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Sustainable Development in the Balance

By Steven F. Hayward

The United Nations is taking up the issue of sus-
tainable development at a high-profile world sum-
mit in South Africa. The consensus-driven process
of UN meetings is slow and opaque but can gener-
ate international commitments over time. The UN
helped originate the idea of sustainable develop-
ment, but our understanding of the issue may be
moving abead of the UN. This issue of the Envi-
ronmental Policy Outlook examines some basic
aspects of sustainable development and reviews
recent attempts to quantify the sustainability of
the world economy.

The UN World Summit on Sustainable Develop-
ment, being held in Johannesburg August 26
through September 4, is expected to attract a
throng of 60,000 people. Participants will include
major and minor diplomats and legislators, political
activists of sundry persuasions and agendas, corpo-
rate executives and damage-control specialists, sci-
entists, priests, press agents, and journalists—and,
the UN empbhasizes, “heads of State, . . . children
and youth, farmers, indigenous people, and women
and workers and trade unions.”

For the UN to style such a capacious gathering
a summir—which means a secluded meeting of
heads of government, usually to make sovereign
commitments on carefully specified subjects—is a
fine example of reworking language for political
ends. Meetings such as Johannesburg are the very
opposite of summits: they are base camps, where
plans are laid and gear assembled for scaling the
political mountains of established policies and
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institutions (leading in time, the organizers hope,
to real summits). The intellectual gear of the
Johannesburg summit is the idea of sustainable
development. That phrase is another example of
politically inspired terminology—but one, as we
shall see, of language acquiring a life of its own,
moving rather than being moved by political
developments.

It is easy, and a profound mistake, to regard
conferences such as the Johannesburg summit dis-
missively or to make fun of the inflated rhetoric
that surrounds them. Described by promoters as
events of world-historical importance, they invari-
able result in lengthy and nearly unreadable docu-
ments comprising high-minded declarations,
pledges, commitments, ministerial statements, lists
of principles and goals, resolutions, frameworks,
and annexes—all recalling Woody Allen’s gag about
developing a framework to turn a concept into an
idea. And the vague and undisciplined nature of
the reports, resulting from a consensus process
in which everybody’s wish list is incorporated in
bureaucratic jargon, impedes the development of
concepts into coherent ideas (the various draft doc-
uments prepared for the Johannesburg summit, for
example, include the eradication of money launder-
ing and the ratification of the International Crimi-
nal Court as policies for promoting sustainable
development). Yet the UN environment program is
serious business. Although the process grinds slowly,
it aims to change the policies of sovereign govern-
ments by gradually shifting public sentiment and
the positions of private interest groups and govern-
ment bureaucracies. The process has, for better or
worse, produced many successes and near misses,
such as the law of the sea treaty, the Montreal
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Protocol on ozone-depleting chemicals, and the Kyoto
Protocol on climate change.

The Johannesburg summit is neither as promising as
environmentalists think nor as menacing as its critics
worry. To be sure, the undemocratic influence of non-
government organizations (NGOs), the radical fringe’s
agenda of global environmental governance, and the
socialist-redistributionist impulse will all be on display.
On the other side of the ledger, however, are signs that
the sustainable development project may be turning away
from its Malthusian roots toward a broader and more
productive view of the relationship between economic
development and environment quality. Though still hard
to apply with precision, sustainable development has
matured and diversified: it may no longer reflect what
environmentalists had in mind when the idea came to
the fore more than fifteen years ago. If an intellectually
sustainable conception of sustainable development domi-
nates the original Malthusian conception, the Johannes-
burg summit could mark a turning point in the global
environmental debate.

The Road to Johannesburg

Sustainable development first came to light as a successor
to the limits-to-growth idea popular in the 1970s. The
limits-to-growth theme held that we were in imminent
danger of running out of natural resources and choking
on rising pollution.! But the originators of the idea were
confident enough to offer firm predictions and certain
dates: those turned out to be spectacularly wrong (the
Carter administration’s Global 2000 Report to the President
announced that the price of oil would rise 50 percent
in real terms in the 1980s and reach $100 a barrel by
2000).2 In retrospect it is apparent that the resource
scarcities of the 1970s were the transient results of faulty
government policies, such as price controls and currency
inflation; falling pollution levels in industrialized nations
have since demonstrated that environmental improve-
ment is compatible with economic growth. Among seri-
ous environmentalists the limits-to-growth notion has
been thoroughly discredited.3

