energy production. These finite resources are not being substituted by renewable forms of 
capital at required rates for sustainability, perceptibly not even weak sustainability (Roper 2008).  

If one is to take a look at the present rates of population growth, coupled with present rates of 
economic growth – humanity is going to need an increased rate of resource input to keep the 
economic sub-set going.  The economic sub-set needs energy and resource inputs; and produces 
energy and waste and then one has a feedback loop in the form of recycling. The economic sub-set 
includes factors of production and population growth rates, and consumption. However, energy and 
resource inputs and waste outputs are going to place increased rates of pressure on natural capital 
stock levels, until there reaches a critical level where eco-systems can simply and technically not 
sustain such rates. However, this situation very much depends on our consumption levels in the 
future, as well as already mentioned technological improvements. The latter two prospects will 
have to show a complete reversal of current trends – as global consumption rates increase 
drastically along with population and production rates, as I have made explicit in the first part of 
the paper using statistics (UNEP 2000).  

Technological improvements have been unimaginable in their efficiency growth level, yet they 
remain way behind in the race of compensation to destruction/utilization of the natural capital. One 
needs to ask the questions: why is this so, what are our current trends and why do we have these 
astonishing rates not even close to leveling with ‘weak sustainability’? If we are not to reach 
sustainability now, when will this be? To answer these questions I need to refer to the other 
components we have described in our diagram, and especially the economic sub-system and its 
characteristics. Beside the consequences of a continued growth path the global economy rides on, 
one can clearly see that such a continuous growth path is most unlikely or even impossible, and 
certainly unwise. Not only is this continuous growth based on speculation, hope and technological 
fantasy but also irresponsibility. As the sub-set or economic system requires certain features of the 
global system intact or at least on a reserve margin for its own continuation, or can one say 
‘sustainability’. If one assumes the possibility of a phantasmagorical technological breakthrough, 
will it come in time? 

These requirements are in line with assertions made by Daily & Goodland (1996:1008) as to what 
needs to be achieved for sustainable development.  

“The key to the improvement of the well being of millions of people lies in the increase 

of the added value of output after properly netting out all the environmental costs and 
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 We take into account the physical law that ultimately energy can neither be created nor destroyed. 
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benefits and after differentiating between the stock and flow aspects of the use of 

natural resources. In our view this is the key to sustainable development (Daily & 
Goodland 1996:1008).” 

4.4 CONCLUSION & COMMENTARY  

In the above section, I have packed the ‘problem’ framework almost to the limit. I have poured the 
‘strong’ ale to the brim of the ‘problem mug’. However, in all soberness one has to acknowledge the 
transmutation or metamorphosis of the ‘problem’ as one gradually fills the ‘problem mug’ with an 
array and conglomeration of power structures, discourses and interpretations. However, rather 
than downing the ale, so as to hastily empty our ‘problem mug’ for a taste of the next ‘weaker’ ale of 
‘problem’ interpretations – one should soberly drink it down, via highlighting the most important 
points of this section.  

I began this section with different interpretations of the ‘problem’, and with explanations of the 
global eco-system, and its capabilities in terms of services to humanity. Limits to growth arguments, 
which take on a fatalistic genre as a power structure, and proposed ‘no growth’ solutions were later 
replaced or influenced by more dominant power structures or interpretations. The latter 
interpretations, describe the conditions for sustainability in a more detailed and technical manner. 
The basic principle remains the same however; inputs (resources + energy) enter into the economic 
sub-system, and expel or leave the system as (waste + energy). Thus, minimum requirements for 
sustainability include the following factors: a) non-renewable resources are substituted at equal 
rates of their consumption; b) special care is taken to assess critical levels and health factors of 
renewable resources, and consumption should never exceed regenerative capacities; c) waste levels 
should never exceed sink capacities (death of eco-systems), which would diminish the global eco-
system, and finally d) also take into consideration the correct pricing and maintenance of economic 
sustainability factors (maintenance of man-made capital, and inclusion of aesthetic costs). Thus, 
from the above interpretation I can make the conclusion that the economic sub-system is generally 
dependent for its short term functioning, and entirely dependent on the global eco-system for its 
long term or sustainable functioning. This last point or interpretation is a very important point for 
the entire thesis. We thus would like you to stop and contemplate the ‘strong’ flavor, before you sip 
down the rest of the ale.  

Another interpretation of the ‘problem’ I dealt with in this section was the understanding of the 
economy as entropic, via the throughput of natural capital. ES thus also needs to take into 
consideration the replacement of goods, as they wear. However, more importantly an 
understanding that these goods have been reduced from high quality matter to low quality matter, 
and, as a result energy is lost. Energy, once transformed from potential energy to kinetic energy 
becomes dissipated and loses its original form. Thus, the entropy law in terms of matter becomes a 
sustainability question in terms of energy. Returning to previous arguments then, if energy is to be 
sustainable, it must either come from renewable sources; or non-renewable resources no doubt 
ensuring their equal substitution with the former renewable source. However - and here comes the 
bitter dregs of the strong ale – how much of the other forms of natural capital, such as sink 
capacities or eco-systems will be destroyed in the process, during the ‘dash for substitution of non-
renewable energy’; which in itself no-doubt requires energy. How many critical points will be 
jeopardized? Perhaps this conclusive interpretation can be aptly compared to a snake which has 
realized that its own tail was no tasty morsel after all. Certainly not a sustainable meal!  
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PART II – AN ANALYSIS OF THE ECONOMIC SUB-SYSTEM AND 

POWER AS DISCOURSE 

Within this section of the thesis I will be taking a look at the ‘problem’ from softer interpretations of 
SD. Most of the ‘interpretations’ discussed in this section are in contradiction and clash with 
interpretations of sustainability to varying degrees. Reminding the reader of the conclusions I made 
in the first section, and their importance for sustainability, this section seeks to highlight the 
underlying powers that allow for a continuation of dominance of global practices that undermine 
any attempts for real sustainability. I  begin with softer interpretations of ‘sustainable development’ 
and highlight the reasons for their adoptions. Softer interpretations use the development 
component within sustainable development as a justification for goals of continuous economic 
growth.  

Loosely one can claim that proponents of ‘hard’ definitions of sustainable development promote 
‘sustainability’ concepts and suggest a movement toward these ‘features’ of sustainability in real 
terms as a paramount objective.  However, statistical interpretations (fact) display a trend - as 
mentioned in the statistics section of the thesis - which show quite the opposite of sustainability. 
Problems derived from an array of national and international economic policies which favor 
continued economic growth at the highest possible rates. In this chapter and the next, I will take a 
look at why this is the case. Describing an understanding of this situation as differentiated 
interpretations of the problem, driven by various powers of knowledge, which has lead to an array 
of discourses. The discourse most prevalent today is the discourse that has been pushed into 
‘actualization’ as the most dominant force.  

 

5.  DISCUSSING GLOBAL ECONOMIC GROWTH AGENDA & POWER 

5.1 THE GRAND NARRATIVE OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND DOMINANT POWER  

“Economic Growth is the most universally accepted goal in the world. Capitalists, 

communists, fascists, and socialists all want economic growth and strive to maximize it 
(Daly 1977:8)” 

Despite statistical evidence, as well as explicit national policies, the ‘grand narrative’ of economic 
growth has been flourishing since the rejection of the limits to growth paradox or domination of 
harder interpretations. This rejection was often detailed in the form of: ‘if there are limits to 
growth, human ingenuity is such that it will bypass them with technology (OECD 1991:17)’. This 
argument has even gone so far as to say that the precautionary principle is an impediment to 
human ingenuity. Even the heads of vital ‘development’ institutions such as the World Bank have 
made extravagant commentary. Lawrence Summers, a former chief economist, stated in 1990: 

“There are no limits to the carrying capacity of the earth that are likely to bind any 

time in the foreseeable future. There isn’t a risk of any apocalypse due to global 

warming or anything else. The idea that the world is hanging over an abyss is 
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profoundly wrong. The idea that we should put limits on growth because of some 

natural limit is a profound error. (Summers 1990: Cited in Gillespie 2001:16)”  

Eva Friman (2002), in her thesis on the discourses of growth poses the vital question, ‘how did 
belief in unlimited economic growth originate, and why did it become so well established?’ as a 
central theme. Similarly, Friman investigates discourse from a theoretical position, and adopts 
Foucault’s understanding of power and truth. We agree with her assertion that, ‘discourse works in 
both inclusive and exclusive ways, it allows and it forbids.’ In this thesis we have similarly asserted 
the idea of inclusion and exclusion via the realm of continuous interpretation and reinterpretation. 
These events (of/to/in discourses) are in themselves both the result of power and are power in 
themselves, or as we have put it more explicitly in this paper, represent dominant power structures. 
We also agree with Friman, when she refers to Foucault’s interpretation of power, suggesting that 
‘power relations within discourses can change. Actions modify other actions – with immediate or 

future effects. (Friman 2002:25)’.  

Therefore our position of understanding in this paper of what we have called the ‘softer’ 
interpretation has become a dominant power structure via its own ability of inclusion and 
exclusion. Furthermore, the retention of one world-view as an object of truth above another is 
determined, and contained by external, as well as internal power structures. I will not delve into 
any profound explanation of the idea of truth at this point; rather I shall deal definitively with the 
idea of truth presented here by defining it as a foundation of any such power structure. Therefore, 
contained within the softer interpretations of the ‘problem’ - one ‘truth’ is revealed of economic 
growth as progress, and another of unlimited economic growth as unhindered. However, these 
‘truths’ are based on the truths of; supporting lesser power structures of technological optimism. It 
is very important to understand that these truths are specific truths and are only contained as 
absolutes within those power structures, at specific points in time. Furthermore, such ideas of truth 
as the foundations of power structures are in themselves constantly resurrected and challenged in 
a process of reinterpretation - driven by internal and external lesser-powers and dominant-power 
structures. Thus, in summary, a truth can only be absolute for the power structures in which it is 
contained at a specific moment in time. The opportunities of infinite truths remain parallel to the 
idea of infinite interpretations and infinite power structures.  

