
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In cooperation with 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sustainable Consumption Transitions Series  

Issue 6 
 

SCORAI Europe Workshop Proceedings 

Sustainable Consumption and Social Justice in a Constrained World 

 

 
 

SCORAI Europe Workshop 

August 29/30, 2016, Budapest, Hungary 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In collaboration with:  

Resource Cap Coalition  

Ombudsman for Future Generations, Hungary 

 

SCORAI Steering Committee : 

Julia Backhaus, Maastricht University, NL 
Janis Brizga, NGO Green Liberty & University of Latvia, Latvia 
Frances Fahy, NUI Galway, Ireland 
Audley Genus, Kingston University, UK 
Sylvia Lorek, Sustainable Europe Research Institute, Germany 
Henrike Rau, University of Munich, Germany 
Marlyne Sahakian, University of Lausanne, Switzerland 
Edina Vadovics, GreenDependent Institute, Hungary 
 

Workshop  organizing team : 

Klára Hajdú, Resource Cap Coalition, Hungary 
Sylvia Lorek, Sustainable Europe Research Institute, Germany 
Barbara Muraca, Oregon State University  
Marlyne Sahakian, IPTEH, The University of Lausanne, Switzerland 
Edina Vadovics, GreenDependent Institute , Hungary 
Philip Vergragt, Tellus Institute & Clark University 
 

 

 

Please cite as:  

Lorek S., Vadovics E. (Ed.) (2016). Sustainable Consumption and Social Justice in a 
Constrained World. SCORAI Europe Workshop Proceedings, August 29-30, 2016, 
Budapest, Hungary. Sustainable Consumption Transitions Series, Issue 6. 

 

Design by Julia Backhaus, Aachen 

Cover photos: Jörg Bublies, Overath  



 

3 

 

Table of contents  
Introduction  ............................................................................................................................................................. 4 
Welcome note from the Host 
     Marcel Szabó ....................................................................................................................................................... 7 
 

I Defining the limits in relation to wellbeing and  planetary boundaries  

Consumption corridors and social justice: exploring the limits 
     Doris Fuchs & Antonietta Di Giulio .......................................................................................................... 14 
Sufficiency, degrowth and sustainable consumption 
     Joachim H. Spangenberg ..................................................................................................................................... 25 
Ossified materialism: on achieving Absolute Reductions 
     Lewis Akenji .............................................................................................................................................................. 34 
Discussant Contribution 
     Anders Hayden ................................................................................................................................................. 35 
Note taker report 
     Edina Vadovics ................................................................................................................................................ 39 
 
II Grappling with social justice  

Sharing in urban and rural context 
     Filka Sekulova .................................................................................................................................................. 43 
Social justice in a constrained world: introducing convergence mapping 
     Edina Vadovics ................................................................................................................................................ 58 
Breaking through the behaviour impact gap and the rebound effect in sustainable 
consumption 
     Janis Brizga ....................................................................................................................................................... 79 
Discussant Contribution 
     Philip Vergragt ................................................................................................................................................ 88 
Note taker report 
     Ágnes Zsóka ....................................................................................................................................................... 91 
 
III  Implementing the 'limits' approach, with social justice  

Limiting energy consumption while considering equitable distribution 
     Veronika Kiss & Klára Hajdú ....................................................................................................................... 94 
(Un)sustainable electricity consumption at the upper limits 
     Marlyne Sahakian ....................................................................................................................................... 108 
Breaking through the behaviour impact gap and the rebound effect in sustainable 
consumption 
     Mária Csutora & Ágnes Zsóka .................................................................................................................. 122 
Discussant Contribution 
     Halina Brown ................................................................................................................................................ 131 
Note taker report 
     Sylvia Lorek ................................................................................................................................................... 134 
 
IV Potential actions for sustainable consumption and social justice in a constrained world 

Note taker reports 
   Edina Vadovics & Marlyne Sahakian ...................................................................................................... 137 
 
Annex 

Programm ........................................................................................................................................................... 140 
Workshop Participants .................................................................................................................................. 142 
Calculating and /ÆÆÓÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ #ÁÒÂÏÎ &ÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 7ÏÒËÓÈÏÐȣȣȣȣȣȣȣȣȣȣȣȣȢȢρττ 

About SCORAI Europe .................................................................................................................................... 147 



 

4 | SCORAI Europe Workshop Proceedings 
Sustainable Consumption and Social Justice in a Constrained World 

 

Introduction  
 

The problem 

Economic growth has turned from a means of guaranteeing and increasing prosperity into 
a goal of its own for economic policies worldwide. Growth is depicted as a magic wand to 
transition countries of the Global North out of financial crises, and to accomplish 
development and the overcoming of poverty and environmental degradation in countries 
of the Global South. Modern societies are structurally dependent on economic growth for 
their stabilization: tax revenue, social pacification, debt financing, the pretext of job 
creation, and the perspective of on-going prosperity are interlinked with a growing 
economy ɀ and consumption is perceived as one of the major driver of economic growth. 
The goal of the degrowth-movement is not to reverse growth and embrace an unavoidable 
recession, but to transform institutions, practices, and values towards a growth-
independent paradigm. Social experiments in a de-growth perspective address new forms 
of production, consumption, social relations, as well as new institutions, towards social-
ecological transformation. 

With this in mind, sustainable consumption can no longer be perceived solely in terms of 
the responsibility of individuals to change their lifestyles. In a social and cultural setting in 
which consumption triggers growth and, therefore, is expected to secure collective 
prosperity, consuming has been projected as being almost a civic duty (e.g., George W. 
"ÕÓÈȭÓ ÓÏ-called appeal to shopping as a response to the 9.11. attacks). Cultural and 
material infrastructures as well as institutional settings reinforce the consumption 
paradigm while at the same time more and more voices call for environmentally and 
socially responsible lifestyles. In-built  obsolescence of products, the glamour of 
technological novelties and luxury goods, but also urban planning, and time cultures and 
politics, are all oriented towards promoting over-consumption, yet individual consumers 
have little room for manoeuvre in addressing these factors. 

Sustainable consumption from this point of view risks remaining a privilege for the rather 
few social milieus that identify wi th values of voluntary simplicity, sufficiency, or 
sustainable lifestyles, yet more than micro-efforts by the few are necessary for challenging 
ÔÈÅ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈ ÐÁÒÁÄÉÇÍȢ 7ÈÁÔȭÓ ÍÏÒÅȟ ÁÓ consumption is not only a vehicle of 
need-satisfaction, but also the main carrier of social recognition, these models risk 
neglecting important aspects of social (in)justice and (in)equality built in the cultural 
value setting of sustainable consumption. Several trends are underway, which highlight 
the importance of social justice in relation to sustainable consumption: 

¶ Sustainable consumption in its dominant understanding often involves buying the 
Ȭright stuffȭ, which is economically unaffordable for many people under current 
conditions of wealth distribution. This kind of Ȭgreen consumerismȭ also avoids 
challenging the growth paradigm as it relates to over-consumption. 

¶ Different groups of people still consume ɀ often considerably ɀ less than Ȭaverageȭ 
either because they still practice Ȭtraditionalȭ lifestyles or because they live in some 
level of poverty. More often than not, these groups aspire to more not less 
consumption, posing a moral issue of who gets to decide on consumption limits ɀ 
both upper and lower. 

¶ Sustainable consumption seems to embody patterns of recognition that are 
attractive for the educated middle-classes, increasing social and cultural capital in 
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some contexts, whereas it can be experienced as oppressive by other social 
milieus, who have not yet even started approaching the so-called burden of 
overconsumption. Related to this is the equating of sustainable consumption to 
non-consumption and austerity, which has been called cynical and unjust by some. 

¶ The moralism surrounding the over-individualisation of environmental 
responsibility may be leading certain consumers towards sustainability fatigue 
and even the reinforcement of un-sustainable patterns of consumption. 

It is therefore critical to consider consumption in different contexts, with stark differences 
between urban and rural settings. Different social groups must also be considered, 
including elites, middle-classes and under-privileged groups, evolving in so-called 
developed and developing economies, as well as in economies in transition. A more 
systemic approach is necessary, that goes beyond individual behaviour, including a vision 
of what constitutes a sustainable lifestyle, in all of its multiple variants. 

The challenges this presents 

Considering consumption from the point of view of its socio-political, structural, and 
cultural conditions requires a deep-going analysis of policies, political and social settings, 
and institutions and infrastructures that aim for economic growth and, indirectly, 
unsustainable consumption. It calls attention to built-in obsolescence, rebound-effects, 
social norms, policies and regulations, physical infrastructure and built environment, 
among others. It also calls for a set of changes not only in policies and institutions, but also 
in individual and collective practices that enable sustainable consumption as something 
substantial and significant (and not just as a shift towards a new market sector), by ɀ for 
example ɀ containing rebound-effects or prolonging the life-cycle of products, promoting 
shared use on a large scale, or challenging energy and resource-intensive lifestyles and 
related social norms. This list of action is by no means complete: numerous solutions have 
been suggested, at different scales, but their feasibility and impact have yet to be assessed. 
Most interventions, if effective, will necessarily affect economic growth and require a more 
radical transformation of societal structures, including new opportunities for job creation 
and job sharing. 

Moreover, if sustainable consumption has to enter the core of society, issues of social 
justice, access to resources, distribution of wealth, and social recognition have to be 
addressed: how can the discussion of sustainable consumption leave the confined sphere 
of educated middle class LOHAS (Lifestyles of Health and Sustainability) and become a 
battleground for the transformation of communities? How can issues of equality be 
addressed under the perspective of sustainable consumption, from the perspective of both 
under and over consumption? What kind of transformation of space, time, and relations 
are needed on this path and at what scale? Last but not least, where and what can we learn 
from practices, social experiments, and alternative projects that have been successful in 
addressing some of these issues, beyond the micro scale? Where is this transformation 
already on the go? What role do cities-regions play, as high potential areas for social 
innovation and transformation? 

The workshop documented here aimed to explore how we can better apprehend existing 
changes towards more sustainable forms of consumption, as well as how such efforts 
could be replicated across different communities and cultures. 



 

The goal and main theme of the workshop 

Through the workshop, we aimed to propose to focus on socio-political, structural, and 
cultural conditions of consumption, by analysing constraints, contradictions, and 
alternative perspectives. The goal of the workshop was to explore how we can better 
apprehend existing changes towards more sustainable forms of consumption, at a meso- 
and macro- level, as well as how such efforts could be replicated across different spaces of 
consumption. How can sustainable consumption become an attractive, equitable and 
ÅÍÐÏ×ÅÒÉÎÇ ȬÎÅ× ÎÏÒÍÁÌȭ that involves a good life for all as well as living within ecological 
limits?  

The contributions of the various authors, the reflections of the discussants as well as the 
careful documentation of the discussion may inspire you in your own work on the issue. 

 

The organising team 

Klára Hajdú, Sylvia Lorek, Barbara Muraca, Marlyne Sahakian, Edina Vadovics, Philip Vergragt,  
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Welcome note from the Host  
 

Future generations and just 
consumption in a constrained 
world  

Marcel Szabó  

Ombudsman for Future Generations, Office of the Commissioner for 

Fundamental Rights, Hungary 

Protection of the interests of future generations in Hungary  

In 2007 a bill was adopted that established the Parliamentary Commissioner for Future 
Generations in Hungary. Due to amendments to the Ombudsman Act in 2011, the 
ÉÎÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ /ÍÂÕÄÓÍÁÎ /ÆÆÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 'ÅÎÅÒÁÌ /ÍÂÕÄÓÍÁÎȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÅÒÇÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ 
one, creating the Office of the Commissioner for Fundamental Rights. The Ombudsman for 
&ÕÔÕÒÅ 'ÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÉÎÇ ÁÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ ÄÅÐÕÔÉÅÓȟ ÉÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ 
the protection of the right to a healthy environment, the right to the preservation of 
physical and mental health, and for the protection of the values enshrined in Article P of 
the Fundamental Law.  

Pursuant to Article P, Ȱ.ÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȟ ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÁÒÁÂÌÅ ÌÁÎÄȟ ÆÏÒÅÓÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
reserves of water, biodiversity, in particular native plant and animal species, as well as 
cultural assets shall form the common heritage of the nation; it shall be the obligation 
of the State and everyone to protect and maintain them, and to preserve them for 
ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȢȱ  

4ÈÅ /ÆÆÉÃÅȭÓ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ interests of future generations. Through the handling of 
petitions, the Ombudsman institution is capable of drawing broader conclusions from 
individual complaints regarding the state of the environment and human rights violations 
pointing to the discrepancies in environmental policymaking. This is a good model for 
identifying the most urgent environmental problems in relation to human rights, and is 
also capable of ensuring a more general and proactive action of the institution that is 
important for the society as a whole. 