The weakness of the limits-to-growth argument did
not mean that no long-term environmental problems
were associated with growth. Hence the idea of sustain-
able development was born. It may have been intended
as a euphemism for less development, just as in today’s
debates over suburban sprawl smart growth is often a
euphemism for /ess growrh. But ideas often take on a life

of their own, and that has happened with sustainable
development. In 1987 the World Commission on Envi-
ronment and Development, more commonly known as
the Bruntland commission after its chairman, former
Norwegian prime minister Gro Harlem Bruntland, pro-
pelled sustainable development to the forefront with its
report Our Common Future (Oxford University Press).
The Bruntland commission attempted a succinct defini-
tion of sustainable development: “To meet the needs of
the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.”

Although the definition is suggestive, it is too vague
and general to be helpful for making policy. President
Bill Clinton’s Council on Sustainable Development rec-
ognized in its 1996 report that the definition was “inex-
act.” As a UN report observed in May 2002, “The
concept of sustainable development does not yet provide
decision-makers with the kind of detailed and integrated
prescriptions that they need to make day to day policy
decisions.”¥ Nevertheless sustainable development seemed
the ideal concept to subsume the growing concern over
climate change. If climate change arising from man-made
CO, emissions will bring catastrophic consequences over
the next 100 years, then our current way of life, however
agreeable for the time being, is unsustainable and will
have to change.

Climate change was the central focus of the UN’s
last world summit on the environment in Rio de
Janeiro ten years ago. It will not be this time around.
The Johannesburg summit is hoping to build on the
principal work product of the Rio summit, a document
known as Agenda 21. Described as “a road map to a
postindustrial, postmodern era of economic, political
and environmental sanity,”> Agenda 21 is the size of a
telephone directory and therefore defends itself against
the risk of being widely read. But for all its faults and
fulsomeness, Agenda 21 is no antiglobalist manifesto:
it acknowledges the necessity of economic growth to
environmental quality, calls for eliminating trade pro-
tectionism and expanding world markets, and warns
against using environmental pretexts for imposing trade
barriers. Agenda 21 also sensibly notes that “environ-
mental standards valid for developed countries may
have unwarranted social and economic costs in develop-
ing countries.”

Those statements are the hinge on which the idea of
sustainable development is turning from an antigrowth
euphemism to a more robust concept that can illuminate
our understanding of long-term environmental progress.



And they will be debated at a conference where the more
immediate problems of the host region, sub-Saharan
Africa, will crowd out worries over long-term climate
change. Severe and widespread poverty, disease, malnutri-
tion, lack of public sanitation and potable water, and
political tyranny encourage serious attention to the rela-
tionship of economic development to environmental

quality.

Making Sense of Sustainable
Development

The idea of sustainable development is both common-
sensical and contentious. It reflects common sense
because no one is for a mode of life that diminishes our
capital stock and thereby makes future generations
poorer, or for one that degrades our living conditions and
thereby makes future generations less healthy. Yet it is also
contentious because of the difficulty of comprehending
the myriad linkages between environmental factors in a
dynamic world. Clashing conceptual frameworks lead to
widely varying conclusions about what constitutes sus-
tainability; quantifying sustainable development is nearly
impossible. As environmental scientist Timothy O’Rior-
dan warned in 1988, “It may only be a matter of time
before the metaphor of sustainability becomes so con-
fused as to be meaningless, certainly as a device to strad-
dle the ideological conflicts that pervade contemporary
environmentalism.”®

Surely the first step toward taking sustainable devel-
opment seriously is to treat it not as a metaphor or a
political straddle, but as a practical tool for analyzing
environmental and resource-use problems and helping
to distinguish good policy ideas from bad ones. The fol-
lowing sections attempt to do so by applying the idea to
a succession of discrete issues: those involving renewable
resources, nonrenewable resources, local ecosystems, and
the global ecosystem.

Renewable Resources

Renewable resources—such as forestlands, watersheds,
wildlife, and other self-generating resources and
ecosystems—present the clearest application of the idea
of sustainable development. A renewable resource is used
unsustainably when it is exploited at a faster rate than it
can replenish itself. Typically, if a well-functioning market
exists for a resource, price increases are a signal of unsus-
tainable usage and an inducement to conservation and

substitution. (The effect of the price system to correct the
unsustainable is the basis of the late economist Herbert
Stein’s memorable dictum: If something can’t go on for-
ever, it wont.)