Post-modern perspectives on the idea of unlimited economic growth are proposed by a number of 
authors, including Friman, as a duality between nature and culture. This understanding overlaps 
with the title and theme of this thesis as ‘human activity and nature’. However, Friman, Merchant as 
well as Bookchin, speak about this duality as a social attempt of domination (must be distinguished 
from dominant power) over nature (cited in Friman 2002; cited in Zimmerman (eds). et al. 2005). 
Furthermore, Bookchin emphasizes that the interpretation of domination over nature is deeply 
rooted in social structures and belief systems.  “With the rise of hierarchy and human domination, 
however, the seeds are planted for a belief that nature not only exists as a world apart, but that it is 
hierarchically organized and can be dominated (Bookchin cited in Zimmerman (eds). et al 
2005:472). 
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6. ‘SOFTER’ INTERPRETATIONS OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

6.1 ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE DOMINANT ‘SOFT’ INTERPRETATION OF THE 

‘PROBLEM’  

Whilst these debates and discourses about sustainability, in line with harder interpretations of 
sustainable development were making headway, simultaneous debates stressing development as 
the ‘way forward’ were also popular. ‘Softer’ definitions of SD which often sided with 
interpretations of ‘social sustainability’ as well as ES, often overpowered or smothered the ideas of 
EnS. This is due to these discourses being relevant to that specific time, representing the 
dominating power structure. These discourses became dominant by constant challenges from less 
powerful discourses or power structures, thus the dominant discourse was also in a constant state 
of flux, and was never static. Lesser powers were by no means less relevant10, however all these 
discourses and power structures became dominated via the funneling of almost all discourse 
interpreted as a solution to the ‘problem’. These previously differentiated discourses were jammed 
together under the banner of sustainable development, and instantly were affected and forever 
changed. However, in terms of an archaeological understanding, this change and effect must be 
understood as an instantaneous effect or a series of stratified instantaneous effects. What I mean by 
this is that the differentiated power structures, were not ‘mushed’ together into one neat ‘bundle’ of 
interpretations of the ‘problem’ as SD, but rather gave rise to a complicated set of reinvented power 
structures. A power structure or discourse is by its very nature a continuous reinvention of itself, 
which is buffeted and thus reinvented by external powers. The internal power is the continuation of 
the discourse itself, which is able to resist external powers – in this manner discourse reinvents 
itself continuously as ‘interpretation’, ‘power-effected interpretation’ and thus reinterpretation’.  In 
diagram 2. I have depicted this understanding graphically in the appendix.  

Consider one example of a dominant power structure existing before the birth of the SD concept , 
labeled as the Development Debate. This term and concept meant something different to what it 
means to us today, as present power structures already taint its ‘historical authenticity’. An 
example of this is the classification of this ‘discourse’ as ‘soft’ in terms of SD interpretation, as well 
as in terms of sustainability within this thesis’ interpretation. However, it is of vital importance that 
one does not confuse ‘soft’ as less dominant. In this paper, I propose quite the opposite in fact. As 
the internal reinvention of the development and economic growth paradigm reveals itself as the 
dominant power structure, throughout many segments of time and space, including the present. 
Softer power structures certainly bear dominance; whereby one can trace elements of its origin 
with a statement made by President Truman in his inauguration speech before congress in 1949, in 
which he defined one of the world’s problems as the negative underdevelopment. Truman’s 
antithesis of underdevelopment was no doubt the idea of development. However, development was 
directly translated as economic growth, as he stated, “the road to development was to be where 

greater production was the key to prosperity and peace. This President then outlined a program of 
technical assistance to relieve the sufferings of certain population groups through ‘industrial 

activities and an [assumed] higher standard of living (Gillespie 2001:1)’. 

                                                           
10

 Here we mean only that they are not dominant. 
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Furthermore, development as an economic growth ideal was entrenched into international law. 
Examples include the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which state that everybody has 
the ‘right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well being for his family…’ and similar 
ideals pronounced in 1966 and 1974. In 1986 the right to development was expressed in the UN 
Declaration on the right to Development. However during this time period, the ‘powers that were 
shaping the development debate were expressly linked to political agendas and ideology wars, such 
as the cold war. (Gillespie 2001:2). However, it is not the scope of this thesis to analyze the different 
underlying power structures that may have shaped discourse. Beside the complicated nature of 
trying to decipher underlying power structures it is adequate to acknowledge them. On that note, 
however, it is important to recognize the existence of such underlying power structures, and their 
influence in understanding why certain discourses rise to dominance (Harris & Wise 2001). 

As I have already mentioned in the statistics section, the inequality between the have and have not’s 
is and was tremendous. This in itself was another influential power structure that may have lead to 
the ‘solution of economic development’. Prosperity was reinforced as economic prosperity, and 
thus development was moreover being loosely accepted as economic development. Despite the 
need for economic growth as a factor of development, it has been in many instances the sine qua 

non of development. As Gillespie (2001:5) states, “The commonly attributed cause of the current 

failings of development has been its focus on only singular factors – typically, a myopic obsession with 

only economic growth, to be achieved by emulating the industrialized paths of the developed world.” 
Additionally global organizations such as the UN reinforced this discourse as they projected 
objectives such as goals to obtain a minimum annual growth rate of 5% for developing countries 
within a decade of policy inception. By the end of this decade, the UN was pushing for 
‘uninterrupted and diversified growth of the industrial sector’. Similarly in 1980, the advent of 
economic growth as the unequivocal means to development was reinforced by the Brandt reports. 
The latter reports argued for the continuation of ‘western models of development, industrialization 
and economic expansion as the substance of development (Gillespie 2001; Harris & Wise 2001)’. 

In this short section I presented an example of interpretation of the ‘problem’ as a double edged 
sword. The ‘problem’ here is interpreted as a ‘lack of economic development’, and the solution, as 
‘increased economic development’. In this section we also discussed the archaeological and 
genealogical understanding of how such interpretations are in a continual process of 
reinterpretation, affected by both internal and external power structures. It is also evident that the 
‘problem-solution’ of softer interpretations remains distinctly one-dimensional. The domination of 
the interpretation of the ‘problem-solution’ above continues as reinterpretation within the 
Ecological Modernization (EM) debate, introduced below. Development as ‘economic growth’ today 
arguably remains the dominant agendas and international policy agendas of nearly all, if not all, 
national and international governments and organizations, including the WTO, IMF and most 
corporations (Friman 2002). 
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6.2 ARCHAEOLOGY AND GENEAOLOGY OF ECOLOGICAL MODERNIZATION  

“In our view, in other words, we expect that ecological modernization is ultimately 

likely to prove neither completely correct nor completely incorrect; instead the 

ultimate verdict is likely to be, ‘it depends’ (Fisher 2001:706).” 

Hajer (1995) makes the suggestion that Ecological Modernization (EM) emerged after the 1984 
‘World Commission on Environment and Development’. EM was akin to socio-economic 
development discourse during this time, which sought to address the social problems of the world 
via economic redistribution and growth. However, EM saw these structural adjustment 
programmes from a slightly different angle, and acknowledged the structural characteristics or 
phenomenon of environmental strains as well. However, instead of a state of regression, this 
movement maintained that ecological problems can be remedied through further economic 
development, via ‘further ecologically inclusive modernization’ and that, ‘society, including 
corporations, governments and consumers among others can therefore modernize itself out of the 
ecological crisis’ (Robbins 2001:24). 

The last statements suggest the perpetuation of the ‘development debate’, as relayed in the 
previous section. Thus, the power structures that have endured, or resurfaced are those advancing 
the ideas of economic growth as the suitable solution. According to EM interpretations, the 
Brundtland report in 1987, chastised the idea of ecological and economic dis-union, as propagated 
by the ecological limits interpretation of the late 60’s. This movement gave rise to slogans such as 
‘creating win-win situations’, ‘Pollution-Prevention-Pays (PPP)’ and involved redefining the 
relationships between the state, citizens (interest groups) and corporations (Spargaaren, G. 2000). 
Furthermore, these relationships according to Huber11 were to be amalgamated through the 
modernization process of ‘ecologizing of economy’ and the flip side of the coin ‘economizing the 
economy12’. This follows a process involving an ‘internalizing of externalities (Spargaaren 
2000:50)’. 

Furthermore the EM project or interpretation of the ‘problem’ is categorized into a self fulfilling 
prophecy of environmental ‘risk taking’. EM contends that other discourses warning of 
environmental catastrophe are too pessimistic and that we are already on the path of 
‘superidustrialization’. Thus, risk cannot be heeded as we have already entered into a high risk 
society – and the best option is to use available resources to shape existing societal wants, which 
includes solving the ecological crisis. Furthermore, proponents of EM argue that the only way out of 
such an ecological crisis is by a continuation of the modernization process (Robbins 2001). 

There have been many mixed feelings about the interpretation of the ‘problem’ that EM represents. 
I take a brief look at these from a theoretical and critical perspective by various authors, and in the 
next section I shall examine the ‘proposed assumptions’ of EM. The greatest rift between critics and 
proponents of EM lies in the promotion of the idea that ecological problems can be solved via 
surging ahead with the modernization process.  

                                                           
11

 One of the father’s of EM. 