The Hungarian Ombudsman for Future Generations takes part in numerous national 
conferences delivering speeches that have a significant awareness raising result (e.g. 
pointing out the negative consequences of postponing the rehabilitation of contaminated 
sites) and the Office also organizes conferences highlighting the need to comply with 
international obligations (e.g. right to water and sanitation). We also often perform quasi 
mediational roles, where we aim to reach some kind of compromise between two parties 
of opposing opinions (e.g. settlement development) or urge and inspire the formation of 
good practice (e.g. protection of trees). The Ombudsman for Future Generations has 



 

regular reviews with the Hungarian High Court building upon case law of the European 
Court to help further clarify and unify law enforcement in Hungary (e.g. waste related 
cases). The Ombudsman for Future Generations prepares guidance notes for policy 
makers in order to ensure adequate representation of future generations (e.g. in the fields 
of handling nature conservation sites or protection of ground and groundwater).  

International network of institutions promoting the interests of 
future generations worldwide  

Facing more and more symptoms of a looming global environmental crisis, the importance 
of future generations gained special attention on the international arena as well. In 2013, 
the UN Secretary General issued a report entitled "Intergenerational solidarity and the 
needs of future generations", in which he named eight national institutions and bodies that 
play a pioneering role in the national implementation of sustainable development and 
intergenerational solidarity. One of them was the Hungarian Ombudsman for Future 
Generations. Inspired by this report, recognizing the significance of these institutions and 
in an effort to promote cooperation, I decided to convey a conference in 2014 in Budapest 
to bring together national institutions mentioned in the Report to develop a common 
platform for these institution s. The representatives of these national institutions, together 
with other establishments from around the world, who undertake similar roles or are 
interested in creating institutional means for the protection of future generations in their 
own countries, decided to form a network. One year after the successful conference in 
Budapest, the institutions held another meeting in Cardiff in April 2015, where they laid 
down a number of key areas of future cooperation. For the effective communication 
between the members of the network, the Hungarian Ombudsman for Future Generations 
created an online platform1 to provide a surface for sharing of knowledge and experience 
of institutional solutions aiming at safeguarding the interests of future generations. The 
third meeting of the members of the network was held in Helsinki in June 2016, where I 
was honoured to be elected as chairman. The cooperation has a three-fold aim: to share 
institutional best practices among its members for the development of effective means and 
practices, to provide innovative ideas for other establishments working on various levels 
worldwide, and to channel outside perspectives, successes and lessons learned into the 
work of already existing bodies. Besides strengthening their existing cooperation, 
members of the network also strive to increase the number of national and regional 
institutions joining the network who share the same purpose of contributing to long-term 
future shaping. Therefore, we approach newly established institutions and encourage any 
potential initiative around the globe that we could help blossom into a fully grown future 
generations protection institute. The network aims at developing and disseminating 
institutional solutions, monitoring developments, commissioning studies, research and 
analysis and working with the United Nations and its Member States to develop a 
framework of action to safeguard the interests of future generations.  

Degrowth and the interests of future generations  

How can we define the link between future ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÎÅÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ÄÅÇÒÏ×ÔÈȩ 
Our current economic system requires persistent consumption, which is supported by the 
claim of growth produced by capitalism. According to the criticism of the degrowth 
supporters, we have to raise the question: where is the limit of this growth? The concept of 
the forever and ever lasting sustainable development is obviously false, as the never 

                                                             
1 futureroundtable.org 
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ending development is limited by our resources. The principles of the degrowth 
supporters of creating a system taking into account the needs of the Earth, where the 
measures of the growth is not based on the GDP, squares with the interests of the future 
generations. The main idea of the degrowth movement urges present generations to 
acknowledge the temporary nature of theiÒ ÃÏÍÍÁÎÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈȭÓ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȟ 
which should, thus, also respect the interests of generations to come. This is the 
underlying consideration of the concept of intergenerational equity. Pursuant to this 
concept, the Earth shall be protected not only for satisfying the needs of the present 
generations, but also to secure the most essential needs of future generations.  

In 1972, Donella H. Meadows, Dennis L. Meadows, Jørgen Randers and William W. Behrens 
III published one of the most influential books of this era, the Limits to Growth. The 
purpose of the volume was to explore how exponential growth interacts with finite 
ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȟ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÄÒÁ×ÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭÓ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÆÁÓÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ 
they can be restored, and we are releasing wastes and pollutants faster than the Earth can 
absorb them or render them harmless. The authors alarmed the world by the dangerous 
consequences of unbridled economic growth and unsustainable consumption. 

In 2003 Dirzo and Raven provided a prognosis for the processes and events related to 
biodiversity expected for the end of the 21st century. It is particularly noteworthy, that the 
ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÎÌÙ χȢω ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÓÑÕÁÒÅ ÍÅÔÒÅÓ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÐÌÁÎÅÔȭÓ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ 
environment enjoys legal protection, amounting to a mere 5.3% of the surface of the Earth. 
They estimate that by the end of this century two-thirds of the current biodiversity will 
disappear.2 Between 1965 and 2010 the area of protected inland reserves has become six 
times larger and the protected marine areas have become four times larger. However, 
biodiversity has decreased by 20% in the seas and 40% on land.3 The loss of biodiversity 
threatens the long-term survival of human life. By the decrease of diversity the ecological 
systems are becoming vulnerable, thus, the preservation of ecosystem services will be at 
serious risk. A transition to sustainability will require an active decision to reduce the 
human ecological footprint. A sustainable society would be interested in qualitative 
development using material growth as a considered tool. Such society would also ask what 
the growth is for, who would benefit therefrom, what it would cost and how long it would 
last.  

Another milestone in sustainability science was the Planetary Boundaries research. The 
group of 28 internationally renowned scientists led by Johan Rockström from the 
Stockholm Resilience Centre and Will Steffen from the Australian National University 
published their full findings in a 2009 report and presented it to the General Assembly of 
the Club of Rome ÉÎ !ÍÓÔÅÒÄÁÍȢ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ Á ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÏÆ ȰÐÌÁÎÅÔÁÒÙ 
ÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓȱ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÅÆÉÎÅ Á ȰÓÁÆÅ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÐÁÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÈÕÍÁÎÉÔÙȱȢ 7ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ 
planetary boundaries, that are intrinsic to the operation of Earth as a system, humanity 
can continue to develop and thrive for future generations. The framework is based on 
scientific research which indicates that since the Industrial Revolution, human actions 
have gradually become the main driver of global environmental change. The scientists 
estimated how much further we can go before our own survival is threatened. They assert 
that once human activity has passed certain thresholds, defined as planetary boundaries, 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÒÉÓË ÏÆ ȰÉÒÒÅÖÅÒÓÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÒÕÐÔ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȱȢ 4ÈÅ group identified 
ÎÉÎÅ ȰÐÌÁÎÅÔÁÒÙ ÌÉÆÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȱ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÓÕÒÖÉÖÁÌȢ  

                                                             
2 Rodolfo Dirzo and Peter H. Raven: Global State of Biodiversity and Loss. Annual Review of Environment and 

Resources, 2003/28, pp. 137-167. 
3 Camilo Mora and Peter Sale: Ongoing global biodiversity loss and the need to move beyond protected areas: a 

review of the technical and practical shortcomings of protected areas on land and sea. Marine Ecology Progress 

Series (2011) 434, pp. 251-255. 



 

 

The updated planetary boundaries research4 was published in 2015 stating that four 
planetary boundaries, namely climate change, loss of biosphere integrity, land-system 
change, altered biogeochemical cycles have been crossed and that human activity was the 
reason for crossing these boundaries. Two of these boundaries, namely climate change and 
ÂÉÏÓÐÈÅÒÅ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÉÔÙȟ ÁÒÅ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÃÏÒÅ ÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓȱȢ 3ÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÁÌÔÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÏÆ 
ÔÈÅÓÅ ȰÃÏÒÅ ÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓȱ ×ÏÕÌÄ ȰÄÒÉÖÅ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈ 3ÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÎÔÏ Á ÎÅ× ÓÔÁÔÅȱȢ5 

The moral-theological aspect of degrowtÈ ÉÓ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ,ÁÕÄÁÔÏ 3Éȭ ÅÎÃÙÃÌÉÃÁÌ6 of 
0ÏÐÅ &ÒÁÎÃÅÓÃÏȢ  !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ,ÁÕÄÁÔÏ 3Éȭȟ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈ ÉÓ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌÌÙ Á ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÉÎÈÅÒÉÔÁÎÃÅȟ 
whose fruits are meant to benefit everyone7 and the natural environment is a collective 
good, the patrimony of all humanity and the responsibility of everyone.8 An essential 
ascertainment ÏÆ 0ÏÐÅ &ÒÁÎÃÅÓÃÏȭÓ ÅÎÃÙÃÌÉÃÁÌ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÎÏÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÇÏÏÄ Álso 
extends to future generations. The global economic crises have made painfully obvious the 
detrimental effects of disregarding our common destiny, which cannot exclude those who 
come after us.9 With regard to the connection of the everyday consumption and the 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ×ÏÒÔÈ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÃÙÃÌÉÃÁÌȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ȵÁÓ 
long as the clearing of a forest increases production, no one calculates the losses entailed 
in the desertification of the land, the harm done to biodiversity or the increased pollution. 
In a word, businesses profit by calculating and paying only a fraction of the costs 
ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄȢȱ10 The encyclical formulates recommendations for the solution as well. It points 
out that our immense technological development has not been accompanied by a 
development in human responsibility, values and conscience11 and we cannot presume to 
heal our relationship with nature and the environment without healing all fundamental 
human relationships.12 The current world economic order and the growth constraint 
makes the realisation of the necessary changes extremely difficult. Pope Francesco defines 
ÔÈÅ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÉÃÁÌ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÏÆ ÄÅÇÒÏ×ÔÈȡ ȵ%ÖÅÎ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÌÉÔÔÌÅȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÁÎ ÌÉÖÅ Á ÌÏÔȟ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÁÌÌ 
when they cultivate other pleasures and find satisfaction in fraternal encounters, in 
ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȟ ÉÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÇÉÆÔÓȟ ÉÎ ÍÕÓÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÁÒÔȟ ÉÎ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȟ ÉÎ ÐÒÁÙÅÒȢȱ13 Our 
most important task is to recognise that a more modest life does not necessarily mean a 
worse life. On the contrary, this kind of change of perspective could be the key element in 
overcoming the crisis.   

One of the conclusions of the Terra Mater international conference organized in 1982 in 
Gubbio was that we have to reinterpret the current definitions on growth, so they could 
contribute to the improvement of the quality of life. This assumes the respect of life, the 
appreciation of individuals, cultures and communities, the easing of the social tensions, the 
eradication of hunger and the stopping of overpopulation. 

                                                             
4 Science, VOL 347, ISSUE 6219 (16 January 2015).  
5 http://www.stockholmresilience.org/research/research-news/2015-01-15-planetary-boundaries---an-update.html 
6 %ÎÃÙÃÌÉÃÁÌ ,ÅÔÔÅÒ ,ÁÕÄÁÔÏ 3Éȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ (ÏÌÙ &ÁÔÈÅÒ &ÒÁÎÃÉÓ ÏÎ ÃÁÒÅ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÈÏÍÅȢ 
http://w2.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/encyclicals/documents/papa -
francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si.html 

7 Encyclical Laudato Siô, p. 93. 
8 Ibid, p. 95. 
9 Ibid, p. 159. 
10 Ibid, p. 195. 
11 Ibid, p. 105. 
12 Ibid, p. 119. 
13 Ibid, p. 223. 

http://szotar.sztaki.hu/search?searchWord=ascertainment&fromlang=eng&tolang=hun&outLanguage=hun
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The UNESCO Declaration on the Responsibilities of the Present Generations Towards 
Future Generations14 underlines that present generations should bear in mind the needs 
and interests of future generations. The finding in Article 4 of the Declaration is worth 
highlÉÇÈÔÉÎÇȡ ȵ4ÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÂÅÑÕÅÁÔÈ ÔÏ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ 
generations an Earth which will not one day be irreversibly damaged by human activity. 
Each generation inheriting the Earth temporarily should take care to use natural resources 
reasonably and ensure that life is not prejudiced by harmful modifications of the 
ecosystems and that scientific and technological progress in all fields does not harm life on 
%ÁÒÔÈȢȱ 

The aim of degrowth is to help to reconsider the limits of our lives by providing new 
perspectives on the processes influencing our future and changing the money-oriented 
way of thinking to a human and community oriented one. The mission of the movement is 
to present that responsibility for nature, commitment to ensure decent living conditions 
for future generations and the essential moderation and frugality to this does not 
necessarily results in the decay of the quality of our life, moreover, it rather enriches it.  