Most instances of unsustainable use of renewable
resources can be attributed to a lack of a well-functioning
market and price system, a lack of property rights to
resources or of ready alternatives to those resources
(especially in underdeveloped nations),” or perverse
regulatory policies. Groundwater and stream-flow
resources in the United States are often overused
because of government subsidies and a lack of clearly
defined, tradable property rights to water. Overfishing
in the oceans illustrates unsustainable use of resources
owned in common. It is easy to imagine that cattle
might be scarce if they were owned in common and
were taken from one vast domain (as buffalo once
were) rather than being privately owned on separate
ranches. Assigning ownership rights to ocean fishing
should not be much more difficult than assigning
rights to the radio frequency spectrum, as has been
done throughout the world. Some promising experi-
ments are using property rights to preserve fisheries in
New Zealand, Iceland, and several other areas.8

Research advances in resource economics have cast
a shadow on regulatory approaches to many large-
scale resource use problems, and interest is growing in
the use of markets and property rights to solve those
problems, even among left-leaning environmentalists.?
Much destruction of forest resources of present con-
cern resulted from unsound government policies that
private owners would not likely have undertaken to
the same extent, if at all. Former vice president Al
Gore noted in Earth in the Balance, “The most serious
examples of environmental degradation in the world
today are tragedies that were created or actively encour-
aged by governments—usually in pursuit of some
notion that a dramatic reordering of the material
world would enhance the greater good.”

Whether caused by faulty markets or faulty public
policies, overuse of renewable resources is relatively
easy to correct—in principle and increasingly in prac-
tice. The United States has shown the way toward cor-
recting unsustainable forestry practices; forestland in
the United States and other industrialized nations has
been increasing for more than forty years. There are
signs as well that the unsustainable exploitation of rain

forests throughout the developing world is beginning
to ebb.



Nonrenewable Resources and
Technological Change

The implications of sustainable development for the use
of nonrenewable resources such as fossil fuels and miner-
als are more complicated. It is by definition impossible to
use a nonrenewable resource sustainably; each unit of a
nonrenewable resource used is one less unit from a finite
pool.10 But it does not follow that such resources need to
be conserved to any particular degree to sustain develop-
ment, or even that exhausting the resources entirely will
impinge on the ability of future generations to meet their
needs (the Bruntland formulation). The use of whale oil
in the nineteenth century as an input for energy and
manufacturing was clearly unsustainable. And it was not
sustained. The hunting of whales to near extinction may
have been a tragedy and may have threatened the biologi-
cal diversity of the planet, but the depletion of whale oil
as a resource did not impede succeeding generations from
growing and meeting their needs (and not, incidentally,
from restoring and protecting the whale population at the
same time). More plausibly the use of whale oil facilitated
economic development—growing wealth, incomes, occu-
pational specialization, and technological prowess—that
put humankind in a position to adopt better, more effi-
cient, more sustainable methods of production.

That example illustrates the problem of a static view
of resource consumption when dealing with a long time
horizon—as one almost always is when considering non-
renewable resources. Production technology changes pro-
foundly and unpredictably over time; newer technologies,
being more efficient than the ones they replace, yield
more output per unit of resource input. That sequence
does not mean that every technological improvement is
more conserving of natural resources, because more effi-
cient technology stimulates growth and therefore total
output. But it does mean that it is nigh impossible for
one generation to know what resources future generations
will need and in what proportions—and that a little
humility is in order when making long-range plans. A
planner in 1900, worried about the resource needs of the
year 2000, would have taken care to secure supplies of
whale oil and firewood for heating and lighting, copper
for telegraph wires, rock salt for refrigeration, horses for
transportation, and vast expanses of land to grow feed-
stock for draft animals; the planner would likely have
been unworried about securing supplies of oil and gas, as
they were only starting to come into widespread use, and
their supplies were abundant.