12
 Here meaning the ‘scientification’ of ecology in economics – as a harder power structure. 
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“Unlike theorists who see technological development as being generally problematic – 

pointing to a need to generally put a stop to capitalism/ and or the process of 

industrialization to deal with ecological crises (such as Catton 1980; Foster 1992; 

O’Connor 1991; Schnaiberg 1980 & Schaiberg & Gould 1994) – Spargaaren and Mol 

argue that environmental problems can best be solved through further advancement 

of technology and industrialization (cited in Fisher 2001:701)”. 

Fisher (2001) also points out that the agenda of EM is to establish feasibility of environmental 
protection both within economic and political spheres. This involves the reorganization of various 
actors and role players, including governments, market players, corporate and business level 
associates. Thus, here one sees an important understanding of the components of EM, as involving 
more than just the relationships between the economy and the eco-system. Rather, it includes the 
‘whole functioning of society’ divided into the institutional, political and economic.  

The majority of criticism leveled at EM, has been met on the level of ‘the ambitiousness of the 
[technological] project’, and that it is bound to fail. However, EM has not only been criticized on a 
fundamental level, but also on societal level by authors such as Giddens who states, “Ecological 

Modernization skirts some of the main challenges ecological problems pose for social democratic 

thought, and as a result the theory is too good to be true (1998:58)”. This view is supported by others 
authors such as Leroy and van Tatenhoven 2000 (cited in Fisher 2001). 

I conclude this section by returning to the above mentioned institutional, political and economic 
elements of EM. If one is to understand EM, as institutional learning, we can say that it is based on 
the assumption that the necessary institutions can i) learn, and that ii) their learning may create 
some meaningful change. Thus in this context one can attribute the ecological crisis primarily as a 
conceptual problem, as purported by Spargaaren and Mol, 1992; Mol 1995; Gouldsan and Murphy 
1998 (cited in Robbins 2001). Furthermore, environmental problems are then problems of 
externalities, and should be solved via the conceptual solution of integration. Environmental 
problems are also derived from the accrual of economic viewpoints that have regarded the 
environment as a ‘free good’. Thus, there needs to be a condition of sterner political arrangements 
that bundles together, ‘integrated perspectives of nature and society (Robbins 2001: 26)’. What is 
further suggested via institutional learning is that various disciplines, such as the natural sciences 
can work together with industrial projects to ascertain exactly how much a certain eco-system can 
handle in terms of pollution or sink-capacities. I regard this latter postulate as a good example of 
‘truth’ as an inevitably, containing a ‘risk’ factor. However, we shall remind the reader that such a 
truth remains confined to these interpretations of the ‘problem-solution’ of ‘softer’ power 
structures.  

If one is to look at EM as a cultural political project, it refers to a project that addresses the inherent 
cultural understandings of the environmental problem. If the understanding was in anyway 
segregated, it now becomes a union of ideals and solutions under a banner of ‘our common 
problem’. EM as cultural politics will be more focused on giving an opportunity for 
reconceptualization of society, technology and nature (Hajer 1995). Thus, EM in the political 
cultural sense can be interpreted as a ‘new set of story lines’, which provide a new platform for 
tackling the problem through social action. Furthermore, proponents of this idea allay the ‘role of 
discourses and social constructions of reality as central’ (Robbins 2001:28). 
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Finally, I consider the economic component of EM, which can be translated into ‘modernization as a 
technocratic’ project. Much of EM’s drive to modernization rests on the principle of proven 
understandings of human capabilities in terms of technological advancement. However, one 
interpretation of EM as technology project suggests that it is technology and not nature itself that is 
out of control. However, “responding to environmental crises as a technocratic project can be 

problematic because the full environmental repercussions of many aspects of production are, as yet, 

unknown (Robbins 2001:133)”.  

 

6.3 THE ASSUMPTIONS OF ECOLOGICAL MODERNIZATION 

In this section, I pinpoint various arguments which contribute to the strong adoption and belief in 
the EM paradigm. I believe this relates to Kuznet’s argument that through economic development 
and industrialization, there is an eventual increased ability to control environmental degradation 
(Dresner 2002). I provide a brief description of this argument and its assumptions. I shall be more 
focused on the modern arguments underlying the EM debate, namely that of technological 
utopianism, beginning with the radically optimistic inception below,  

“We are watching the beginnings of a global economic boom on a scale never 

experienced before. We have entered a period of sustained growth that could 

eventually double the world’s economy every dozen years and bring increasing 

prosperity for – quite literally – billions of people on the planet…and we will do it 

without blowing the lid off the planet (Schwartz & Leyden 1997: 1)”  

Despite the variety of discourses, arguments and theories that promote economic growth as the 
best means of development, most of them argue from a position that neglects the ‘ecological bottom 
line’. These views are either ignorant or based on pious hopes that increased economic 
development as a driving force for technological revolution and efficiency will be the savior of our 
natural world.  I would like to point out at this stage the dramatic contrast of the optimistic 
interpretation of EM above to part 1 of this thesis and ‘harder’ interpretations, or understandings of 
limits to growth and the ecological bottom line. Without denial of this conceptual plausibility I 
would like to mention the fundamental assumptions that this interpretation holds; that the global-
ecosystem will be able to withstand economic growth of this magnitude, despite suggestions of 
vastly improved technology and efficiencies. I would also like to beg the question about tradeoffs at 
this point such as that extrapolated in Kuznet’s well known theory. This theory arguably forms the 
basis of technocratic arguments (another power structure) as well as the implicit basis for EM; this 
theory, however, admits one negative aspect. This negative is described as an ‘initial’ period of 
environmental degradation before an economy or industry reaches a capacity or capability to 
diminish environmental strains. Can these tradeoffs be calculated, and if so what are the 
dimensions of these environmental tradeoffs? What are the critical limits, and can ‘scientific 
calculations’ know these limits for sure? Do these technological capabilities take into account one 
market segment, or the sum of market segments? How does one calculate the robustness of eco-
systems that will possibly have to endure such initial tradeoffs? Supposing ‘developed’ nations have 
achieved ‘development’ to the extent that technological advances can offset environmental 
degradation; what about emerging world markets such as China and India? Will they be able to 
jump to developed nations’ technology levels to avoid a certain breach of the ecological bottom 
line? These are the pressing issues that seemingly time and again get swept under the carpet or 
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flatly ignored as humans continue on a roaring path of economic growth (the ‘long boom?”), free 
riding the concepts of sustainable development and EM.  

These are the basic assumptions that current trends of EM are resting on. Which suggest that 
technological improvements will offset environmental degradation beyond the levels of economic 
growth. Kuznet, inferred that at the beginning stages of industrialization, there will be some 
tradeoff between pollution and increased production. However, with increasing resources and 
capability the level of environmental degradation will decrease as the economy and population is 
more equipped to deal with it (Dresner, 2002). This theory inadvertently promotes 
industrialization, and economic growth for its own sake. However, it also neglects the argument of 
increasing throughput production, and as already mentioned critical limits to ecological strains. It 
also neglects the level of the environmental tradeoff in reaching a supposed economic level, where 
society is more capable to deal with environmental issues. Finally, this interpretation of economic 
growth as the means to development continually smacks of a one-dimensional approach to a multi-
dimensional ‘problem’. 

“This assumption of scarce resources and technological benefits sits uneasily with 

sustainability in the industrial north today, and underlines the difficulty in reconciling 

‘development’ with ‘sustainability’. It strikes at the legitimization of only one form of 

‘value’, albeit the principle one, within capitalist, industrial societies. It also leaves 

undisturbed the meaning we attach to ‘wealth’, while it is clear that much wealth is 

created in ways that undermine sustainability. (Redclift 2005:13)” 

Similarly Habermas (1971 cited in Redclift 2005) states, 

 “can civilization afford to surrender itself entirely to the…driving force of just one of 

its sub-systems – namely the pull of a dynamic…recursively closed, economic system 

which can only function and remain stable by taking all relevant information, 

translating it into, and processing it in, the language of economic value” 

However, despite these limitations and incantations, EM remains a dominant discourse legitimizing 
economic growth globally. More importantly, EM provides a comfort zone for the legitimization of 
corporate practice and business level (economic) expansion. I will be discussing the dangers 
associated with resting on the laurels of a conceptually pre-determined solution. Such a situation 
provides the breeding ground for weaker interpretations of sustainability at the business level. This 
I recognize as the 3rd force or third dominant power structure within this thesis. Subsequently, I 
shall be examining business and corporate level interpretations of the ‘problem’, and the weakness 
of their interpretations of sustainability which stem from an EM platform. The importance of 
including business and corporate level understanding of the problem is paramount. This is because 
I hold the view that businesses and corporate actors represent an actualization of policy and 
discourse. They are the machines and individuals holding the torch at the coalface of ‘sustainable 
development’. However, today business and corporates have the independence, power and ability 
to shape, and interpret the ‘problem’ in a manner that they find suitable, and this freedom may 
produce extravagant pockets of real sustainability. However, first I shall continue with the 
discussion of how business level actors came to be involved in the development agenda (Luke 
2005; Nelson 2006). 
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No doubt the environmental sustainability discourses and interpretations were given a wide berth 
with the welcoming of business to the sustainable development debate in 1992 Rio Earth Summit. 
The primary purpose of which was the call for a union between environmental groups and the 
corporate world. However, what these meetings engineered among business was a superficial 
response to the problem of sustainability, and sided with weak interpretations of sustainability, yet 
poised as a dominating power structure. The agendas of economic growth, profit maximization and 
corporate expansion were smeared by anti-pollution campaigns and clean technology debates, as 
‘greenwashing’. Although this conception did not necessarily represent all businesses, it certainly 
attested to the ‘mainstream’. Changing Course, (Schmidheiny, 1992. Cited in Redclift 2005), 
represented views from over 100 international companies as a spinoff to the Rio summit, which 
included pollution control (80’s), self regulation (90’s). Post-Rio projects were seen as the ‘turning 
point’ in which businesses began taking ‘real responsibility of environmental’ issues. This 
unleashed the era of corporate governance, which may not have been entirely a self-capitulated act 
of goodwill on the part of business, but rather powerful extraneous forces that could no longer be 
neglected – no doubt the recalcitrant power structures of ‘harder’ interpretations to the problem. 
This power possibly erupting in the manifestation of the Seattle Riots in 1999, precisely at a time 
when corporations ‘decided’ to change their attitudes toward that of responsibility – and thus the 
birth of a new concept Corporate Social Responsibility or CSR (Klein 2000). 