Generally speaking, I assess that the protection of the interests of the future generations 
and the goals and principles set by degrowth are pretty much overlapped: our aim is to 
guarantee a future for the next generations where their fundamental rights will be 
ÅÎÓÕÒÅÄȢ "ÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÄÅÁ ×Å ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ Ȱ&ÁÔÅÓÔÖïÒ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍȱ ɉ3ÅÅÄÌÉÎÇ 3ÉÂÌÉÎÇÓ 
Program). The objective of the initiation is to plant a tree after the birth of every child in 
Hungary, which supports the protection of the interest of present and future generations. 
The goals of the program are to create green corridors by planting trees in urban areas; to 
stress the importance of the long-term thinking and environmental education. In addition, 
we aim to develop an emotional attachment of the children and their families to their 
trees; to reduce the risks of climate change, and promote the importance of the healthy 
environment and compensate the effects of the economical footprint.  

Conclusions 

The concept of sustainability does not fit into the dominant paradigm that exists today, 
which is focused on economic growth and the global market of cheap products. This is the 
reason that certain institutions were founded, that are confronting the lawmakers with the 
outgrowths of their decisions. In Hungary the independent Ombudsman and an advising 
council of the Parliament (the National Council for Sustainable Development) operating in 
close cooperation was also created for this reason. As the Ombudsman for Future 
Generations, my main tasks are to contribute to a change in public opinion through 
awareness raising and to point out system anomalies.  

The link between degrowth and the interests of the future generations is very important in 
preserving a healthy environment for the future. We need to be aware of the future 
changes and upcoming tendencies in order to arrive at the best decisions that could be 
made to fulfil our mission. Degrowth means that we give up the subjugation of nature and 
try to find our place in the world with responsibility, recognising that we have only one 
planet and we cannot consume the goods needed for the wellbeing of the future 
generations.  

 

                                                             
14 General Conference of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Paris, France, 12 

November 1997, http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13178&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_ 

SECTION=201.html 
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Discussion following the welcome 
note  

notes from various participants 

The inspiring speech by Marcel Szabó initiated a lively discussion among the workshop 
participants. As no note taker was explicit designated to this task the notes here are 
collected from various participants.  

 

Question: How different is the talk that you've given us today compared to a talk that you 
would give to more mainstream audiences and to government and business people? In 
other words, do you feel a need to change your message when speaking to certain 
audiences who aren't open to hearing ideas such as degrowth? 

Answer: I try not to change my message. We must as academics have the courage to say 
the emperor has no clothes and to confront misinformation. Degrowth is the world's most 
important movement. 

 

He recalled the recent report of the UN Secretary-General, which also looks at how 
intergenerational  solidarity and future generations have been taken into consideration in 
policy-making at the national level in a variety of institutions 
(https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/2006future.pdf ), and gave 
three examples, which can set an example for other countries. In New Zealand the office of 
the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment collects information about the 
environment and inquires into specific environmental issues on the requests of the 
Members of the Parliament. In Finland the Committee for the Future deliberates with the 
Parliament upon request. In Canada the Commissioner of the Environment and 
Sustainable Development within the Office of the Auditor General looks at the annual state 
budget from the point of view of future generations.  

He also noted that in Hungary they have a good working relationship with the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences, which increases the credibility of their work. In that sense his office 
has a role of translating scientific language into law. He also mentioned their ongoing 
cooperation with the HAS on a soil report.  

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/2006future.pdf
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Introduction  

This paper discusses and further develops the concept of (sustainable) consumption 
corridors. It starts from the assumption that sustainable development is an inherently 
ethical concept oriented by the goal of allowing human beings now and in the future to live 
a good life, implying certain rights, but also certain duties for both individuals and states. 
Individuals are entitled to have access to the necessary resources allowing them to satisfy 
their objective needs and thus have the opportunity to live a good life. States and the 
international community have the duty to guarantee that individuals have access to the 
necessary resources and to ensure such access for future generations. Individuals have the 
duty to (at least) not harm others with regard to their access to sufficient resources and 
therefore their possibilities to live a good life. Against this background, we suggest to 
discuss, define, and implement "(sustainable) consumption corridors" to chart out a space 
of consumption limited by consumption minima and maxima. We argue that the existence 
of environmental and social limits necessarily implies that reckless consumption of 
resources is fundamentally unethical and unjust. It is unethical, because no one has the 
right to compromise the possibility of other human beings to live a good life with his or 
her consumption choices. It is unjust, because limits to what safely can be consumed mean 
that overconsumption by some implies under-consumption by others. We argue that we 
need to define minimum consumÐÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ ÅÎÓÕÒÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÌÉÖÅ Á 
good life now and in the future as well as maximum consumption standards preventing 
individuals from consuming to an extent that they endanger the reaching of minimum 
consumption standards by others. In turn, the space defined by (sustainable) consumption 
corridors is a space where human beings can freely define how they want to live their lives 
and choose what and how to consume according to their individual preferences. Against 
this background, (sustainable) consumption corridors provide a means to engage the 
relationship between consumption, sustainability, justice and individual freedom. 

The paper proceeds as follows. We start by briefly delineating how ideas of the good life 
and justice lead to the development of the concept of (sustainable) consumption corridors 
and how this concept has been developed. We then discuss the implications of the 
argument for an appropriate role of the state. Next, we point out similarities with and 
differences to other related concepts in the literature. The conclusion then summarizes 
our argument and discusses relevant societal and political challenges. 

The background of (sustainable) consumption corridors  

The history of the idea  

Our argument builds on the results of a six year (2008-2014) inter- and transdisciplinary 
research programme "From Knowledge to Action ɀ New Paths towards Sustainable 
Consumption", for which the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) 
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as part of its Socio-Ecological Research Program (SOEF) funded 10 research groups (with 
a total of 100 researchers from more than 15 different disciplines and 80 partners from 
practice), as well as an accompanying research project, which was given the task to 
facilitate integration and help develop overarching results (for detailed information on the 
research programme see Defila et al., 2012). 

The development of integrated results was informed by four questions that also have been 
collaboratively developed. These four questions are: What exactly is consumption, i.e. how 
should individual consumption be conceived? How do consumption and sustainability  
relate to each other? How can the sustainability of consumption be assessed? How can 
individual consumption be influenced? The answers gained to these questions were 
primarily directed at a scholarly audience (see e.g. Defila et al., 2012; Di Giulio et al. 2014; 
Defila et al. 2014; for those answers building the conceptual background of the idea of 
consumption corridors see below). Proceeding from there, a group of 16 scholars 
belonging to the research programme engaged in a process of developing results 
specifically addressing the societal actors shaping the social and political discourse on 
sustainable consumption in Germany. This process led to eight messages and 
recommendations for the implementation of sustainable consumption in practice, the so-
called "consumption messages" (Blättel-Mink et al. 2013) ɀ the idea of "consumption 
corridors" being one of them. The eight messages have not been developed solely by 
scholars. Rather, in order to validate and refine them, they have been subjected to a broad 
transdisciplinary discussion in 2012 involving about 70 representatives of government, 
education, business, science, organizations and foundations. The collaboration with this 
group of scholars has continued beyond the publication of the "consumption messages," 
and we continue to be grateful for the inspiring and on-going discussions with our 
colleagues. 

The conceptual background of the idea  

The integrated results gained in the course of the abovementioned intensive inter- and 
transdisciplinary process are the conceptual background of the idea to define 
(sustainable) consumption corridors. We want to briefly summarize the most important 
ones: 

By definition and ever since the WCED-report (WCED 1987), the goal of sustainable 
development is to allow all humans to live a good life, now and in the future. Thus, the 
notion of a good life lies at the heart of the idea of sustainability and should inform 
concepts and actions devoted to sustainable development. Accordingly, the synthesis 
reached in the above mentioned research programme defined sustainable consumption as 
consumer actions that are intended to secure the external conditions to satisfy the 
objective needs of people today and in the future and that actually have demonstrable 
impacts (see Fischer et al. 2012 for a broader coverage of the argument and its 
implications and specially for a discussion of the adopted approach integrating an impact-
oriented and an intent-oriented approach). What exactly do the notions of 'external 
conditions' and of 'objective needs' mean and to what kind of approaches to a good life do 
they relate? 

Acts of consumption are not an end in themselves, but a means to the end of satisfying 
one's needs. According to the idea of sustainability, the development of society must be 
oriented towards the satisfaction of the objective needs of all human beings, now and in 
the future. Thus, the concept of need is central to both consumption and sustainability . It 
goes without saying that humanity would run into severe trouble if each and every want of 
all humans were ÔÏ ÂÅ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÉÅÄȟ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ͻÒÅÁÌÍ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÏÌÌÁÐÓÅȢ (ÅÎÃÅȟ Á 
conceptual differentiatio n of legitimate and non-legitimate (in the sense of an obligation to 
humanity to satisfy these wants) wants is required. The debate within the research 
programme on how to find a suitable concept of need allowing for a distinction of 
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legitimate and non-legitimate wants resulted in the exploration of the concept of a good 
life, especially of anthropological approaches as promoted, for example, by Nussbaum 
(1992; capability approach), by Max-Neef (1991; needs based approach) or by Costanza et 
al. (2007; integrating a capability approach and a needs based approach). The proponents 
of such approaches argue that humans have universal characteristics that are, on an 
abstract level, independent of subjectively felt desires and historical and cultural contexts 
(e. g., to engage socially, to enjoy bodily integrity, to be secure). They further claim an 
ethical obligation to provide all human beings with the external possibilities of realising 
such universals, regardless of whether people make use of them or not. Thus, the goal of 
sustainability can be specified as providing all humans, now and in the future, with the 
external (social, cultural, economic, environmental, etc.) conditions that are necessary to 
live a good life (to better link with the on-going debate in sustainability sciences, external 
conditions can be renamed as being satisfiers made available through natural and social 
resources). Legitimate wants in turn are needs clearly originating in such universals. 
Legitimate wants can be called 'objective needs' because of the claim that they are 
universal human needs. As such they are ends in themselves and cannot be ethically 
questioned. All humans now and in the future have a right to be provided with the 
possibilities to satisfy these needs. To be able to live a good life means that an individual 
has the possibility of satisfying those objective needs he or she develops according to his 
or her preferences, culture and physical as well as emotional and cognitive features and 
thus to live a life he or she values. 

This line of argument has been further elaborated and resulted in a conceptual system 
with regard to sustainability and consumption. The system is shown in figure 1 (for 
explanation of the whole system, the arguments in detail and the body of literature relied 
on see Di Giulio et al. 2012). 

 

Figure 1: The conceptual system (from Di Giulio et al. 2012, p. 55). To be read as follows: Components 
of nature are used as a result of requirements of production as well as by the use of consumer goods. 
Consumer goods are for one thing satisfiers with regard to constructs of wanting and the generate 

new ideas about the degree and breadth of satisfaction of needs and desires as well as new subjective 
desires for another things. They have no influence, however, on the existence of objective needs. The 

ideas about the degree and breadth of satisfaction are specified by desires and needs, and they can in 
turn generate new desires (but not new needs). They can lead to the production of new consumer 

goods, and the same goes for subjective desires. Demands are made of consumer goods on the ground 
of needs, desires and the ideas about the degree and breadth of their satisfaction. 

Consequently, the notion of sustainability explicitly asks to provide human beings now 
and in the future with a basic level of satisfiers drawn from natural and/or social 
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resources. Sustainable consumption, in turn, has to support others' endowment with 
satisfiers and corresponding resources ɀ at least, it should not compromise it. 