The resource-conservation benefits of new technolo-
gies are often vastly greater than later generations, con-
cerned with new conservation challenges, appreciate.
Consider the large, immediate, and lasting resource
benefits of the development of the automobile—now
often portrayed as environmental public enemy num-
ber one. In 1900, 3.4 million horses were used for
transportation in urban areas of the United States
(another 17 million lived in rural areas, primarily
pulling plows and performing other farm chores).!!
The transport capacity of horses was three-quarters as
great as that of railroads in 1900; as late as 1911 the
value of horse-drawn transportation equipment pro-
duced was greater than the value of railroad equipment
produced.!? The average horse consumed about 30
pounds of feed a day, or 5 tons a year. The air and
water quality and public sanitation hazards from horse
dung were substantial. A single horse could produce
12,000 pounds of manure and 400 gallons of urine a
year, much falling on city streets. The August 1900
issue of Scientific American summarized the problem
vividly:

The streets of our great cities can not be kept
scrupulously clean until automobiles have entirely
replaced horse-drawn vehicles. At the present time
women sweep through the streets with their skirts
and bring with them, wherever they go, the abom-
inable filth which is by courtesy called “dust.” The
management of a long gown is a difficult matter.
Fortunately, the short skirt is coming into fashion,
and the medical journals especially commend the
sensible walking gown.13

More significant than the pollution benefits was the
conservation of land resources brought about by the
auto. The amount of land used for growing feedstock
for horses peaked in 1915 at 93 million acres—an area
roughly equivalent to the area of all U.S. cities and
suburbs today, representing as much as 25 percent of
total agricultural land at the turn of the century. That
land has largely reverted to natural woodlands and
grasslands or has been put to other, higher agricultural
uses.!4 (In fact that one change accounts for much of
the lamented decline in farmland over the past century.)
The coming of the car and truck and tractor saved 90
million acres of U.S. land, a saving of resources usually
left out of the environmental accounting of the internal
combustion engine.



It is possible to conceive of technological advances
in the next seventy-five years that will make today’s
resource concerns as obsolete as concerns for whale oil,
rock salt, or filthy streets a century ago. In arguing in
favor of a “promethean environmentalism,” Duke Uni-
versity’s Martin Lewis points to the prospect of “molec-
ular nanotechnology”—programmable molecules that
would be a green technology par excellence and that
might even provide the means of species restoration. !’
Well beneath those high-technology frontiers, it is
possible to imagine such low-tech practices as mining
old landfills for their raw materials, which might be
thought of as retroactive recycling.

Predictions of technological salvation are a poor
ground for policy, of course. If sustainable development
is just a duel of competing scenarios of future develop-
ment, little will have been accomplished. But two
important general principles, in tandem with what we
know of the history of economic development, do help
us to think clearly about the challenge of sustainable
development.

The first is the economic principle of substitution:
as a resource becomes scarcer and hence more costly,
incentives increase for discovering and deploying lower-
cost substitutes. Many people will doubt that the price
mechanism is as reliable a guide to sustainability when
dealing with nonrenewable resources and long time
horizons as when dealing with renewable resources and
short time horizons. But the source of that doubt is
uncertainty about the distant future—the core problem
in making sustainability an operational policy tool.
That circumstance afflicts policy planning and political
decisionmaking at least as much as the private eco-
nomic calculations that drive the price system. Tremen-
dous energy and resources are being applied today to
the development of practical substitutes for fossil fuels,
and would be even if governments were doing nothing
to subsidize the efforts.

The second and more robust idea is derived from the
economic principle of the production possibility frontier:

a society maximizes its wealth by making maximum use
of all available resources in the most efficient (output-
enhancing) proportions. Other things being equal, a soci-
ety that maximizes its current wealth also maximizes the
capital assets available for future generations. In the face
of uncertainty concerning the environmental (and other)
challenges and opportunities of a distant future, can a
society do better than to build its capital assets as much
as it can so as to have the greatest possible resources of
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wealth and technology to bring to bear on whatever
problems the future may bring?

Economist Thomas C. Schelling has powerfully
applied that notion to the issue of climate change. Even
under forecasts of global warming, truly serious conse-
quences will not appear for many decades. Because we
will be much wealthier and more technologically adept in
several decades than we are today, the best climate-change
policy might be to emphasize economic growth for the
present rather than instituting costly short-term policies
(such as those envisioned in the Kyoto Protocol) that
would seriously retard economic growth. “Climatically,
it would make virtually no difference what the trajectory
was by which we got to [acceptable atmospheric concen-
trations of greenhouse gasses], . . . while economically, it
matters a great deal how we get there.” And that makes
the relationship of economic development to sound envi-
ronmental stewardship particularly acute:

[M]ight we do more to protect the Indian popula-
tion of 2050 and 2075, for example, from climate
change by accelerating economic development in
India now than by slowing down climatic change
itself? . . . Even for the grandchildren of those now
in India, China, Indonesia, and other developing
countries, putting a lot of resources into slowing
climate change and nothing into their own acceler-
ated development may be the wrong thing to do.