However, this movement or undercurrent power, led to the adoption of EM as a ‘revival and 
survival’ concept cushioning the fall of corporate interests. 

 “During the last two decades this label has been applied freely to several interrelated 

processes, and has taken on the ambiguity of such terms as ‘sustainable development’ 

itself. Essentially Ecological Modernization refers to the way in which new, cleaner 

technologies can be utilized effectively by businesses, within a policy framework that is 

conducive to more sustainable practices, and which holds out the practices of a win-

win situation: stimulating economic growth without increasing pollution (Redclift 
2005:216)”. 

However, this last statement does not in any way address the problem associated with increased 
economic growth. Returning to my arguments in the first section of the economy as a sub-system of 
the global set, EM does not provide any complete solution. EM, in fact propounds the problem, as it 
encourages more growth and development as economic growth. I shall go over this conundrum one 
more time. Expanding economies require certain input functions, such as energy and resources. 
These inputs are currently placing large strains on already limited natural capital. Secondly, despite 
vast improvements in technology and efficiency, there will almost inevitably always be a 
percentage of waste during production. This places even more strain on eco-systems and natural 
capital. Lastly, EM does not in any way solve the problem of entropy, and the loss of energy from 
throughput production. The earth simply cannot sustain increased levels of throughput production, 
or generate the energy required without a large amount of risk and instability to the global eco-
system. In this manner EM, rests on assumptions that prove in themselves to be sustainability weak 
at best resting on the laurels of some form of ‘calculated hope’. In the next chapters we shall take 
this argument further, in understanding the business interpretations of solutions or responses to 
‘the problem’.  
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6.4 CONCLUSION & COMMENTARY  

In this section I have shown that ‘weaker’ interpretations of SD, are not weaker in terms of 
dominance as a power structure. I began this section with an archaeological description of this 
dominant power structure, uncovering traces of this power structure labeled the ‘development 
debate’ in 1949. This power structure reinterpreted the ‘problem’ as a lack of global economic 
development – and the solution as ‘increased production, for a road to peace’.  I described external 
power structures including ‘laws’, ‘institutional ideology’ which aided economic growth to become 
the sine qua non of development and overshadowed ‘harder’ interpretations of the ‘problem’.   

Our archaeological understanding does not sympathize with the view that 1984 was the origin of 
EM as proposed by Hajer (1995). Rather, it may be the specific point in time, where variegated 
power structures were included conceptually, as Ecological Modernization. Thus, similarly to the SD 
concept it represents a power structure in itself, setting the conditions for inclusion or exclusion, 
interpretation and reinterpretation of the ‘problem’. Therefore, the inclusion of traces of the 
development debate, which encourages economic development as a prima facie solution, is 
evidence of a continuous power structure or reinterpretation. 

Thus, EM reinforced and reinterpreted old ideology with the power of a new concept. The concept’s 
own power reinforced, included and excluded both existing internal and external power structures. 
It included: the ‘problem-solution’ as a union between ecological and economic powers; the 
continuation of the modernization process via the technological project and attempts to legitimize 
‘risk taking’ via the assumption that we are already operating in such a risk society. We find the 
latter argument quite ignorant and contestable by the simple fallacy of composition. Suggesting that 
we are already living in a risk society universally is ignorant, and a matter of interpretation 
conveniently suitable to the cause of the continuation of the dominant power structure. 
Furthermore, continuation of interpretation based on such a fallacy, is akin to stoking the fire which 
drives the engine of technological advancement and with it economic growth which is outpacing the 
recovery of the global eco-system. Thus the EM problem-solution as a union of ecologic and 
economic is perverted. This perversion is no doubt driving an increase in the imbalance between 
human activity and global eco-systems – the opposite of its intended function.  

Our understanding of such a perversion is what we would like to refer to as the 3rd force or 
dominant power structure. This power structure refers to a host of opportunistic powers of 
exploitation, deceit and dishonesty. This power is particularly dangerous to the intentions of honest 
discourse and ‘problem-solutions’. This is a most sinister force, as it often lies disguised behind the 
template of good intention, and has an ability to co-exist within and surrounding dominant power 
structures. Historical examples of this power are Hitler’s misreading or manipulation of Nietzsche’s 
philosophy and the ‘Ubermensch’. Similarly the theory of separate development as a well meaning 
road to development in South Africa was reinterpreted and perverted – thus leading to the 
Apartheid regime.  One needs to be aware of the presence of this power structure as it is the most 
hazardous obstacle to achieving a real solution to the ‘problem’ of human and nature’s imbalance.  

However, I would not like the politics of the 3rd force to detract from the irrationality of some of the 
features of EM. Thus, I will end this section by reinforcing the understanding that EM, is based on 
numerous assumptions and often equates to no less than technological utopianism. These 
assumptions include the understanding that communication and learning in institutional EM is not 
in any way retarded, and that the ‘problem-solution’ merely requires reconceptualization and 
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integration. Furthermore, it assumes that the economy will drive a technological revolution akin to 
the ‘messiah’ of our age. Ironically however, this technological solution makes a grave technical 
miscalculation – which is based on the assumptions that there will be no or less (ecological) 
repercussions in advancement of such a project. Technologically advanced solutions pave the way 
for technologically advanced problems. Examples abound in the form of GMO’s and nano-
technological consequences for the environment. The idea of critical limits is not taken seriously 
enough. The very intention of cultural political interpretations of EM to integrate perspectives of 
nature and society is a failure. Communication is imperfect, and as a result there remains 
domination of one power structure over another – in this case the economic over the ecologic. This 
imbalance is a perfect breeding ground for the exploitation powers of the 3rd force, which we shall 
discuss below.  
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PART III - INTERPRETATION OF THE ‘PROBLEM’ AT THE ‘COAL 

FACE’ AND THE 3RD  FORCE 

7. CORPORATE & BUSINESS LEVEL INTERPRETATIONS OF THE 

‘PROBLEM-SOLUTION’ 

Rikhardsson and Welford suggest that, 

‘businesses have taken the environmental agenda and adjusted and manipulated it to 

suite their own traditional style of environmentalism more in line with the 

continuation of growth and the globalization trend than with a move toward 

sustainable development (1997: 40)” 

I specifically chose this statement due to the spark of ambiguity that it contains, both in relation to 
previous discussions in this paper on interpretations as well as the implicit acknowledgement of a 
difference between EM and SD. The statement, ‘More in line with the continuation of growth’ 
represents the ideas behind EM, which according to these authors does not comply with the SD 
agenda. Again this is a matter of interpretation. However, this sets the scene for an interesting 
discussion surrounding business and corporate level interpretations. First we would like to make a 
distinction between business (trade) and corporate business. For the purpose of simplicity in this 
paper we shall not distinguish further between business levels. However, due to the understanding 
of corporations as powerful global entities, I shall take a brief look at how their power became 
entrenched in global society via an archaeological and genealogical method.  

 

7.1 GENEAOLOGY AND ARCHAEOLOGY OF CORPORATE POWER – A VIEW FROM 

DAVID KORTEN  

“Less widely recognized is the tendency of individual corporations, as they grow in size 

and power, to develop their own institutional agendas aligned with imperatives 

inherent in their nature and structure that are not wholly under the control even of 

the people who own and manage them (Korten, 2001:59).” 

This is a view that is seen by many anti-corporate proponents today. That the machine like 
structure of the corporation in itself lends to a dehumanization of the functioning of the 
corporation. Although there are many arguments opposed to this view. I take a brief look at the 
credibility of this argument, as well as the look at the rise of corporate power in America, and how 
this view came about. The reason we take an interest in this subject, is that it is undeniable that 
corporations today have, ‘emerged as the dominant governance institutions on the planet, with the 

largest among them reaching into virtually every country of the world and exceeding most 

governments in size and power (Korten 2001:60)’. 

The history of the corporation dates as far back as the colonial era, and the great merchant 
companies of the Dutch and British. The Dutch-East India and British East India companies did well 
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to establish sovereign rule and power within various parts of the world under the guise of ‘trade’. 
After WWII, the United States emerged as the world’s most prominent power, and with it the rise of 
predominantly U.S. led and formed global institutions such as the World Bank, World Trade 
Organization, United Nations and International Monetary Fund13 (Korten 2001:62). 

The latter have without doubt been instrumental in broadening the scale of international trade, and 
with it international corporatization. Thus, America will be of a particular interest to focus on 
below, as we describe the struggle between the corporation and civil society in America. During the 
19th century arose a particular legal struggle between the corporation and civil society regarding 
the right of people to revoke or amend corporate charters. This procedure of simply failing to 
revoke or amend corporate charters in the U.S. was fairly common, until 1819, when the Supreme 
Court overruled a legal debacle over the denial for renewal of a corporate charter. This signaled the 
birth of the debate over corporate legal rights. However, the general consensus changed at a later 
date from that of corporations remaining under legal charter for the purpose of public interest to 
that of gaining the same rights as individual citizens14. This was due to a corrupt and gradual 
control of key state legislative bodies, which allowed corporations to ‘virtually rewrite the laws 
governing their own creation (Korten 2001:65)’. 