Clearly, this is not arguing that the ability to live a good life is a function of material 
consumption alone, or that material consumption even has to play as dominant a role in 
the pursuit of a good life, as it appears to do in today's consumer societies. Satisfiers and 
resources necessary to meet objective human needs have to be defined much more 
broadly than in terms of material goods. However, some of these needs, such as food, 
shelter, and even the development of one's personality, require the provision of some 
material resources. Unfortunately, many resources are limited both in terms of quantity 
and quality. Some of them are finite as they are not renewable (at least not in the sense of 
human time horizons). (Slow) rates of renewability or the scarcity of accompanying 
resources that are needed to provide them limit others. Governmental funding (=resource) 
for a functioning health care system (=satisfier) is not available for other purposes, for 
instance. Both quantitative and qualitative scarcity become particularly relevant, in turn, 
when we consider issues of justice. After all, limits imply that consumption of 
satisfiers/ resources by an individual or group of individuals can hurt (now or in the 
ÆÕÔÕÒÅɊ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓȭ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ satisfiers/resources. 

The idea of (sustainable) consumption corridors is informed by this kind of reasoning and 
it is a suggestion of how it could be put into action. 

(Sustainable) Consumption Corridors  

The concept of (sustainable) consumption corridors ((S)CC) suggests, as mentioned above, 
a strategy to integrate ideas about the good life and justice and the concept and pursuit of 
sustainable development. Such corridors would be defined by minimum standards, 
allowing every individual to live a good life, and maximum standards for every individual's 
use of resources guaranteeing access to sufficient resources (in terms of quantity and 
quality) for others, both in the present and the future (see figure 2). 

 

Figure 2 (from Di Giulio, Fuchs 2014, p. 187): Corridors of sustainable consumption are defined by 
minimal and maximal standards of consumption. Their number and the degree of overlap depends on 
how many points of reference (fields of consumption, environmental and social impact categories, etc.) 

will prove to be reasonable and on how much these will be disjoint. The corridors will have to be 
readjusted periodically. 

Ensuring that all humans have the possibility to live a good life is quite a complex task. 
Attempts to accomplish it have to acknowledge, on one hand, that notions of what a good 
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life consists of in detail differ  not only across time and culture, but also between different 
members of the same society living in the same period of time. Individuals differ in terms 
not only of preferences but also in terms of their physical, cognitive and emotional 
potential. Thus, to lead a good life means different things to different individuals. On the 
other hand, attempts to accomplish this task must necessarily proceed from a notion of 
what a good life consists of. This notion has to be based on the assumption that there are 
some essential needs of humans, which they need to have the possibility to realize to lead 
a meaningful and fulfilled life, while at the same time allowing for diversity and 
individuality and avoiding standardization. 

As envisioned here, sustainable consumption corridors will allow the pursuit of a good life 
for all, now and in the future, as well as intra- and intergenerational justice as they are 
defined by minimum consumption standards, providing the basis for living a good life to 
an individual, and maximum consumption standards, ensuring that one individual's 
consumption does not hurt other individuals' abilities to achieve minimum consumption 
standards in a world of limited resources, be they natural or societal. Such corridors of 
consumption leave room for the realization of individual life plans and choices, and they 
are a way to ensure that all individuals are able to live a fulfilling life according to their 
own preferences. Thus, one of the basic assumptions the idea of consumption corridors 
builds upon is that it is neither possible nor desirable to prescribe specific 'sustainable' 
patterns of consumption and ways of living, but that we need criteria that leave room for 
individual life plans. Consumption corridors do not question the existence of needs, they 
question how needs are satisfied, and they question subjective desires. They do not 
question individual freedom either but define limits of individual freedom by taking 
justice into the equation. 

Justice 

As pointed out above, sustainable consumption corridors are located at the interface 
between ideas of "the good life" and "justice". In this context, it is important to be 
extremely clear what we mean when we refer to justice. After all, different concepts of 
justice exist, sometimes in conflict or at least competition with one another. 

On a rather basic level, in referring to justice in the context of sustainable consumption, we 
relate to approaches of social ethics and not to approaches of environmental ethics. Hence, 
our concern, here, is not how the actions of human beings impact nature, but how they 
impact other human beings. According to this line of reasoning, nature (living creatures, 
the abiotic environment, ecosystems, resources etc.) is of instrumental value. This 
perspective may be subject to criticism, of course. For our present argument, however, 
such an anthropocentric approach to the idea of sustainability is suitable. 

Because of the way we link (objective) needs and sustainable consumption, the notion of 
justice entailed in the idea of consumption corridors is one rooted in natural law: Every 
human being deserves access to the minimum level of natural and social resources 
necessary to be able to live a good life simply because he or she is a human being. This 
necessarily directs our focus to a keen recognition of those human beings being actually or 
potentially disadvantaged and thus in need of protection. 

Building on Aristotle, we consider justice not as a personal trait of character, but as a 
quality of relationships between individuals. Specifically, we see justice then as a 
fundamental condition of and basic norm for structuring how humans live together in 
societies, in which an adequate and balanced redistribution of resources and opportunities 
between individuals is required. This is a presupposition, which a rationality-based 
approach to justice (rather than a natural law-based one) would concur with, by the way. 
Hume, for instance, suggested that egotism will prevail and injustice increase in contexts 
of scarcity, against which the pursuit of justice can ensure the continued ability of societies 
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to experience stability and order. As we will further clarify below (and in accordance also 
with John Stewart Mill and Immanuel Kant, for instance), this notion of justice as a norm 
entails a 'should', i.e. a definition of (claimable) rights and of (according) responsibility 
and duties. 

Concerns with justice as a societal norm have existed throughout history, in all cultures 
and religions, even though they have taken and may take a wide variety of forms or 
ascribe sources of justice in a wide variety of ways (e.g. god given versus based on societal 
institutions). Concerns with social justice became prominent during the industrial 
revolution and the impoverishment of large segments of societies in the industrializing 
countries and regions. Ecological justice, in turn, appeared on the scene in the context of 
an increasing awareness of limits to growth and the distribution of environmental harm, 
just as the Brundtland report extended traditional notions of justice in terms of space and 
time (Heimbach-Steins 2011). Today, a large variety of justice norms exist in societies and 
these norms frequently compete with each other, for instance, when it comes to political 
decisions. In our approach we follow scholars such as Sen (1996) and Nussbaum (1992) in 
delineating a needs-based approach to redistributive justice, in which we postulate the 
necessity and the ability of societies to jointly define minimum consumption standards 
ensuring an individual's ability to live a good life. This notion of justice as an individual 
right to a certain minimum quality and quantity of resources implies duties for others not 
to consume resources to such an extent that they violate the individual's right to this 
minimum level of resources. The criteria for determining this kind of justice, in turn, 
would be equality of human beings with regard to (objective) needs for one thing and 
resources in relation to these (objective) needs for another. 

Justice in a good life context has to take into account the necessary individual freedom 
when it comes to defining a good life on the individual level. This includes the fact that 
people live in different living environments and thus need different amounts of resources 
to satisfy one and the same need (the most simple example is the amount of resources 
needed to heat and/or cool flats). Importantly, then, our notion of justice does not imply 
that we think that everybody should consume exactly the same quantity and quality of 
resources. The notion of justice going along with consumption corridors is not one aiming 
at some kind of normalization, in terms of according the exactly same endowment with 
satisfiers and/or resources to everybody. Rather, it is a notion of justice based on the 
assumption that individuals should have as much freedom of choice as possible ɀ as long 
as their consumption does not constrain other's chances to live a good life. Indeed, the 
core characteristic of the space between the maximum and minimum consumption 
standards, i.e. between the ceiling and the floor of the consumption corridor, is that it 
offers freedom of choice. This freedom, in turn, can be used to choose consumption in a 
manner as to pursue one's personal ideas of a good life. As these ideas vary between 
cultures, historical contexts, etc., the choices individuals make in the corridor are likely to 
vary strongly as well. An approach that equates justice with allotting everybody the exact 
same amount of each single resource would not be appropriate, therefore. What we need 
is a notion of distributive justice allowing for differences, albeit differences the specifics of 
which we do not really know yet. 

Given that we live in a world where resources are ex- and interchanged on a global scale 
and given the fact that our actions and omissions might have not only far-reaching but also 
long-reaching effects, a restricted view in terms of space and time would not be 
appropriate. Thus, we are talking about distributive justice encompassing social as well as 
natural resources for one thing and having to take into account big scales in terms of space 
and time. 

Moreover, our understanding of sustainable consumption corridors from a perspective of 
justice also entails a concern about procedural, participatory, and cultural justice. Given 
that individuals'  ideas of a good life are diverse and given that we cannot really conclude 
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(objective) needs from any scholarly knowledge, decisions about adequate minimum and 
maximum consumption standards will need to result from processes of societal 
deliberation. In those, we will need to ensure that all parts of the population can 
participate in an equal manner. To that end, such deliberative processes need to be 
transparent, include individuals from all walks of life in a fair manner, and be 
unconstrained by power asymmetries. 

Sustainable consumption corridors, in our view then, are a strategy to pursue intra- and 
intergenerational, social and environmental distributive justice. They form such a strategy 
in particular because the maximum consumption standard forming the ceiling of the 
corridor does not come out of nowhere. Instead, the maximum consumption standard is 
defined via the minimum consumption standard, i.e. the basis for allowing every 
individual to live a good life, now and in the future. The development and implementation 
of these standards in turn will need to pay attention to aspects of procedural, participatory 
and cultural justice, as well. 

Finally, sustainable consumption corridors inevitably link justice to questions of 
responsibility  not only of individuals, but also of the community. And this is where the 
notion of the state comes into the picture. 

(Sustainable) Consumption Corridors and the State  

Two rather different perceptions of what states are in terms of institutions are of 
importance in discussing (S)CCs: What we address as 'state' can either be understood as a 
counterpart to 'civil society', that is to the inhabitants of the territory perceived as a 
sovereign political unit. In this case, it is quite natural that people want to keep institutions 
belonging to the actor 'state' out of their private lives as much as possible and use 
narratives expressing the division between them and 'the state' ɀ freedom is freedom from 
"the state". 

Alternatively, we can conceptualize the state as part of how the inhabitants of the territory 
perceived as a sovereign political unit organize their interaction and coexistence (e.g. 
social contract, see (Hobbes 2012[1651/1668], Rousseau 1997 [1762]). In this case, it is 
quite natural that people want 'the state' to take on responsibility for the common good ɀ 
freedom is freedom from too much interference by others. In this sense, the state is 
legitimized by its role in the protection of the individual/society as well as by its ability to 
help individuals to jointly pursue an objective they would not be able to reach individually. 
Indeed, to the extent that the development of citizens and property ownership foster 
societal competition and conflict, as delineated by Rousseau, the state is necessary for 
preventing resulting injustice. 

From this latter perspective, state action clearly is relevant and legitimized when it comes 
to (sustainable) consumption corridors. After all, the pursuit of the satisfaction of all 
subjective desires of consumers today is threatening the survival of humanity and 
implying severe constraints on the current ability of other members of humankind to live 
a good life. At least two problems exist, however. 

The first problem is that a sense of entitlement exists in today's Western societies, 
combined with a higher valuation of private rights relative to public duties. This problem 
is of a factual rather than conceptual nature, however. Our very starting point in terms of 
the wish to allow all individuals to live a good life in a world of scarce resources means 
that we cannot but denounce any unlimited sense of entitlement. We need to remind 
people of the impact of their consumption choices on others and their duties as members 
of humanity. The human being is a social being, and living within societies is associated 
with rights and responsibilities, as well as the acceptance of certain limits on individual 
freedoms. 
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The second problem is that states rule over delimited territories and the respective 
current demos, while the notion of justice underlying (sustainable) consumption corridors 
has a global and intergenerational dimension (and by intergenerational we do not mean 
todays' children, but the human beings living entirely in the future). This problem is also a 
factual rather than a conceptual one, but clearly a daunting task. States do cooperate in 
attempts to solve global problems and have done so for centuries, albeit with, at best, very 
mixed results. Likewise, conceptual developments regarding the representation of future 
generations in political deliberations exist, but lack serious efforts at implementation.  

Returning to the first perspective on the role of the state laid out above, it is also important 
to note that, clearly, there are limits to what we would want states to do. Excessive 
intervention leaving little room for individual freedom and life choices cannot be the goal. 
Moreover, one would not want a surveillance state with detailed and comprehensive 
systems of control. We do not cherish ideas of a dictatorial, but of a democratic and 
constitutional state protecting the individual as well as the community. In consequence, 
we will need criteria for consumption that are not too specific a prescription for individual 
consumption choices, but suitable to pursue the overall goal of ensuring everybody's 
ability to live a good life. 