Pollution and Habitat Decline: Is the
Earth’s Ecosystem Sustainable?

The Schelling argument reminds us that the most ani-
mating sustainability issues today concern not staple
commodities, renewable or nonrenewable, but the more
complex case of large ecosystems. “We are running out of
sky, not oil,” says Gary Cook, legislative director of the
Greenpeace Climate Campaign.1©

The overuse of an ecosystem is relatively easy to
observe on the local level. Plausible examples of unsus-
tainable local ecosystems include Pittsburgh in the heyday
of the coal and steel industry in the first half of the twen-
tieth century, smog levels in Los Angeles in the 1950s
and 1960s, and the fouled waters of Lake Erie and the
“fire hazard” Cuyahoga River before the first Earth Day
in 1970. The dramatic reversal of the environmental
degradation of those ecosystems shows the resiliency
of nature and provides a basis for optimism—Ilocal
ecosystems, at least, are renewable resources. In advanced



industrialized nations, most forms of pollution have been
falling for decades.!” Although pollution is increasing in
many developing nations, research and experience suggest
that nations with growing economies can look forward to
falling pollution rates over time.

Yet the question remains whether the progress to
date is sufficient in the aggregate or whether the degra-
dation of ecosystems in the developing world will over-
whelm the progress being made in the developed world.
Is the earth’s ecosystem as a whole being sustained?

Recent studies by Redefining Progress and the World
Wildlife Fund attempt to sum up the total impacts of
the human economy on the planet’s ecosystems, and
both are pessimistic.!8 The studies employ the same
methodology, converting human activities into a mea-
surement of the land area required to support them;
they conclude that “human activities have exceeded the
biosphere’s capacity since the 1980s” and that the earth
can no longer regenerate itself fast enough to keep up
with human demands. Both studies feature an ominous
line graph of “Number of Earths Used by Humanity”
showing the line crossing the 1.0 mark in 1978. By 1999,
the chart suggests, humans were using the equivalent of
1.2 earths (see figure 1). The World Wildlife Fund ver-
sion of the study predicts that ecological collapse will
arrive by the year 2050 unless major changes are made.

Figure 1: World Ecological Footprint, 1961-1999
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Both studies received wide publicity when they were
released recently and will be widely circulated and dis-
cussed at the Johannesburg summit.

The conclusions of the studies depend, however, on
the assumptions used to convert human impact into
land area equivalents, a procedure the authors candidly
admit allows for a large variance in outcomes if different
assumptions are made.!” The largest variable in the
studies is the land area required to sequester all of
mankind’s carbon dioxide emissions such that there
would be no increase in CO, levels in the atmosphere.
If one changes the model’s assumptions about sustain-
able levels of CO,, or what other potential sequestration
techniques might be substituted, the results of the
model are dramatically less alarming.

Converting human impact on the planet into a sim-
ple metric of land area is an interesting contribution to
our understanding of sustainability, but it is static and
incomplete. It does not allow for dynamic trade-offs
and technological change over time—such as the exam-
ple of the automobile reducing the impact of trans-
portation by nearly 100 million acres of land. The
model is therefore of limited value to policymakers,
except as a reminder of the inherent difficulties that
uncertainty about the future create for any form of
long-range planning.20

A more promising effort comes
from the joint effort of the World
Economic Forum, the Yale University
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Center for Environmental Law and
Policy, and the Columbia University
Center for International Earth Science
Information Network. By focusing
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narrowly on environmental sustainabil-
ity, the group’s report does point to a
general strategy for the broader but
more complex issue of sustainable
development. Their environmental
sustainability index (ESI) offers a sus-
tainability score ranging from 0 to
100 (with 100 being optimal sustain-
ability) for 142 nations based on
twenty indicators and sixty-eight
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related variables. The methodology
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Source: World Wildlife Fund, WWF Living Planet Report 2002 (Washington, D.C.:
WWEF, 2002), and Mathis Wackernagel et al., “Tracking the Ecological Overshoot of the
Human Economy,” PNAS Early Edidon, May 2002 (available at www.pnas.org/
cgi/doi/10.1073.pnas.1420334699).

environmental progress.2! The ESI
does not attempt to make aggregate
judgments about the sustainability of
the entire planet and notes that



while we accept the premise that politics, eco-
nomics, and social values are important factors
worthy of being sustained, we do not think that
there is a sufficient scientific, empirical or politi-
cal basis for constructing metrics that combine
all of them along with the environment . . . .
Scientific knowledge does not permit us to spec-
ify precisely what levels of performance are high
enough to be truly sustainable, especially at a
worldwide scale.