This situation of eventual control of organs of state by corporate sympathizers is without doubt still 
present in today’s world. This translates into specialized relationships between big business and 
government. In most large capitalistic ‘free’ markets, politics is pushed and pulled by the heavy duty 
corporate lobby agents. The interests of corporations are thus without a doubt on the minds of 
politicians in their accrual of personal power, fame and ‘legitimacy’. Exactly the kind of people big 
business would like in power. At a later stage in history (1980’s), the almost free will of 
corporations reached their zenith,  

“The full political resources of corporate America were mobilized to regain corporate 

control of the political agenda and the court system. High on the political agenda were 

domestic reforms intended to improve the global competitiveness of the United States 

by getting government ‘off the back’ of business. Taxes on the rich were radically 

reduced and restraints on corporate mergers and acquisitions removed. Enforcement 

of environmental and labour standards was weakened. The government sided with 

aggressive U.S. corporations seeking to make themselves more globally competitive by 

breaking the power of unions, reducing wages and benefits, downsizing corporate 

workforces, and shifting manufacturing operations abroad to benefit from cheaper 

labour and lax regulation (Korten 2001: 71).” 

This last statement is provocative in understanding why corporations fell into extreme disfavour 
amongst ‘ordinary’ citizens. People began to feel that corporations were exploiting them on a daily 
basis and that they were just expendable like a good or a commodity. Corporate behavior, in the 
eyes of many was becoming more and more distanced from the realities of being human, and our 
interactions with the environment. People began to feel that corporations did not care for the 

                                                           
13

 The IMF is usually headed by a European, and the World Bank an American as an informal agreement. 

14
 Corporations were given similar rights as citizens. ‘In 1886...the chief justice of the Supreme Court declared in 

Santa Clara County vs. Southern Pacific Railroad that a private corporation is a natural person under the U.S. 

Constitution.’(Korten 2001:66). 
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environment, but only for their own survival. This meant that profit took precedence and growth 
and survival of the firm were the goals. Anybody or anything that stood in the way of these 
principles were simply bulldozed by the extreme might of the international corporation. 
Furthermore, any criticism of corporate mal-practice was simply replaced by the idea of a ‘socially 
responsible corporation’ adopting ‘codes’ of conduct. This is well documented by Klein in her book 
entitled, “No Logo”: 

“Corporate codes of conduct are in many ways the most controversial by-product of 

brand-based activism. The moment multi-national companies like Nike, Shell, Mattel 

and the Gap stopped denying the existence of abuses at their sites of production and 

resource extraction, they began drafting statements of principles, codes of ethics, 

memorandums of understanding and other non-legally-binding documents of good 

intentions. These pieces of paper espoused high standards of business ethics: 

nondiscrimination, respect for the environment and rule of law. If any busybody 

customer wanted to know how their products were made, the public-relations 

department simply mailed them a copy of the code, as if it were the list of nutritional 

information on the side of a box of lean cuisine (Klein  2000:430)” 

Thus in this next section I explore alternate views of the corporation, including intentions behind a 
‘good brand image’. How genuine are such attempts from the corporate level in addressing the 
‘problem’ I have spoken about throughout this thesis. Despite the many examples of corporate 
power of exploitation; there are no doubt two sides to the same coin. Thus, one needs to retain a 
distance from the danger of immediate judgment of the corporation as being ‘all bad’. Below I shall 
examine more theoretical interpretations of the ‘problem-solution’ before moving on to more 
micro-level perspectives in the following sections on the management of the firm.  

 

7.2 CORPORATE ENVIRONMENTAL INTERPRETATIONS OF THE PROBLEM/3RD 

FORCE 

It cannot be denied that the structure of corporations in many instances today represent extreme 
instances of power. In earlier chapters I mentioned the ‘operationalization’ of ‘interpretation’. I also 
mentioned that power is inherent in the ability of a discourse to include and exclude, as well as 
interpret and reinterpret. In a similar vein, business level interpretations of the problem are also 
reinterpreted by internal and external forces. However, the intentions of such reinterpretations are 
also important as they too are no doubt the influence of external power structures. What I will be 
on the lookout for in this section are genuine interpretations as solutions to the problem of an 
imbalance between human activity and nature. Superficial ‘solutions’ are often worse than no 
solution at all, as they deviate from the ‘problem’ and distract attention away from solutions as 
possible paradigm shifts.  

It may be argued that the manner in which business has taken upon itself the ‘environmental 
project’ with increasing interest and gusto is the very evidence that there is ‘something fishy going 
on’. Corporate environmental strategies have also largely been shaped, translated and dominated 
by corporations themselves, suggested as a quick response to the ‘demands of the environmentalists 

without impacting on the underlying objectives and values of business’...and that…‘Corporate 
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environmental management as being based on a certain managerial ideology that accepts only 

certain forms of solutions and corporate environmental behavior (Rikhardsson & Welford 1997:40)’. 

Furthermore, solutions to environmental ‘problems’ are suited to the agenda of corporate business. 
Characteristically, this includes empathy with a greater reductionist or positivist interpretation of 
the ‘problem’ – which in a demanding business environment can result in ‘speedy’, predictable 
linear solutions. Such solutions in their haste for efficiency remain predictable and often from an 
internal pre-meditated perspective. What I mean by the latter, is that solutions in the business 
world are inherent to an expected outcome that takes the firms’ best interest into account.  This 
may result in managers pursuing superficial solutions, instead of analyzing the underlying tensions 
which may have caused the problem in the first place.  

Rikhardsson and Welford talk about competing paradigms and suggest that different discourses 
lead up to the culmination of certain interpretations of ‘environmental issues’. The idea of 
competing paradigms is in line with our understanding of ‘power discourses’, and the genealogical 
understandings of interpretation of the ‘problem’. However, these authors make a classification via 
inception of ideological concepts as extremes or opposites. They make the suggestion that a 
paradigm may be either in conjunction with an objective perspective or a subjectivist perspective 
on the other end of the scale. Likewise, proponents of competing paradigms may either vie for a 
continuation of present conditions (status quo) or vie for change. This is depicted in figure 3. in the 
appendix (Rikhardsson & Welford 1997). 

By combining these aspects one ends up with a range of four categories which assume different 
mixes of these competing paradigms. The authors thus present four possible paradigms, ranging 
from the positivist and interpretivist camp in favour of the status quo, to vying for change in the 
critical structuralist and humanist camps. However, there also remains a difference between the 
extremes of objectivism and subjectivism, whereby the structuralists and positivists take on a more 
objective understanding and the humanists and interpretavists side with a more subjectivist 
interpretation.  Rikhardsson and Welford (1997) suggest that corporate interpretations most often 
lie within the positivist camp. The reasons for this can be described by the simple understanding 
that this paradigm camp is most acceptable to business, and already in line with corporate thinking 
or even aspects of EM. A positivist explanation is in line with ‘scientific explanation’ of social 
phenomena and thus demands a solution on a similar technical basis. Furthermore the inherent 
objectivism surrounding this frame of thought tends to simplify ‘reality’ into defined categories, 
models and modes of thinking, which often leaves out room for ethics, values and precaution. This 
in itself is another major assumption which can be challenged via the statistical interpretations of 
the ‘problem’ showing a certain malfunctioning of such a thought process. Again the assumptions 
rest on,  

‘solutions based on technological developments and adjustment to processes and 

systems in society which will eventually solve all environmental problems’  of which 
the danger lies in that, ‘businesses find the positivist approach easy to grasp since it 

allows them to maintain the status quo* until there is scientific evidence that they 

must change. Any subsequent change can then be technologically driven in a manner 

completely consistent with eco-modernism [EM] (Rikhardsson & Welford 1997:43).” 
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7.3 A BUSINESS LEVEL RESPONSE TO THE ‘PROBLEM’ 

In this section I analyze various business level interpretations of the ‘problem’, as theory, policy and 
management practices within the firm. This includes ideas of the ‘responsible’ business approach15 
as practical endorsements of the Ecological Modernization and Sustainable Development agenda. 
This includes the discussions over the theories of management of the firm, profits with principles 
and the ‘added-mass’ effect. 

Now that I have explicated the tendency of firms to manage ecological solutions in terms of a 
‘positivist paradigm’, I shall take a look at this principle from a different angle, which is inclusive of 
the business perspective. I begin with a critical approach to the previous chapters on profit 
maximization and subsequently also EM via the following statement,  

“The win-win proposition is certainly evocative. It suggests the corporate community 

will produce social and environmental dividends through its successful long term 

pursuit of profit. It evokes a sense of ethics into what increasingly appears at best an 

amoral evolution in global, market capitalism. Indeed it suggests a necessary 

convergence of financial success with societal good – a domesticated Darwinism at its 

very best (Zadeck 2001:51)” 

 

7.3.1 PROFITS-WITH-PRINCIPLES 

Corporate Citizenship or Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has been interpreted as the 
response and challenge to the Milton Friedman argument, ‘that the sole purpose of a firm is to 
maximize profits for its shareholders’. Whilst some advocates have wholeheartedly rejected 
Friedman’s notion,16 others have rather managed to transform the notion into something 
acceptable. Which they say was in line with Friedman’s argument in the first place which asserted 
the importance of firms taking into account their surroundings and societal principles. This 
corporate response translates into ‘profits-with-principles’ advocating a ‘win-win’ approach. 
Advocacy of these principles moreover, make the suggestion that firms not following this approach 
and responsible behavior will be eventually pushed out of the market. However, numerous 
examples abound of corporations that continue to thrive despite their less-than ethical approach in 
their business agendas. Despite this, there are numerous examples of industries that in themselves 
are ‘counter-ethical’ or lack any form of principle at all. These examples may include – the weapons 
industry; cigarette industry; various pharmaceutical companies; diamond industry (past); mining 
industries the palm oil industry, whaling industry and Soya-bean industry in Brazil amongst others. 
(Zadeck 2001). 