Standards, thus, need to be defined on the basis of societal deliberation. They will not be 
the same for all societies and for all times, but both be culturally influenced (albeit not 
completely relativistic) and likely dynamic over time, as they also will depend on the 
availability of the natural or social resources in question. The question, then, is not one of 
simply advocating to consume less, especially not in terms of renunciation or an ascetic 
lifestyle. Rather the task for societies is to first jointly define the conditions necessary to 
live a good life and secondly to derive minimum and maximum consumption standards on 
that basis. Moreover, since societal and ecological development may well imply the need 
for the standards to change over time, as pointed out above, such a process would have to 
be dynamic and reflexive, allowing for necessary adjustments. This leads to two quite 
specific tasks of the state with regard to (sustainable) consumption corridors: The state 
should organize the societal deliberation needed to define minima and maxima of 
consumption, ensuring procedural justice in doing so. And, after the development of such 
standards, we expect that we will need to rely on the state to adopt, implement and 
enforce them. 

Related Ideas and Concepts 

Other writers, scholars and commentators have suggested similar or related ideas and 
ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÈÉÇÈÌÙ ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÓÐÉÒÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅÉÒ ×ÏÒËȢ +ÁÔÅ 2Á×ÏÒÔÈȭÓ 
(2012) concept of "doughnut economics" aims to identify a safe and just space for 
humanity by relating planetary boundaries to social justice. The concept of 
"environmental space" (Hille 1997, Opschoor 1987, Spangenberg 2002) pursues a similar 
aim, focusing mainly on natural resources. Likewise, the concept of a "safe and just 
operating space" (Dearing et al. 2014, Rockström et al. 2009) addresses the link between 
planetary limits and justice. &ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÓ ÏÆ ȰÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȱ 
ɉ&ÕÃÈÓ ÁÎÄ ,ÏÒÅË ςππυɊ ÁÎÄ ȰÁÂÓÏÌÕÔÅ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓȱ ɉÓÅÅ *#0 ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÉÓÓÕÅ ςπρυȟ ÅÄÓȢ !ËÅÎÊÉ 
et al.) relate to the idea that acknowledging planetary boundaries means addressing 
consumption levels and imposing limits on consumption rather than merely tinkering with 
improvements in the resource efficiency of consumption 

(Sustainable) consumption corridors clearly have a lot in common with these concepts in 
that one joint core concern is to link questions of social justice and the sustainable use of 
natural resources. The main difference is that the (sustainable) consumption corridors 
concept squarely focuses on consumption. It moves the role that consumption plays in 
enabling individuals to live a good life and, at least, as importantly, in overstepping 
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ecological and social limits to the centre of attention. This decision does not mean that 
consumption corridors look only at what happens at the level of the consumer. Adopting 
the "consuming lens", (sustainable) consumption corridors regard everything that 
happens along the production chain as driven by consumption and/or targeted to 
consumption. Another difference is that the notion of consumption corridors provides a 
framework for looking at and defining different corridors (e.g. for specific resources or 
satisfiers such as services) and potential transits between them (doors). Smaller 
differences between (sustainable) consumption corridors and one or another of the other 
related concepts mentioned above exist, finally, in that the consumption corridors concept 
explicitly and intentionally considers not only natural but also social resources in defining 
consumption minima and maxima, and in that it ties such corridors to (objective) needs 
and thus to a good life. 

Conclusions 

In this paper, we have presented (sustainable) consumption corridors as a conceptual 
framework linking ideas of the good life, justice, and sustainable development. 
Importantly, in this approach, we consider them as an instrument to protect both 
planetary boundaries and freedom. We started from the assumption that every individual, 
now and in the future, should be able to live a good life and have access to the necessary 
minimum quantity and quality of social and natural resources to that end. Given that we 
live in a world of limited natural and social resources, we further argued that consumption 
choices and levels by some that hurt others' ability to meet these minimum consumption 
standards are unjust. Harming others' opportunities to live a good life is inherently 
unethical. Thus, it is our human duty to consume natural and social resources only in that 
quality and quantity that others' access to a sufficient quality and quantity remains 
possible.  

Accordingly, we arrive at minimum and maximum levels of consumption defined by what 
an individual needs to satisfy (objective) needs and thus live a good life and what would 
hurt other individuals in pursuit of the same aim. We call the space between this floor and 
ceiling a (sustainable) consumption corridor. Sustainable consumption respects and takes 
place between these minima and maxima. This does not mean that (sustainable) 
consumption corridors allocate all responsibility for (un)sustainability only with the 
consumer. Quite differently, we see many constraints for "consumer sovereignty" in 
today's world resulting from structural contexts shaped by inequalities in power and 
information among others. Thus, it is important to differentiate between the responsibility 
of the individual consumer and consumption as a cultural characteristic and politico-
economic dynamic. As such, consumption extends way beyond the consumer. 

To our experience, the idea of defining (sustainable) consumption corridors fascinates and 
repels people at the same time. We take this as a sign that we should further develop the 
concept and proceed to provide the technical knowledge needed to implement it. On a 
technical level, we currently identify two main challenges: One challenge is to define 
(objective) needs (this is what one of the authors is investigating in a current research 
project). The other challenge is to relate needs, actions of consumption and resources. On 
a practical level, the main challenge is that huge asymmetries in power exist in the political 
system today (Fuchs 2013) and that those with a lot of power will likely have little interest 
in defining sustainable consumption corridors (Fuchs et al. 2015). To be clear then, we do 
not suggest that the development and implementation of (sustainable) consumption 
corridors will be easy. Yet, we consider them relevant and necessary! Given our discussion 
on the contextual nature of objective needs and corresponding satisfiers as well as the 
complexities of global governance, such efforts will have to start in individual states (if not 
subnational units) rather than wait for the global effort.  



Consumption corridors: integrating the good life and justice 

23 

 

References 

Blättel-Mink B., Brohmann B., Defila R., Di Giulio A., Fischer D., Fuchs D., Gölz S., Götz K., 
Homburg A., Kaufmann-Hayoz R., Matthies E., Michelsen G., Schäfer M., Tews K., 
Wassermann S., Zundel S. (Syntheseteam des Themenschwerpunkts "Vom Wissen 
zum Handeln ɀ Neue Wege zum nachhaltigen Konsum") (2013): Konsum-
Botschaften. Was Forschende für die gesellschaftliche Gestaltung nachhaltigen 
Konsums empfehlen. Stuttgart: Hirzel Verlag. 

Costanza R., Fisher B., Ali S., Beer C., Bond L., Boumans R., Danigelis N.L., Dickinson J., 
Elliott C., Farley J., Elliott Gayer D., MacDonald G.L., Hudspeth T., Mahoney D., 
McCahil L., McIntosh B., Reed B., Turab Rizvi S.A., Rizzo D.M., Simpatico T., Snapp R. 
(2007): Quality of life: An approach integrating opportunities, human needs, and 
subjective well-being. Ecological Economics 61, 267-276. 

Dearing, J., R. Wanga, K. Zhang, J. Dyke, H. Haberl, Md. S. Hossain, P. Langdon, T. Lenton, K. 
Raworth, S. Brown, J. Carstensen, M. Cole, S. Cornell, T. Dawson, C.P. Doncaster, F. 
Eigenbrod, M. Flörke, E. Jeffers, A. Mackay, B. Nykvist, G.. Poppy (2014): Safe and just 
operating spaces for regional social-ecological systems. Global Environmental 
Change, Vol. 28: 227-238 doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.012 

Defila R., Di Giulio A., Kaufmann-Hayoz R. (Eds.) (2012): The Nature of Sustainable 
Consumption and How to Achieve it. Results from the Focal Topic "From Knowledge 
to Action ɀ New Paths towards Sustainable Consumption". Munich: Oekom. 

Defila R., Di Giulio A., Kaufmann-Hayoz R. (2014): Sustainable Consumption ɀ an Unwieldy 
Object of Research. In: Sustainable Consumption. GAIA. Ecological perspectives for 
science and society. Special Issue S1/2014, 148-157. doi:10.14512/gaia.23.S1.2 

Di Giulio A., Brohmann B., Clausen J., Defila R., Fuchs D., Kaufmann-Hayoz R., Koch A. 
(2012): Needs and consumption ɀ a conceptual system and its meaning Οin the 

context of sustainability. In: Defila R., Di Giulio A., Kaufmann-Hayoz R. (eds.): The 
Nature of Sustainable Consumption and How to Achieve it. Results from the Focal 
Topic "From Knowledge to Action ɀ New Paths towards Sustainable Consumption". 
München: oekom. 45-66. 

Di Giulio A., Fischer D., Schäfer M., Blättel-Mink B. (2014): Conceptualizing sustainable 
consumption: toward an integrative framework. In: Sustainability: Science, Practice, 
& Policy (SSPP). Volume 10, Issue 1, 45-61. Published online May 19, 2014. 
http://sspp.proquest.com/archives/vol10iss1/1209 -041.digiulio.html. 

Di Giulio A., Fuchs D. (2014): Sustainable Consumption Corridors: Concept, Objections, and 
Responses. In: Sustainable Consumption. GAIA. Ecological perspectives for science 
and society. Special Issue S1/2014, 184-192. doi:10.14512/gaia.23.S1.6 

Fischer D., Michelsen G., Blättel-Mink B., Di Giulio A. (2012): Sustainable consumption: 
how to evaluate sustainability Οin consumption acts. In: Defila R., Di Giulio A., 

Kaufmann-Hayoz R. (eds.): The Nature of Sustainable Consumption and How to 
Achieve it. Results from the Focal Topic "From Knowledge to Action ɀ New Paths 
towards Sustainable Consumption". München: oekom. 67-80. 

Fuchs, D. (2013): Theorizing the Power of Global Companies. In Mikler, John (Hrsg.). 
Handbook of Global Companies. Hoboken: Wiley-Blackwell, 77-95. 

Fuchs, D., Di Giulio, A., Glaab, K., Lorek, S., Maniates, M., Princen, T., Ropke, I. (2015): 
Power: The Missing Element in Sustainable Consumption and Absolute Reductions 
Research and Action. Journal of Cleaner Production. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclep ro.2015.02.00. 

Fuchs, D., Lorek, S. (2005): Sustainable Consumption Governance. A History of Promises 
and Failures. Journal of Consumer Policy 28(3): 261ɀ288. Reprinted in Dauvergne, P. 
(Hrsg.). (2013): Environmental Politics. Houndmills: Edward Elgar, 652-679. 

Heimbach-Steins, M. (2011): Gerechtigkeitstheorien und Zielvorstellungen von 
Gesellschaft. In Dabrowski, Martin, und Judith Wolf (Hrsg.). Gleichheit, Ungleichheit, 
Gerechtigkeit. Paderborn: Schöningh, 85-110. 



D. Fuchs & A. Di Giulio 

24 
 

Hille, J. (1997): The Concept of Environmental Space. Experts' Corner, of the European 
Environment Agency. Luxemburg: EEA. 

Hobbes, T. (2012 [orig. 1651/1668]). Leviathan. Clarendon edition of the works of Thomas 
Hobbes. Edited by Noel Malcolm. Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press. 

Max-Neef M. A. (1991): Human scale development: Conception, application and further 
reflections. London: Zed Books. 

Nussbaum M. C. (1992): Human functioning and social justice: In defense of Aristotelian 
essentialism. Political Theory 20/2, 202-246. 

Opschoor, J.B.(1987): Sustainability and Change. Amsterdam: Free University Press. 
Raworth, K. (2012): A Safe and Just Space for Humanity. Can we live within the doughnut?  

Oxfam discussion Paper. Oxfam. 
Rockström, J., W. Steffen, K. Noone, Å. Persson, F. S. Chapin, III, E. Lambin, T. M. Lenton, M. 

Scheffer, C. Folke, H. Schellnhuber, B. Nykvist, C. A. De Wit, T. Hughes, S. van der 
Leeuw, H. Rodhe, S. Sörlin, P. K. Snyder, R. Costanza, U. Svedin, M. Falkenmark, L. 
Karlberg, R. W. Corell, V. J. Fabry, J. Hansen, B. Walker, D. Liverman, K. Richardson, P. 
Crutzen, and J. Foley. (2009): Planetary boundaries: exploring the safe operating 
space for humanity. Ecology and Society 14(2): 32. [online] URL: 
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss2/art32/  

Rousseau, J.-J. (1997 [orig. 1762]). The Social Contract' and other later political writings. 
Edited by Victor Gourevitch. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Sen, A. (1996): Capability and well-being. In: The quality of life. Edited by A. Sen, M. 
Nussbaum. Oxford, UK: Clarendon. 30ɀ54. 