On the ESI scale for the year 2002, Finland came
in first, with a score of 73.9, and Kuwait came in last,
with a score of 23.9. (The United States was ranked
forty-sixth, with a score of 53.2, down from eleventh
place and a score 66.1 in the 2001 ESI.) The most sig-
nificant finding derived from the ESI study (by the
author of this essay) is displayed in figure 2, which
compares each nation’s ESI score with its per capita
gross national income—and shows dramatically the
relationship between wealth and environmental
quality.22 The figure is a graphic depiction of what
economists call the environmental Kuznets curve
(named for Simon Kuznets), according to which envi-
ronmental quality degrades during the early stages of
economic growth but begins to improve after a certain

Figure 2: Relationship between Wealth and Environmental Quality
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level of income is reached.?3 Figure 2 suggests that the
relationship holds in developed economies not only
for current environmental quality (a well-established
proposition) but for long-run sustainability as well.

The Agenda of Johannesburg

For all the disagreement about how to define and
measure sustainable development, there is near una-
nimity among environmentalists that economic
growth is important to environmental improvement.
Fortunately the UN documents prepared for the
Johannesburg summit reflect that consensus through-
out. Although climate change is still the most promi-
nent issue on the mind of environmentalists whenever
the subject of sustainable development comes up, cli-
mate change is not high on the agenda for the Johan-
nesburg summit.24 The issues at the top of the agenda
are poverty, water supply, and water quality.2>

That practical, near-term issues of economic and
social development are at the top of the agenda of a
conference on sustainable development indicates that
a more mature understanding of the issue is making
headway. If the declaration that emerges from Johannes-
burg retains a serious emphasis on fighting poverty and
solving immediate problems such as water quality and
availability, it will signify that anti-
growth environmentalists have lost
control of sustainable development.
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burg decries global economic liberal-
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corporations are a major part of the

100 1,000 10,000

Source: World Economic Forum, Environmental Sustainability Index, 2002 (available at
heep:/www.ciesin.Columbia.edu/indicators/ELI), and World Bank, 2000 World Develop-

ment Indicators, available online at htep://sima-ext.worldbank.org/data-query.)

100,000 problem” of unsustainability.

The authors of those papers and
other Johannesburg participants sym-
pathetic to their views would do well

to ponder a further refinement of the



World Economic Forum’s ESI study (again by the current
author), comparing environmental sustainability scores
with a measure of economic freedom. When the ESI
scores are plotted against the scores from the Heritage
Foundation/Wall Street Journal Index of Economic Freedom
200226 we see that nations with freer economies also
have better records at environmental sustainability (see
figure 3). The data suggest that the best strategy for sus-
tainable development is the same as that for development
per se: free markets and liberal democracy.

It is difficult, then, to derive from the idea of sustain-
able development justification for environmental mea-
sures different from those already familiar when the idea
was first introduced. In the developed nations the famil-
iar measures, aimed at controlling immediate problems
of pollution and wasteful resource use as they arise,
already go well beyond what is necessary for sustain-
able development (as far as we know) and also a long
way toward achieving environmental sustainability (as
measured by the ESI study). The political forces that
will carry those measures further will have much less to
do with concerns over future sustainability than with
the preferences and resources of wealthy populations to
make their own lives safer, healthier, cleaner, and more
agreeable.

Figure 3: Relationship between Economic
Freedom and Environmental Quality
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The sustainable development debate has not, how-
ever, been a waste of time for serious environmentalists.
It has provided a graceful retreat from the dead-end
of limits to growth, has inspired a deeper appreciation
of the dependence of environmental progress on eco-
nomic progress, and has pointed the way to an alliance
of two important forms of political idealism (poverty
fighting and environmentalism) that had long been at
odds. If the result is a more practical, here-and-now
environmentalism, and more serious and productive
efforts to bring poor nations into the world of free-
dom and prosperity, the idea will have proven a fruit-
ful one indeed.
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