David Korten (2001) however, suggests that the win-win proposition is as provocative as it is 
evocative, arguing “that real ethics costs real money, that is, there is a trade-off between profits and 
principles.” Furthering this argument, he suggests that if a firm were to be truly ethical it will be 

                                                           
15

 CSR – which could also be leveled as response to various power groups. 

16
 Such as Tepper-Marlin,  president of the Council of economic Priorities (Zadek 2001). 



42 

 

pushed out of the market. I am in agreement with this principle, however, I would like to add the 
elements of time and competition. A firm may go through different phases in its life cycle, where 
extraneous forces may force this firm into acting ‘less-than-ethically’ than it possibly would ‘like’ to. 
However, due to these ‘real costs’ involved in ethical and/or responsible behavior it may be 
necessary for firms to cut these costs, for various reasons at specific points in time. These may 
include a slowed market, increased competition or any other extraneous ‘powers’ that are out of the 
firm’s control. Rendering it unlikely a firm may act on its intended ethical level continuously even if 
it may wish to do so.  Zadek, supports this idea, and states that the view that there is no trade-off 
between financial profitability and being responsible to society and the planet is plainly ‘nonsense’ 
(2001). 

I shall take a look at these arguments below, in a more technical approach using graphs and figures, 
sketched in the appendix. (Please refer to Graphs 2-4, in the appendix). At this point I can also 
mention that various studies have shown that perceived responsibility of a firm has negligible 
effects on the profit of that firm, and vice versa. Thus the validity of ‘profit-with-principles’ and its 
relation to the profit margin of the firm is in no manner conclusive, and should be the subject of 
further debate. The reason being, that reliance on a principle such as this has proved to be 
unreliable as opposed to reasonable. There is no empirical evidence that relates responsible or 
irresponsible business actions with increased or decreased financial performance (Zadek 2001). 
Furthermore, the danger herein lies in the assumption that concepts such as ‘profits with 
principles’ which are invented by the establishments that created the need for its inception in the 
first place – is in any way adequately providing any substantial solution. A solution that is loosely 
adhered to by the wills and whims of the corporation, does not signify any real commitment to the 
principles of responsibility and less so to that of ‘sustainability’. Furthermore, there is no 
substantial evidence that ‘acting responsibly’ will in any way enhance profits or total performance 
of the firm, which does not induce or compel any firm to necessarily follow such responsibility. 
However, there have been and are incidences, where firms’ actions and non-actions have been so 
violently opposed by NGO’s and civil societies in various parts of the world – that is has tarnished 
the image and reputation of the firm. This either led to the decrease in sales of their products or 
forced the company to change its behavior (Klein  2000).  

Although there is no empirical evidence, according to a number of surveys done in the U.S. and E.U. 
there is an increasing trend in the attitudes of consumers toward preference of a product that is 
produced by an ethically sound company. For example, in a 1999 survey of 4000 people in the E.U. 
above the ages of 15, found that 86% of participants would be more likely to purchase a product 
from a ‘company engaged in activities to help improve society’. Furthermore, eight in ten Americans 
envisage more positively a company that cares for the environment and society (84% in 1993; 83% 
in 1994 surveys), (Zadeck 2001). 

Thus, the above situation does highlight some contradictions surrounding the behavior of firms and 
their financial performance. However, there also does remain a difference between the actual 
responsible or irresponsible behavior of the firm and the public perceived ethical behavior or the 
reputation of the firm. Thus, it is the latter public ‘image’ of the firm that has a possible effect on the 
financial performance of the firm. Reasons for this may include; the already mentioned pressures 
from environmental, social groups (that may tarnish the image of the company, and force people to 
boycott their goods); shareholder and investor interest (as shareholders are possibly more 
sensitive to the actions and behavior of companies today); and then of course ordinary consumers. 
Examples of the latter include, Perrier and Coca-Cola, whose financial performances were severely 
affected, due to an emergent image that their products were contaminated. Similarly Monsanto, the 
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world’s largest Genetically Modified Organism consortium faced financial difficulties under the 
‘Frankenstein Foods Campaign’. However these examples again are not conclusive proof that 
reputation and image are directly correlated. Other examples, in fact show the opposite trend, 
whereby financial performances were improved despite supposedly poor ethical reputation. These 
examples include companies such as Shell, Nestle and Nike, in which, ‘the negative press referring to 

specific incidents is not proved to have a long term negative effect on the price of the company’s shares 
(Zadek 2001:61)” Another commentator, Michael Hopkins discovered through his research, ‘the 

company that did worst in [my social responsibility] rankings – News International – actually had the 

largest share price rise. Clearly, the public’s purchasing of shares is still not greatly affected, as yet, by 

the companies’ level of social responsibility (Hopkins, cited in Zadek 2001:61)”  

Please now refer to the different graphical representations included in the appendix, in which I 
describe a number of variant interpretations of civil regulation and company performance. The first 
graph, graph 2. represents the effects on financial performance of a company due to civil regulation 
in its most simplistic form. On the y-axis there is Financial Performance (f), and on the x-axis one 
has company Reputation (r) or (perceived ethical behaviour). In this graph I have a direct trade off 
between increased perceived ethical behavior17 and financial performance. An increase in (r), 
results in an estimated increase in (f). This graph represents this argument in its most theoretical 
form. graph 3. represents a variation from the last graph in that here, we take into consideration the 
difference between how companies may react due to perceptions (Line c-c), and how financial 
markets are less perturbed by perceived ethical behavior (Line F –F). (adapted from Zadeck 2001). 
By this latter graph we have thus an example of imperfect information, whereby companies 
improve their ethical behavior due to expected better returns, or as a safety measure ‘in case’ of 
financial losses. However, in comparison financial markets rarely seem to care, due to their 
preoccupation with short term returns. However, if companies do turn out to be correct, then via 
what is known as the Goyder effect, financial markets in fact make some adjustments in their access 
to such ‘new information’. This is  reflected in graph 4. by the broken line Fn – Fn, and the difference 
Q, between Fn and F. This is an argument closer in line with ‘principles result in profits’ or ‘principles 

as financially safer’ management ethic. (adapted from Zadeck 2001).  

 

7.4 CONCLUSION & COMMENTARY  

The purpose of the above section is two-fold. I introduced a third power structure that I mentioned 
earlier on in the thesis. The nature of this power structure, however, is sinister in its ability to 
overpower, exploit and pervert the other two power structures and in this manner also become a 
dominant power structure. However, the main difference of this power structure and the other two 
dominant power structures is that it is not necessarily focused on any ‘problem-solution’. For this 
reason we shall distinguish it by calling it a force, namely the 3rd force. The other purpose of this 
thesis was to investigate the business and corporate level interpretations of the ‘problem’. In many 
instances the 3rd force reveals itself within the operationalization of the various discourses, and in 
more practical descriptions of business policy and management of the ‘problem’. Often the agendas 
of business and corporations are self serving and self created, supported by external powers such 
as the WTO, and IMF, as world governing bodies. The self serving intentions of these global players 
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 Interpreted by interested parties, stakeholders, shareholders etc. 
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and their manipulation of other interpretations of the ‘problem’ are an element of the 3rd force. 
However, one must not confuse this force, with the explicit economic powers that corporations 
harbor – it is rather the dishonest and sinister use of this power, which detracts from the purpose 
of other power structures and their good intentions. Thus, I am not saying that big business is 
incapable of utilizing its power for good, but often this power becomes perverted. The reason for 
this is inherent in the nature of the firm to produce a profit for survival, at least at some point in its 
lifespan, due to a competitive market and pressures from shareholders to earn dividends. Such 
pressures by shareholders may induce a machine like functioning of the corporation which derails 
the firm from all ‘humanness’ or ethical emotion. This advocates the idea that interpretations of the 
‘problem’ leads to ‘problem-solutions’ falling into a positivist mainstream of interpretation or 
paradigm. This is understandably the reason why independent business and corporate 
interpretations of the problem overlap so well with ‘softer’ interpretations of SD. Often using EM 
power structures for the legitimization of its own power structures – symbiotically seeking to 
reinforce each other.  

However, I would like to stress the point that the honest intentions of business interpretations of 
the ‘problem’ are certainly better than none. Terms such as Corporate Social Responsibility, Win-
Win solutions and Profits-with-Principles provide a power in themselves. Conceptual powers, that 
may lead the ‘operationalization’ of business closer to the balance necessary for sustainability. 
Powers that may support and include the harder dominant power structure I have revealed in the 
second part of this thesis. Having the capability to change the face and functions of business forever 
into something truly sustainable and responsible is the new and most important business 
challenge. 

However, at this stage I believe that business level interpretations of the ‘problem’ are often 
affected by the 3rd force. I have already given examples of firms negating theories that suggest firms 
will be pushed out of the market if they do not act ‘ethically’. Or as Korten puts it, that if a firm were 
to act truly ethically, it will not be able to compete and in fact be pushed out of the market. 
However, we suggest that firms can act ethically and unethically, but certainly not entirely ethically 
throughout its entire lifespan. Thus here the calamity is revealed in the inevitable surmounting 
pressure on global eco-systems due to the sum of variegated instances of irresponsible or unethical 
behavior of all businesses and corporations not able to retain a lifetime of ethical behavior.  
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PART IV - FINAL ANALYSIS – THE URGENCY OF PRIORITIZING 

SUSTAINABILITY IN DEVELOPMENT  

8. OUR ‘PROBLEM’ CONCEPT & THE FOUCAULDIAN METHOD 

8.1 THE ‘PROBLEM-SOLUTION’ AND INTERPRETATIONS OF POWER-

STRUCTURES. 