Spangenberg, J. (2002): Environmental space and the prism of sustainability: frameworks 
for indicators measuring sustainable development. Ecological Indicators 2:295ɀ309. 

WCED (1987): World Commission on Environment and Development (1987): Our 
Common Future. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

 

 

http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss2/art32/


 

 
25 | SCORAI Europe Workshop Proceedings 

Sustainable Consumption and Social Justice in a Constrained World 

Sufficiency, degrowth and 
sustainable consumption  

Joachim H. Spangenberg 

Sustainable Europe Research Institute, Germany 

Introduction  

The purpose of this paper is to support strategy discussions on strong or substantially 
sustainable consumption by first distinguishing the different motives for consumption 
which require different strategies to be turned sustainable.  

In a second step I assess the causes for the different motivations to be endemic, and argue 
that they will not be overcome without major social and economic policy changes, and 
changes in value patterns: sustainable consumption policy will fail unless embedded into a 
Great Transformation towards sustainable societies. Concepts of a good life will play a 
major role when defining the transformation trajectory, but will not be sufficient as they 
are either too abstract to guide concrete strategy formulation across the board of policy 
domains, or they are too narrowly focussed on leisure, consumption and individual 
behaviour and need to be complemented by concepts of good work and a fair economy, 
including issues of trade and peace. Social security including a physical basic supply and 
changed price structures would be one element of a sustainability transition. 

However, some of the consumption motives identified can be seamlessly integrated into a 
sufficiency strategy which emphasises the necessity of political framework setting to give 
progress (technical and social innovations, and human orientations) a sustainable 
direction, first by declaring the orientation towards ever more, faster and higher to be 
ÏÂÓÏÌÅÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÏÆÆÅÒÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ ȰÅÎÏÕÇÈÎÅÓÓȱȢ +ÅÙ ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÌÁÉÍ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÆÁÓÈÉÏÎ 
a new and desirable form of 'progress' away from endless orthodox economic growth and 
endless consumption and accumulation. Economically speaking, this requires policy 
ÒÅÏÒÉÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÍÁØÉÍÕÍ ɉÏÆ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȟ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȟ ÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ȣɊ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÁÎ 
optimum which balances values and sets limits. 

Taking a closer look at the definition of human needs, we distinguish the finite set of needs 
from the unlimited list of (potential) wants, and argue that sustainable consumption does 
not mean ignoring human needs, to the contrary, but choosing sustainable satisfiers to 
these needs. Many of these will be social achievements and not products and services 
traded on markets, but what is traded needs to be reshaped as well ɀ this is the domain of 
Design for Sustainability DfS. It goes beyond ecological design by emphasising the social 
and institutional dimensions of sustainability. 

This includes revisiting the way strong sustainable consumption has been advertised: as in 
the current commercialised societies there is hardly a space and an opportunity to lead a 
sustainable, for instance a low-carbon life style, I advocate to pursue the issue as a 
question of the right to self-determination, the right of citizens in their communities and 
towns to have places of self-determined non-consumption (or consumption of non-market 
goods and services), in zones free of advertising and commerce. 

In the conclusions, the paper returns to the different consumption motives and discusses 
which of the strategy elements mentions can be mobilised to address them, and integrate 
them into a sufficiency transformation towards strong sustainability. 
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Why people consume 

Consumers have different motivations to consume, some individual, some collective, some 
inherently unsustainable, some caused by the absence of sustainability in their social 
environment. For successfully promoting strong sustainable consumption, it is necessary 
to distinguish the different motivations. Beckenbach et al. (2012) distinguish four 
motivations: 

Catching-up consumption refers to the unmet needs in particular of low income groups. 
The means of satisfaction and the level aspired can be very different, depending on the 
respective society and the economic system, including the role of subsistence production 
versus exclusive market supply. 

Conformist consumption responds to the desire to match the status of the social reference 
group, not being identifiable as an outsider or otherwise discriminated for the absence of 
certain goods which signal group membership. Smart phones and branded clothing, 
although initially not an essential need, can have this role, in particular among younger 
people. Who does not have these symbolic items runs the risk of being excluded from her 
social reference group (Røpke 1999), turning the ability to exhibit such goods into a social 
necessity. 

Positional consumption refers to the same peer groups as conformist consumption, but 
with the desire not only to conform to common cultural standards, but to be superior 
(Veblen 1899). The aspiration can either be the claim for a leading role in the respective 
group, or the attempt to (seemingly) qualify for a different one, usually with a higher social 
reputation. Goods can be owned, rented, borrowed or stolen ɀ visibility is more important 
than ownership details (Lorek, Spangenberg 2003). 

Defensive consumption is the result of efforts to compensate for the deterioration of the 
prevailing living conditions. The mortgage-based consumption binge in the USA before the 
collapse of the bubble and the subsequent Great Recession, following long-term and still 
prevailing income stagnation and economic losses in the dot.com bubble, is probably the 
most prominent example. Scherhorn (1997) calls this kind of consumption compensatory 
consumption and points to the fact that socially bad working conditions (lack of self-
determination, permanent control, interference of superiors, lack of recognition) are 
empirically linked to compensatory consumption (Spangenberg 1995). In a similar vein, 
the social psychologist Tim Kasser (2002) has argued that with low self-esteem and low 
mental well-ness are often associated with consumerism (excessive/unhealthy 
consumption) as well as 'materialist' and 'self-enhancing' as opposed to 'self-transcending' 
values. 

Scherhorn (1991) adds another, cross-cutting category, addictive buying, which can be 
catching-up, positional or compensatory. It is characterised by the fact that the consumer 
has limited rational control over the buying decision (like any addiction, severe debt can 
be the result). The act of buying is much more important than the ownership of the 
respective good (they may remain on a domestic shelf without being unpacked), and 
medical treatment is required. 

Addressing the motivations  

Endemism 

The causes for the different motivations to be endemic are rather obvious: catching-up 
consumption is a legitimate objective of those feeling left behind, and fuelled by the 
increasing polarisation of income and opportunity. Conformist consumption is the 
material expression of social group membership, one of the basic needs of humans (Max-
Neef et al. 1989). As such this need should not be suppressed, but from a sustainable 



Sufficiency, Degrowth and Sustainable Consumption 

27 

 

consumption perspective better, less resource intensive means to satisfy it should be 
found, for instance immaterial cultural symbols. Regarding positional consumption, while 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÁÍÂÉÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÕÐ×ÁÒÄÓ ÍÏÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÓÕÐÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÅÉÔÈÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 
polarisation increasing the incentives, and the predominantly material consumption based 
expression of group membership can be reduced. Redistribution of wages and wealth, high 
taxes on luxury goods and a culture of understatement would lower the resulting level of 
conspicuous consumption (Fischer-Kowalski et al. 1995). Finally, avoiding defensive 
consumption requires social security networks, formal and informal, to avoid the threats 
of both income and access poverty and safeguard the living standard achieved, and an 
organisation of working life supporting the self-realisation in ÏÎÅȭÓ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔȢ 

Framing  

Obviously, the causes of unsustainable consumption can neither be expected to be fading 
away under the influence of education, ethics and reflection; they are reflections of 
interaction of humane aspirations and the means the outside world offers to realise them. 
2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÈÏÐÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ȰÎÅ× ÈÕÍÁÎÓȱȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÓÈÁÐÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ 
realising humane aspirations. This can be rather obviously not achieved within the sphere 
of consumer policy: unsustainable consumption is an inevitable symptom of a lack of 
sustainability in society.  

The major social and economic policy changes essentially address all aspects of the socio-
economic system, from the way labour is organised (and informal labour shared) via 
institution al mechanisms like the social security systems to institutional orientations and 
changes in value patterns and behavioural routines (Spangenberg 2014). Implementing 
such changes would alter the fabric of our societies. Important first steps can be taken 
here and now; exploring the possibilities is an urgent task. This includes 'unlocking' 
individualised, unsustainable consumption towards more collective and socialised forms 
of consumption, with libraries, tool sharing or a concierge rather than online book orders 
and purchasing expensive power tools. As a rule of thumb, for all durable consumer goods 
private ownership is the least efficient ways of service supply, as sharing is always 
superior.  

This implies that sustainable consumption policy will fail unless embedded into a Great 
Transformation towards sustainable societies, including reducing social stratification, 
enhancing distributional justice, promoting non-material means of self-realisation and 
gaining reputation, and last but not least good work. 

Good life  

Concepts of a good life will play a major role when defining the transformation trajectory, 
but will not be sufficient as they are either too ambitious for people to identify with 
spontaneously, too abstract to guide concrete strategy formulation across the board of 
policy domains, or they are too narrowly focussed on leisure, consumption and individual 
ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȢ #ÏÎÃÅÐÔÓ ÌÉËÅ ȰÂÅÉÎÇ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ ÈÁÖÉÎÇȱ ɉ&ÒÏÍÍ ρωχφȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÔÏ 
ȰÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȱȟ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÁÎÓɊ ÏÒ ÓÅÌÆ-limit ation and conviviality 
(Illich 1975) have inspired much of the sustainable consumption and the sufficiency 
debate, but are too elitist and complex to serve as everyday life guidance for ordinary 
citizens. Their emphasis on human relations, a critical approach to technological progress, 
the primacy of human needs over economic interests, the call for solidarity, an end to the 
exploitation of nature and the chance of active participation in society are echoing in the 
discussions on what makes a good life.  

A good life is neither measurable in income terms, as already F. Schumacher and J. M. 
Keynes emphasised (agreeing about the role of profits, the market and the love of money, 
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they both believed that there was much more to life than getting and spending).15 Nor can 
a good life be measured in terms of individual happiness ɀ trying to do so is a projection of 
ÎÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌÉÓÍȭÓ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÉÓÍ ÏÎ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÓÓÕÅÓȢ ! ÇÏÏÄ ÌÉÆÅ ÃÁÎ ÏÎÌÙ 
be led in a good society; the call for a good life is one invoking ethics, behaviour and 
policies to establish sustainable societies (Lorek, Spangenberg 2014). A good society 
reduces the incentives and even more so the need for unsustainable consumption; 
concluding from the different motivations it must be more equitable than current 
societies. As Wilkinson and Pickett (2009) have shown, less social polarisation can be 
expected to be positively correlated with better population health, less mental illness, 
violence, imprisonment, lack of trust, teenage births, obesity, drug abuse, and poor 
educational performance of schoolchildren. It is this broader context which provides self-
interest motives for sustainable consumption, far beyond motivations of green 
consumerism or voluntary simplicity usually discussed as motives (Marchand et al. 2010). 
Since ɀ as we know from Piketty 2014 ɀ increasing social polarisation is the rather 
automatic result of free market economies (trend chances occur in timers of crises or 
under strong redistributive policies), societies have a stark choice: continue following the 
neoliberal business as usual including deregulation and free trade, at the cost of eroding 
social cohesion, lack of trust (we might call this the Trump phenomenon) and other social 
ills, or opting for a political U-turn, riskin g a conflict with mighty interest groups but 
benefitting society as a whole. However, for the time being, elites prefer to gamble, keep 
their neoliberal policies hidden from the public eye instead of honouring democratic 
decision making, as the TTIP leaks have illustrated. Ideology trumps the public good, for 
the time being, but how long can that last? 