The purpose of this final section is multifold. Here I shall summarize  the different interpretations of 
the ‘problem’, analyze them, and compare and contrast them with each other. In this section I leave 
room for own interpretation of the ‘problem’, whilst understanding my own position as a 
commentator. Thus, I agree with Soderbaum’s understanding that one is simply unable to be a 
value neutral commentator (Soderbaum 2000). However, I also contend with Rorty’s view in the 
first section that one needs to have a platform to stand on, and make this platform clear – if one is to 
make any reasonable comment at all. Thus, in this section I shall try to loosen the girdle of objective 
commentary, which as one knows cannot be entirely objective anyhow. My intention in the first 
three parts was to give a differentiated perspective on various ‘interpretations’ of the ‘problem’ 
which I described as the ‘imbalance between the human activity and the global eco-system’. These 
interpretations represented discourses originating from different segments in time. Refer back to 
Figure 2. for a graphical description of this understanding. Here I remind the reader, that each and 
every one of these discourses were produced as a result of various powers in constant competition. 
These powers, may be external to the discourse itself, or may lie internal to the discourse, and 
continuous instances of power buffet dominant power structures, resulting in continuous 
reinterpretations of this dominant power structure.  

Why I chose this method of investigation, is due its ability to cut through the various discourses and 
view them for what they are, from a specific platform. This instrument of diagnosis is able to view 
each discourse separately, but also simultaneously and comparatively to other discourses that may 
run parallel to it. Furthermore, this method of analysis, allows for an investigation of different 
interpretations of the ‘problem’ from a platform able to recognize itself. This platform, which I have 
described as the ‘problem’ throughout this paper can be said to be less political than the discourses 
or power structures analyzed. However, our concept ‘problem’ is particularly useful in that it is 
both able to retain its innocence in providing a framework, or platform for analysis, as well as 
metamorphasizing when coming into contact with the various discourses we have studied. Thus, in 
some crude way, our ‘problem’ concept is like a ‘monk under disguise, who has now filled his beer 
glass (albeit with different beers) at the festival, so as to get an ‘innocent’ taste of which is the best 
brewery’.  
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8.2 FINAL ANALYSIS – INTERPRETING INTERPRETATIONS 

PART I – I need to return to the fundamental understanding that there is an imbalance between 
human activity and nature. In doing so, humanity has an opportunity to return to the base of the 
power structures that are causing such an imbalance. It is important for any degree of sustainability 
that one not only find a balance between human activity and global eco-systems, but also a 
harmonious balance. I suggest that the present imbalance is a power structure in itself that surely 
will eventually balance itself. However, the concern is at what rate, and at what cost to the global 
eco-system and humanity? Is it not better to direct our attention to such an imbalance with more 
urgency and honesty? This would surely enshrine an enhanced wisdom beyond the superficial 
‘problem-solutions’ of components of ‘softer’ interpretations and power structures, I have 
discussed above. This imbalance is surely represented by the domination of ‘softer’ interpretations 
of the ‘problem’.  It is an imbalance not only because of the domination of ‘softer’ power structures 
over ‘harder’ power structures – but due to the array of assumptions, hopes and pious dreams that 
elements of these ‘softer’ interpretations have adopted. It may be a bitter pill to swallow, but as the 
saying goes, ‘bitter medicine makes you better’. At the moment, economic power structures are 
winning over ecologic power structures, notably with the help of the 3rd forces. If one is unsure if 
there exists such imbalance between human activity and nature, all one need to do, is take a look at 
the statistics, or perhaps more conveniently, take a look out the window. The ‘problem’ is 
undeniable yet the solutions to balancing human activity and global eco-systems are available. 
What is slowing and blocking adoption and utilization of available solutions is a 3rd force that must 
be eliminated. 

Such solutions should not be contained and confined to a one-dimensional grand solution, but 
rather a diversification of solutions aiming at similar principles of balance, and not only profit with 
principles. Harder definitions of sustainability should be taken seriously and used to balance less 
interested interpretations of the ‘problem’. We need to make precaution a virtue above ‘risk’, as we 
currently know of one planet earth. Below I discuss some possible human action that will put us on 
a better path toward balance with our global eco-system.  

PART II – In this thesis, I have revealed, described and participated in analysis as well as 
interpreted interpretations of the ‘problem’. The three dominant power structures represent a 
continuous evolution of interpretation of the ‘problem’. However, in this paper, I make the 
suggestion that certain power structures dominate over another due to their resilience or ability of 
reinterpretation. I suggest that harder interpretations of the problem will reveal themselves in a 
more dominant fashion, as continuous unhindered economic growth becomes the catalyst in 
reaching critical levels. The danger lies in waiting for a natural balancing act as critical levels may 
be too critical, and rehabilitation not possible. Thus, again I stress the virtues of precaution. This 
may be attempted and achieved via the following means as a necessity for a more secure human 
survival: a) A more enthusiastic understanding of ecological and environmental sustainability. b) 
Increasing the level and understanding of complete protection of eco-systems. c) Drastically 
increase the level and understanding of the feedback loop (recycling). d) Increase efficiencies, 
communications and technologies, such as proposed by the EM project, however with a greater 
focus on merging the biological and technological. e) Vast increases in government controls, tax and 
price mechanisms and regulations necessary, on both global and national scale. These factors are 
already prevalent, however, they need to be boosted by the catalyst of good intention and 
precaution, not by environmental disaster. 
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Furthermore, we drastically need to change perceptions on both the individual level and the 
communal level. Populist global cultural perceptions of development as economic growth, is a 
prime example of one-dimensional thinking. For a complex problem, we need a complex set of 
solutions. Development could and should moreover adopt the following social and practical 
characteristics: i) Human development or advancement as ‘material prowess’ can be reinterpreted 
within human culture as humble simplicity and less extravagant means for survival and living. This 
should be a natural cultural norm, within an advanced society. A good example may be the Swedish 
term of ‘lagom’ which interprets into ‘just enough’. This is real sustainability. ii) Development 
should also include ideas of just redistribution. iii) Status should not be associated only with wealth 
of an individual, but rather his/her ability to live in balance with his or her surroundings, including 
eco-systems. iv) Lastly, development should aim at ‘less societal ignorance’ of the global eco-system 
destruction – there needs to be more transparency in all dealings with nature and people. The latter 
ideal should dilute the ability of the 3rd force, which poses one of the greatest threats to real 
sustainability and real development as a genuine balance between human activity and nature. If we 
do not at least aim for such ideals, we may be contributing to deepening the divide between human 
actions and nature’s balance, as well as human actions and what it means to be human. 

PART III – Proposals of a complete paradigm shift by some proponents of the ‘limits to growth’ 
argument to that of zero economic growth seems an unnecessary, if not ridiculous ideal.  I would 
like to advance the idea of optimism. However, not a one-dimensional optimism that is so keenly 
adopted by the ‘softer’ camps, such as within EM. Its simplicity smacks of technological utopianism. 
Even if such an ideal were possible, I would like to beg the question of what happens along the path 
to this utopianism, what is the ecological (eventual human) price tag of such idealism? I believe that 
it is far wiser to err on the side of caution before placing the world into a situation of gargantuan 
uncertainty. However, we do need to remind ourselves that a world of momentum is more easily 
redirected (albeit in many directions), than stopped. What I mean by the latter, is linked to what I 
have discussed in the final analysis of PART II above, however, I shall be adding another element to 
the idea of sustainability. Humanity is already globally on a path of EM, which however is 
dominated by ‘softer’ power structures of technological optimism. Unfortunately it is 
simultaneously desecrated via the agenda of the 3rd force. This may hamper the ambitions and 
contributions of EM. Thus the elements of the 3rd force must be eliminated, diluted or transformed. 
This includes the over ambitiousness of the EM project. How may we then adjust the global machine 
of the economy and steer its current momentum out of the mainstream and into more stable 
waters? Again, I believe the answer lies in the concept of balance. Presently we are not in a state of 
balance, but rather in a state of domination (human activity vs. nature). Admittedly there will 
always be a dominant power structure presiding over less dominant power structures in a non-
utopian world. However we need to aim at creating balances. I believe this can happen in a matter 
of two ways. The first is via a natural process of duality, whereby domination of one power 
structure is eventually balanced out by one other dominant power structure, and vice versa. The 
second plausible condition is a multitude of competing dominant power structures able to diversify 
intensively and thus form a complex yet balanced set of diluted power structures.  

Dealing with the first scenario I believe involves degrees of risk. However, the condition of risk lies 
within the interpretation and actualization of natural. The natural process of balance of power is 
ambiguous – as all power structures are essentially natural. However, I do believe that a natural 
process prioritizing the fastest and most cautious route to a balance of power, to be the best 
process. Using the term prioritizing here implies choice however, and this choice is determined by 
the sum of individual choices contained within the natural process of balance. These choices begin 
with individual human choices, which are based upon individual interpretations. Thus the risk 
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contained in a natural process is determined by the collection of human choices. Therefore a 
responsible humanity will aid such a natural process to find a balance most suitable for real global 
sustainability.  

The other scenario involves a breakdown of the idea of one-dimensionalism, as well as the idea of 
competing dominant power structures of duality. Diversified power structures would involve a 
form of paradigm shift, which will involve mature decision making. The very ‘mode of thinking’ that 
one specific power structure is absolute and thus that one should discard other power structures, is 
both idealistic and immature. We need to recognize the truth claims in all forms of power 
structures and seek to maintain a diversity of solutions for a complex set of problems. This includes 
the acceptance of brand new thinking, to afford brand new solutions. We also need to break 
destructive habits and conceptual classifications which only seek to exhibit power via their ability 
of inclusion and exclusion.  