Visualisation  

To gain transformative power, communicating transition concepts requires metaphors 
and visualisations making the simple core of a complex process intuitively accessible. 
Environmentally motivated limits need to be complemented by concepts of good work 
(with gender justice in paid and unpaid work) and a fair economy, including issues of 
trade and ɀ of course ɀ peace (as war is the ultimate unsustainability). At the same time, 
the concept must be promoting democracy and participation, individual freedom and self-
determination, offering a freedom of choice regarding lifestyles. One early tool doing so 
was the environmental space concept with and upper boundary limiting exploitation of 
ÔÈÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔȟ ÁÎÄ Á ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÂÏÕÎÄȟ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÉÎÅÁ ÄÅ ÄÉÇÎÉÄÁÄȭ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
minimum conditions for a dignified life in the respective society (Spangenberg 1995; 
2002) which was also been used to identify criteria and indicators for sustainable 
consumption (Lorek, Spangenberg 2001)16. In the meantime, scientific and political 
developments permit to specify both limits quantitatively or qualitatively: the upper 
threshold can be identified with the Planetary Boundaries (Rockström et al.2009; Steffen 
et al. 2015) while the floor of the environmental space represents the Social Protection 
Floor suggested by ILO, endorsed by the 2012 UNCSD Rio conference and adopted by the 
UN General Assembly. Measures suggested include redistribution of income and wealth, a 
cap on income and inheritance, an unconditional minimum income including a physical 
basic supply (free provision of water, electricity, gas and means of mobility to bring 
vulnerable people out of the influence of market fluctuations and achieve a certain level of 
decommodification of basic needs) and changed price structures (progressive price 

                                                             
15  For Keynes, economic activity was the means to bring society to a position where the good life could be enjoyed. 

Schumacher was even more ambitious: he thought economic activity should be made part of the good life (Chick 

2013). 
16 The importance of avoiding 'social shame' by having the resources to live a decent life, have a dignified 

standard of living and participate fully in society was highlighted already by Adam Smith. It also plays a role 
in Sen's idea of 'development as freedom' and in the 'capability approach'. 
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scales), and a strengthening of democracy (Spangenberg 2014). The idea has been 
resonating in the sustainable consumption scholarship; for instance, Di Giulio and Fuchs 
ɉςπρτɊ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÔȟ ÒÅÎÁÍÅÄ ÁÓ Ȭ3ÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ #ÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ #ÏÒÒÉÄÏÒÓȭȟ ÔÏ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ 
objections which the found to be not insurmountable. 

However, regardless if environmental space or corridor, such concepts define the 
boundaries but not what are the sustainable lifestyles with this space. One good reason is 
the freedom of choice: any lifestyle within the boundaries is equally sustainable (other 
judgement criteria may apply). However, a few things can be said resulting from the 
boundary concept, both addressing the distributional challenges which become the most 
pressing issue once the prospect of endless growth has been given up: 

¶ If a ceiling for the national resource consumption is demanded, the question must 
be answered how the possibility to consume should be allocated. If done through 
the market according to purchasing power, squandering scarce resources by 
wealthy citizens could coincide with suffering by the poorer ones (drought-
induced water scarcity in California is a point in case: government had to intervene 
to avoid that the rich fill their swimming pools while the poor are desperate for 
cooking, drinking and washing water). Against this background, some campaigners 
have advocated equal distribution rights (Buitenkamp et al. 1992) have calculated 
ÔÈÅ ȰÆÁÉÒ ÓÈÁÒÅȱ ÏÆ ÅÁÃÈ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎȟ Á ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÂÕÄÇÅÔ ÐÅÒ ÃÁÐÉÔÁȢ 4ÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÈÁÓ 
been revitalised 20 year later by scholars suggesting a fixed carbon budget per 
capita (in Germany in particular by Niko Paech), this time combined with the 
permission to trade the entitlements against money (which undermines the basic 
idea quite substantially). However, if an equal individual budget is not advocated, 
another distributional pattern or mechanism must be defined, paying due respect 
to the principles of justice in procedure and outcome. One suggestion has been to 
have market allocation, but to safeguard justice by introducing an individual 
capping to income, a maximum salary complementing the minimum salary 
defining the floor of the corridor. A tax rate on more than 90% on all earnings 
ÁÂÏÖÅȟ ÓÁÙȟ ρ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ΌȾÙÅÁÒ ɉÁÓ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 53! ÂÅÆÏÒÅ 2ÏÎÁÌÄ 2ÅÁÇÁÎ ÄÉÓÍÁÎÔÌÅÄ 
it) would effectively be such a capping.  

¶ However, as little as they will like it, wealthy people could still use the stock of 
wealth to buy themselves out of any restrictions (wealth distribution is even more 
uneven than income distribution). As wealth concentration is also a political power 
threatening real democracy, redistribution of wealth is a necessary element of a 
ȰÇÏÏÄ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȱȢ 4ÁØÅÓ ÏÆ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ρππϷ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÈÁÒÄÌÙ ÆÉÎÄ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ 
support. So a suitable measure could be an inheritance cap, set e.g. at a maximum 
ÏÆ ρπ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ Ό ÐÅÒ ÃÁÐÉÔÁȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÅÎÏÕÇÈȟ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÁÎÙ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÔÁËÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ account, 
to guarantee a work free monthly income for a whole life of 80 years ɀ hardly 
anybody can claim that it would cause poverty amongst the next generation, nor 
would normal tax payers become afraid as they will nowhere close to having m 10 
Ό ÔÏ ÐÁÓÓ on to their kids. Limits of both, income and assets, would undermine the 
habit to express group membership by exhibiting expensive material goods, 
enforcing different position and status symbols to be used. 

Of course any such proposal if aired in the political arena will be labelled as weird, 
unrealistic, and utopian (if it less weird to try continuing an unsustainable model, and less 
utopian to defend the status quo ante is usually not discussed). Thus there is a language 
problem which must be solved: protagonists of the status quo, of unlimited growth of 
production and consumption, try to define the terms of debate (stripping for instance 
ȰÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȱ ÏÆ ÁÌÌ ÉÔÓ ÎÏÎ-neoliberal content) and to determine the course 
of the discourse. Changing that is essential, hence the search for new terms, partly 
qualifying embattled ones, like substantial sustainability and strong sustainable 
consumption, partly provocative by clearly contradicting status quo ante orientations and 
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thus raising necessary dispuÔÅÓ ɉÌÉËÅ ȬÄÅÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭɊȟ ÐÁÒÔÌÙ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÎÇ ÎÅ× ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÆÉÅÌÄÓȟ ÌÉËÅ 
ȬÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÐÏÌÉÃÙȭȢ 

Sufficiency 

However, some of the consumption motives identified can be seamlessly integrated into a 
sufficiency strategy which emphasises the necessity of political framework setting to give 
progress (technical and social innovations, and human orientations) a sustainable 
direction, first by declaring the orientation towards ever more, faster and higher to be 
ÏÂÓÏÌÅÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÏÆÆÅÒÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ ȰÅÎÏÕÇÈÎÅÓÓȱȢ %ÃÏÎÏÍÉÃÁÌÌy speaking, this requires 
ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÒÅÏÒÉÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÍÁØÉÍÕÍ ɉÏÆ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȟ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȟ ÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ȣɊ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÁÎ 
optimum which balances values and sets limits. However, it would be too narrow to 
understand this as an individual task, as done by the happiness analysis school of thought. 
Rather than preaching individual behavioural change, the challenge is striving for a society 
which allows, encourages and in some cases enforces such a behaviour: a good life is only 
ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÉÎ Á ȬÇÏÏÄ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȭȟ Á ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÄÁÔÉÎÇ ÂÁÃË ÔÏ !ÒÉÓÔÏÔÌÅ ɉÈÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÉÔ ȬÈÁÐÐÙ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȭɊ 
organised in a way that that is serves the common good of the people and not of those with 
power, must rest on laws the ruled have agreed to and had part in their making rather 
ÔÈÁÎ ÏÎ Á ÒÕÌÅÒȭÓ ÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ×ÉÔh laws that are just and apply equally to all. This resonates well 
×ÉÔÈ "ÕÄÄÈÁȭÓ ÔÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÇÏÏÄÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÐÁÓÓÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȟ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÔÈÅ ËÅÙ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÏÆ Ȱ+ÏÒÁÎÉÃ 6ÁÌÕÅÓȱ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÙ 2ÅÈÍÁÎ ÁÎÄ !ÓËÁÒÉ ɉςπρπɊȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ 
surprisingly  most comprehensively realised in Ireland, Denmark, Sweden and the UK, with 
the best performing Muslim countries Malaysia and Kuwait ranking 33rd and 50th. 
Obviously implementing ethical, moral and even religious virtue is by no means easy or 
self-explaining; it requires a significant institutional change on all levels of society 
(Spangenberg 2014). In our modern societies, the cultivation of sustainability character 
with sustainability virtues will require enhanced efforts in terms of education and life-long 
learning, but also strengthening community ties. 

From a consumer research perspective, such philosophical and moral support is welcome 
but insufficient to change lifestyles. However, if we combine the insights of Max-Neef et al. 
(1989) and Irving Fisher (1906), we might approach a solution: the former found that 
needs are few, finite and classifiable (unlike economic wants that are infinite and 
insatiable), while the satisfiers by which these are met diverge over time and between 
cultures. Needs include physical (nutrition, health, shelter) and non-physical ones 
(subsistence, protection, affection, understanding, participation, idleness, creation, 
identity and freedom). The satisfiers catering to these needs can be more or less 
sustainable without necessarily changing the level of need satisfaction ɀ sustainable 
consumption is a matter of choosing suitable satisfiers to fulfil needs, rather than 
criticising the needs themselves ɀ not humans as such, but the consumer culture causes 
ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓȢ )Î Á ȬÇÏÏÄ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȭ Á ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÎÏÎ-physical needs will be guaranteed as a 
matter of the very structure of the society; quite some satisfiers provided today by 
professional psychotherapists would no longer be required (sad for the therapists, bad for 
the GDP). Regarding the physical and some non-material needs, many of them will be 
social achievements but supported by or provided using products and services traded on 
markets, so these products need to be reshaped to meet social and environmental 
sustainability criteri a. This is the domain of Design for Sustainability DfS which goes 
beyond ecological design by emphasising the social and institutional dimensions of 
sustainability as inherent criteria for designing goods and services (Spangenberg et al. 
2010). 

Fisher points out that human satisfaction is not derived from buying something (that 
would be the case of addictive buying and a case for the remaining therapists), but from 
ÅÎÊÏÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ Á ÇÏÏÄ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÉÔÓ ÌÉÆÅÔÉÍÅȟ ×ÈÅÎÅÖÅÒ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÕÓÅÄȢ 4ÈÉÓ Ȭpsychic 
incomeȭ ÉÓ ×ÈÁÔ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÓ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÓ ÔÏ ÈÕÍÁÎ ×ÅÌÌ-being ɀand it 
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accumulates the longer a good lasts, it can be higher for products the user identifies with 
(e.g. self-made, home-made) and if s/he can consume them with good consciousness, e.g. 
knowing that they are environmentally benign. The growing interest in 'collaborative 
consumption' is based on the same feelings. Fisher understood this as the really important 
income and questioned the standard definitions of income and capital, but failed to make 
psychic income measurable and thus operationalise an alternative accounting method to 
GDP. We should make use of this treasure and its inherent exposure of the lack of 
understanding standard economics has towards why people consume, criticise the wrong 
attribution of value to the point in time of buying instead of the period of enjoying, but 
refrain from quantifying enjoyment ɀ the psychic income is an eye-opening metaphor not 
to be quantified.17 Thus emphasising psychic income from real satisfiers as an alternative to 
ȬÍÏÒÅȟ ÆÁÓÔÅÒȟ ×ÉÄÅÒȭ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á ÃÏÎÖÉÎÃÉÎÇ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÁÓ ÉÔ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ 
human needs and satisfying ways to fulfil them ɀ which is what consumer culture and 
advertising promise, but is more than they can keep. In a nutshell: we need a different 
narrative and what makes good, satisfying consumption, not elitist like voluntary 
simplicity, but appealing to the consumers at large, and we need pioneers practicing such 
selection criteria and reporting about their experience and satisfaction ɀ what could be 
more credible? 

Conclusions 

This includes revisiting the way strong sustainable consumption has been advertised: as in 
the current commercialised societies there is hardly a space and an opportunity to lead a 
sustainable, for instance a low-carbon life style, it seems advisable to pursue the issue as a 
matter of the right to self-determination. Currently the right to choose a lifestyle, in 
particular a frugal one, the right of citizens in their communities and towns to have places 
of self-determined non-consumption (or consumption of non-market goods and services), 
is grossly violated in consumer societies. Putting it this way, the right to have zones free of 
advertising and commerce is a civil rights issue. 

Under these conditions, catching-up consumption should be significantly reduced in a 
society with a basic unconditional income, limited polarisation of income and asset 
distribution, and equal opportunities. In such a society the borderlines of social reference 
groups would be blurred to some degree, while group membership would be expressed by 
other traits than material thus reducing the role of conformist consumption. The same 
argument applies to positional consumption, and defensive consumption would become a 
privilege of the (still but less) rich who are too few to make the nation as a whole 
transgress the planetary boundaries. 