We need to understand that responsibility begins with understanding the power of choice, and that 
it begins with each individual. Balanced individual choices needs to be incorporated in all spheres 
of life – including corporate management. Corporations have the ability to be the champions of 
change for a sustainable future. Corporations have to do away with goal orientated growth and 
incorporate the idea of spatial awareness and balanced growth. We need to explore a multitude of 
ways in which development can be reinterpreted to improve the state of balance between human 
activity and nature.  

8.3 OPPORTUNITY FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This thesis, I believe provides numerous opportunity for further research. I shall mention the 
following in the context of this paper. The first concept of interest which could be a further area of 
study is the idea of the 3rd force, in terms of a power structure. Especially the issue of influence such 
a force has on tarnishing the images of genuine power structures, and how such a force affects the 
genuine power structures’ intentions. Also what are the lesser power structures driving such a 3rd 
force? How can such a force be minimized?  

There is ample room for research into the driving force behind consumerism, and how such a 
power is linked to marketing, and advertising. For example, in the relationship between over- 
consumption and mass marketing and how this may be related to ‘unsustainable consumer’ 
behavior. How can such power structures be shifted to create a better balance in human 
understanding of sustainability and thus influence human activity toward harder interpretations of 
sustainability.  

Lastly, we have the opportunity for research into reinvention of the corporate role, as champions of 
sustainability and agents of change. How can corporations lead us into a true balance between 
human activity and nature?   

 

 

 



49 

 

REFERENCES  

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Bartelmus, P. 1994. Environment, Growth and Development: The Concepts and 

strategies of Sustainability. Routledge: London.  

Boulding, K.E. 1966. The Economics of the Coming Spaceship Earth. Reprinted from 

Environmental Quality in a Growing Economy. 

Boutros-Ghali, B. 1994. An Agenda for Development. NGO Liaison Service Volume 46. 

United Nations: New York.  

Brown, L.R., Flavin, C. & French, H (eds.), 2001. State of the World. World Watch Institute 

and Norton: London. 

Costanza, R., Daly, H. & Prugh, T. 2000. The local Politics of Global  Sustainability. Island 

Press:  Washington D.C. 

Costanza, R. 1989. What is Ecological Economics? Ecological Economics, Vol, No 1. Pgs 1-

7. 

Daly, H. 1977. Steady-State Economics: The Economics of Biophysical Equilibrium and 

Moral Growth. Freeman: San Franscisco.  

Dryzek, J. 1997. Making sense of Earth’s Politics: A discourse Approach. Chapter 1. In 

The Politics of Earth: Environmental Discourses. Oxford University Press: Oxford. 

Dresner, S. 2002. The Principles of Sustainability. Earthscan: London.  

Fisher, D.R. & Freudenberg, W.R. 2001. Ecological Modernization and its critics: 

Assessing the past and looking toward the Future. Taylor & Francis: Wisconson, USA.  

Foucault, M. 1997.; Rabinow, P. (Eds). Ethics and Subjectivity. New Press: New York. 

Friman, E. 2002. No Limits: The 20th Century Discourse of Economic Growth. Umea 

University. 

Hindess, B. 1997. Discourses of Power: From Hobbes to Foucault. Blackwell Publishing: 

London. 

Hardoy, J & Mitlin, D & Satterthwaite. 1987.Environmental Problems in Third World 

Cities. London: Earthscan Publications.  

Klein, N. 2000. No Logo. Flamingo: London.  



50 

 

Lee, K., Holland, A & McNeill D. 2000. Global Sustainable Development in the 21st 

Century. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

Luke, T.W. 2005. Neither Sustainable nor Development: Reconsidering Sustainability 

in Development. Sustainable development vol 13, p228-238. 

Leroy, P. & van Tatenhoven, J. 2000. Political Modernization Theory and Environmental 

Politics. In Environment and Global Modernity (eds.) Spargaaren, G., Mol, A.P.J. & Buttel, 

F.J.  pgs 187 – 208. Sage Studies in International Sociology: London.   

Korten, D. 2001. When Corporations Rule the World 2nd Ed. San Fransisco: Kumarian 

Press  

Gillespie, A. 2001. The Illusion of Progress: Unsustainable Development in 

International Law and Policy. Earthscan: London. 

Goodland, R. & Daly, H. 1996. Environmental Sustainability: Universal and Non-

negotiable. Ecological Applications, Vol 6. No 4. Pgs.  1002 – 1017. 

Hajer, M. 1995. The politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecological Modernization and 

the Policy Process. Clarendon Press: Oxford. 

Hardoy, J., Mitlin, D., Satterthwaite. 1987.Environmental Problems in Third World 

Cities. London: Earthscan Publications 

Harris, J., Wise, T., Gallagher, K & Goodwin, N. (eds.), 2001. A survey of Sustainable 

Development. Island Press: Washington/London 

Nelson, J. 2006. Economics for Humans. University Chicago Press: Chicago. 

OECD. 1991. Technology in a Changing World. OECD: Paris 

Rikhardsson, P. & Welford, R. 1997. Clouding the Crisis: The Construction of Corporate 

Environmental Management in Hijacking Environmentalism. Corporate Response to 

Sustainable Development. Welford, R. (Eds) pg 40-62. Earthscan: London. 

Paehlke, R. 1999. Towards Defining, Measuring and Achieving Sustainability: Tools and 

Strategies for Environmental Evaluation, ed. E. Becker & T. Jahn (1999) Sustainability and the 

social sciences. 

Peet, R & Watts, M (eds.) 1996. Liberation Ecologies: Environment, Development, 

Social Movements. Routledge: London. 

Redclift, M. 2005. Sustainable Development: 1987 – 2005: An Oxymoron Comes of Age. 

Sustainable Development, 13. Pgs 212 - 227 

Robbins, P.T. Greening the Corporation: Management Strategy and the Environmental 

Challenge. Earthscan: London.  



51 

 

Rorty, R. 1991. in Bernstein, R. J. (Ed.) 1991. Habermas and Modernity. Blackwell 

Publishers: Oxford.  

Smart, B. 2002. Michel Foucault: Revised Edition. Routledge: London/New York. 

Soderbaum, P. 2000. Ecological Economics. Earthscan: London. 

Spargaaren, G. 2000. Ecological Modernisation Theory and the Changing Discourse on 

Environment and Modernity. In: Spargaaren, G., Mol, A. & Buttel, F.: The  Environment and 

Global Modernity. Sage: New York. 

Wackernagel, M. &  Rees, W. 1996. Our Ecological Footprint. New Society Publishers: 

British Columbia.  

Zadek, S. 2001. The Civil Corporation: The New Economy of Corporate Citizenship. 

Earthscan: London.  

Zimmerman, M. Callicot, J.B. Warren, K.J. Klaver, I.J. & Clark, J. (eds) 2005. Environmental 

Philosophy: From Animal Rights to Radical Ecology. 4th Ed. Pearson Prentice Hall: New 

Jearsey. 

 

INTERNET SOURCES: 

Butler, A. 2007. Mongabay. Rainforest Destruction increasingly Enterprise Driven. 

Sourced online 25/07/08 http://news.mongabay.com/2007/1218-interview_rudel.html 

Schwartz, P & Leyden, P. 1997. The Long Boom: A History of the Future, 1980-2020. 

Cited online, 17/08/2008 

<http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/5.07/longboom.html?topic=&topic_set=> 

Connor, S. 2008. Ocean Quest: The race to save the World’s Oceans. 

<http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/nature/ocean-quest-the-race-to-save-the-

worlds-coral-reefs-869589.html> 

Greenpeace Webpage 2008. World’s Largest Tuna Destroyer – Caught! Sourced online 

25/07/08  <http://www.greenpeace.org/international/news/albatuna-tres-062708> 

Howdin, D. 2006. Eating the Amazon: The fight to Curb Corporate Destruction Sourced 

online 25/07/08 <http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/eating-the-amazon-the-

fight-to-curb-corporate-destruction-408238.html> 

Roper, D.L. 2008. Entropy, Complexity and Sustainable Development. Sourced Online 

16/07/08 <http://arts.bev.net/roperldavid/EntropySustain.htm> 



52 

 

Rorty 2008: Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Rorty -1931) Sourced online 

28/07/08 <http://www.iep.utm.edu/r/rorty.htm> 

Weyler, R. 2008. Greenpeace. Paradise Lost for Soap and Ice-cream. Sourced Online 

25/07/08  <http://www.greenpeace.org/international/news/paradise-lost-for-soap-

220408> 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



53 

 

APPENDIX 

Table 1: Global Deforestation 1990 - 1995 (SOURCE:UNEP 2000). 

 

 

 

GRAPH 1: NUMBER OF THREATENED SPECIES GLOBALLY (Source: UNEP 2000). 
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(SOURCE: ADAPTED FROM GOODLAND 1991:17) 
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DIAGRAM 2: DIAGRAMMATIC DESCRIPTION OF POWER STRUCTURES.   

[Interpreted as a range between strong Sustainability and unprecedented economic growth. 

Discourses and Concepts are included as power structures themselves. Different widths of 

discourse lines represent different ‘power’ levels and intensities. Different concept sizes 

represent the impact of that concept on the development debate. CSR is Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Limits represents the limits to growth concept mentioned in the thesis.] 
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DIAGRAM 3: COMPETING PARADIGMS.(Source: adapted from Rikhardson & Welford 

1997:43) 
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GRAPH 2 & 3: FIRM’S IMAGE VS. COMPANY FINANCIAL PERFORMANCES 

Source: (Adapted from Zadek 2001:61,62.) 
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GRAPH 4: GOYDER EFFECT &  FIRM’S IMAGE VS. COMPANY FINANCIAL 

PERFORMANCES 

Source: (Adapted from Zadek 2001:64). 
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