)Î Á ÎÕÔÓÈÅÌÌȡ Á ȬÇÏÏÄ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȭ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÄÅÓÉÒÁÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÓÔ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ 
people, for moral and practical reasons. As it requires a makeover of the institutional 
setting of our societies, it will not by a one-time act but requires a process. This process 
needs guidance; sufficiency policy can provide a leitbild for this transformation, the joint  
vantage point of the desirable and the possible. 
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Ossified materialism: on achieving 
Absolute  Reductions  

Lewis Akenji 

Institute for Global Environmental Strategies  

Abstract  

As well as being self-explanatory in the sustainability context, REDUCTIONS is an acronym 
ÆÏÒ Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ %ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ $ÅÇÒÁÄÁÔÉÏÎ Ǫ 5ÎÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ #ÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ 4ÒÅÎÄÓ Ǫ 
Impacts /Î .ÁÔÕÒÅ Ǫ 3ÏÃÉÅÔÙȰȢ !ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅ 2ÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓ ɉ!2Ɋ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÅØÐÌÏÒÁÔÏÒÙ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ×ÈÉÃÈ 
brings together knowledge on and explores ways to address core elements for societal 
transformation towards a sustainable civilisation ɀ one living within ecological limits. The 
ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄÓ Ȱ!ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓȱ ÁÒÅ ÄÅÌÉÂÅÒÁÔÅȟ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏ×ÉÎÇ 
body of scientific assessments and policy outcomes testifying to the understanding that 
current approaches to sustainability characterised by relative decoupling, efficiency 
standards, green consumerism and greenwashing, etc. are not enough. 

The core reading for the workshop is introduction article from a Special Issue (of the 
Journal of Cleaner Production) on Absolute Reductions: a framework for assessing  AR, 
systemic challenges to change, difficulties in setting AR targets, and a research agenda for 
sustainability science to establish alternative narratives to the current socioeconomic 
paradigm and towards AR. 

 

Akenji, L., Bengtsson, M., Bleischwitz, R., Tukker, A., & Schandl, H. (2016). Ossified 
materialism: introduction to the special volume on absolute reductions in materials 
throughput and emissions. Journal of Cleaner Production. 

For the final version of the paper ɀ e.g. for proper citation ɀ please contact the authors. 
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Defining the limits  

Anders Hayden 

Dalhousie University 

Introduction  

4ÈÉÓ ÓÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄȟ ȰDefining the limits in relation to wellbeing and planetary 
ÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÔÈÉÒÄ ÓÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÓÈÏÐ ÉÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÉÎÇ ȰÌÉÍÉÔÓȱ ×ÉÔÈ ȰÓÏÃÉÁÌ 
ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȢȱ These issues of limits, wellbeing, and social justice should all ideally be addressed 
in the same session. In fact, these three papers all attempt in their own ways of linking the 
three sets of issues. 

Ȱ3ÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙȟ ÄÅÇÒÏ×ÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȟȱ *ÏÁÃÈÉÍ (Ȣ 
Spangenberg 

This is a wide-ranging paper, which makes many valuable points, such as: the importance 
of seeking sustainable satisfiers to fulfill needs, rather than criticizing needs themselves; 
the idea that a good life can only be led in a good society; the need for greater equity in the 
distribution of wealth as part of the move to sustainable consumption; and the need for a 
ÎÅ× ÆÉÅÌÄ ÏÆ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÐÏÌÉÃÙȢȱ 4ÈÁÔ ÓÁÉÄȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÐÏÉÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ 
development. 

The paper starts by identifying motives that drive consumption, such as catching-up for 
low income groups, conformist consumption, positional consumption to demonstrate 
superior social status, and defensive consumption. The paper then discusses possible 
steps to address those motivations. It makes an important contribution in focusing 
attention on how to address each of the driving factors, which will be necessary if a 
sustainable consumption model is to emerge. One limitation, however, is that all the 
driving motivations of consumption that are identified are primarily negative or reflective 
of social pathologies. Addressing such driving factors certainly will not be easy, but 
focusing only on these negative factors understates the level of the challenge. This issue 
came up at the recent SCORAI conference in Maine, where one participant asked: are there 
not also positive, attractive elements to consumption? For example, do academicsɂmyself 
includedɂconsume so much jet fuel for air travel to go to conferences only because we are 
conforming to the standards of our reference group, or driven to it by other negative 
forces such as insecurity about the impacts on our careers if we did not do so? Or does it 
happen, at least in part, because there are positive pleasures involved in the experience of 
intellectual exchange, travelling to new places, etc.? It seems quite clear that 
environmentally impactful consumption of this kind also brings some positive benefits to 
people. One implication is that there is a need not only to remove or limit the negative 
social forces driving consumption; there will also be a more difficult challenge in finding 
ways to scale back some forms of consumption that bring some real wellbeing to people. 

One valuable point in the paper is that many concepts that have guided thinking about 
sustainable consumption are too elitist to appeal to ordinary citizens. It is important to 
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think about how to broaden the political appeal of sustainable or sufficient consumption 
beyond green circles. Many working-class people are being left behind by globalization 
and neoliberal policiesɂand their anger is often taking politically destructive forms, such 
as support for Donald Trump in the US and right-wing political movements in Europe. Can 
sustainable consumption be approached in a way that addresses some of the concerns of 
people that feel they are being left behind? This is a considerable challenge; it certainly 
should not involve pandering to racist or anti-immigrant sentiments. However, it could 
potentially involve addressing issues of economic securityɂi.e., making economic security 
a social and policy priority higher than consumption growth (Barry 2015). With that in 
mind, SpangenberÇȭÓ paper includes some valuable ideas for a sustainable consumption 
agenda, such as an emphasis on income redistribution, proposals for minimum and 
maximum incomes, and a focus on good work and a fair economy. 

4ÈÅ ÐÁÐÅÒ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ Á ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÁÓ Á ÒÕÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÕÍÂ ȣ ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÓÕÐÅÒÉÏÒȢȱ 
More sharing could certainly be an important element of a shift to sustainable 
ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÓ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ȰÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȱ ÉÔ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ 
ÃÌÅÁÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÖÁÒÉÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØȢ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ȰÓÈÁÒÉÎÇȱ ÃÁÎ ÓÁÖÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
money and generate rebound effects as they spend their savings on other forms of 
consumption (e.g. Airbnb enabling more travel). In this sense, sharing is like efficiency; 
sharing without sufficiency will not necessarily bring any net environmental 
improvement. 

Ȱ/ÓÓÉÆÉÅÄ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÉÓÍȡ ÏÎ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÉÎÇ !ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅ 2ÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓȟȱ ,Å×ÉÓ 
Akenji  

This paper is challenging to comment on since it is a broad-ranging introduction to a 
special journal issue, covering a great deal of territory. It emphasizes the need for absolute 
reductions in our material resource demands and environmental impacts; identifies four 
main challenges to achieving such reductions; offers some potential solutions, such as 
ecological fiscal reform and design for sustainability, among others; and proposes a 
ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÇÅÎÄÁ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÓÉØ ÄÏÍÁÉÎÓ ÏÆ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȢ !Ó ×ÉÔÈ 3ÐÁÎÇÅÎÂÅÒÇȭÓ paper, there are 
many sensible and valid points that are likely familiar to many of those working in the 
field of (strong) sustainable consumption, but which the political mainstream yet to fully 
acknowledge. These include: the need for a radical transformation in light of the urgency 
of the sustainability challenge; the fallacy that enhanced efficiency alone will be enough; 
the need not only for absolute decoupling (and not merely relative decoupling), but for 
absolute reductions that occur at a sufficiently rapid pace and scale; and the importance of 
trade in shifting ecological burdens globally and moving production to more carbon-
intensive regions. 

)Î ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÅÓÓÉÏÎȭÓ ÔÈÅÍÅ ÏÆ ȰÄefining the limits in relation to wellbeing and 
planetary boundariesȟȱ ÐÅÒÈÁÐÓ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅ ÏÎ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ 
targets, which leaves an overriding message of both the importance and complexity of 
translating planetary boundaries into absolute-reduction targets. The paper includes an 
important point about the need to approach target setting differently depending on the 
category of environmental impact being considering; for example, global norms for per-
capita CO2 emissions may play a role, but global targets for water use are of limited utility 
as watershed level targets appear more appropriate. 

One issue that could have come across more strongly in the section on target setting was 
the importance of justice in allocation of targets (it is perhaps assumed in the analysis). 
The idea of linking target-setting to what is sufficientɂi.e., what is enough, but not 
excessiveɂfor a good life might also make a valuable addition to that discussion. 
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4ÈÅ ÐÁÐÅÒ ÎÏÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÃÅÄÅÎÔ ÏÆ ȰÔÉÍÅ-ÂÏÕÎÄ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓȱ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÏ ÃÌÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȢ 

Although such target-setting has been a key focus of global climate negotiations since the 
1990s, there has in practice been a shift away from trying to reach negotiated 
international agreement on binding climate-reduction targets in line with scientific 
assessments of necessary reductions. The Paris agreement (like Copenhagen before it) in 
effect abandoned that process and left it to nations (or groups of nations such as the EU) to 
voluntarily set their own, non-binding reduction goals. That shift has been necessary to 
bring the big emitters, the US and China onside, but it has left a large gap between the level 
of emissions reduction needed and what countries are prepared to do. That climate-
change experience leads to the question of whether there are there any lessons about 
what ought to be done, or not done, as we think about target setting in other areas? 

4ÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄÓ Ȭ!ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅȭ ÁÎÄ 2ÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÁÒÅ ÄÅÌÉÂÅÒÁÔÅÌÙ 
ÐÒÏÖÏÃÁÔÉÖÅȣȢȱ !Ó Á ÒÅÁÄÅÒȟ ) ×ÏÎÄÅÒÅÄ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÐÒÏÖÏÃÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÏÒÄÓ Ȱabsolute 
ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓȩȱ 7ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÏ ÃÌÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÓÅÅÍÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓ 
disagreementɂwith the exception of a few delusional corners of the political world, such 
as the US Republican Partyɂon the need for absolute emissions reductions. The main 
question seems to be how to get there. The more provocative point in the paper, in my 
eyes, was that the mainstream approach of relying on technology, efficiency, and green 
consumerism is not enough to achieve the absolute reductions that are widely recognized 
as necessary. 

&ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÐÅÒ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ Á ÂÒÉÅÆ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ȰÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÖÅ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓ 
ÁÎÄ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇȢȱ 0ÌÅÁÓÅ ÆÏÒÇÉÖÅ ÍÙ ÓËÅÐÔÉÃÉÓÍ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓȠ ÁÓ Á #ÁÎÁÄÉÁÎȟ ) 
have seen key environmental targets established in recent years that have not been 
transformative at all. The Canadian experience with climate change is to establish targets, 
ignore them, and continue moving in exactly the opposite direction. This raises a question 
for us all to consider: what are the necessary components of targets that would make them 
transformative? What else is needed alongside the targets to give them real transformative 
impact? 

Ȱ#ÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÒÒÉÄÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȡ ÅØÐÌÏÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÍÉÔÓȟȱ 
Doris Fuchs & Antonietta Di Giulio 

&ÕÃÈÓ ÁÎÄ $É 'ÉÕÌÉÏȭÓ ÐÁÐÅÒ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÒÒÉÄÏÒÓȟ ÉȢÅȢȟ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ 
minimum standards for consumption that are sufficient to live a good life, while also 
setting maximum standards so that consumption does not undermine the ability of others, 
today and in the future, to live good lives as well. The concept of consumption corridors 
has considerable promise and is worthy of further elaboration. It conceptually integrates 
ideas of the good life, justice, and sustainability, and encapsulates the core challenges that 
we face. Of course there are significant complexities, as the authors acknowledge, in 
defining the standards for consumption corridorsɂnot to mention building political 
support for them, and enforcing them. It is a very big ideaɂand at this point it is too much 
to expect that all the details are worked out. That said, there are some questions to ask to 
see how far the thinking has gone in beginning to work out the details. 

The most basic question is what would these consumption corridors look like? What form 
would they actually take? How narrowly or broadly does one define the relevant fields of 
consumption? Are we talking about establishing standards for activities such as air travel? 
Is that too narrow? Do we need to think more broadly in terms of energy consumption, 
allowing people to choose how they want to use their fair share of energy use among 
different activities? 
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Might we define consumption corridors as broadly as setting minimum and maximum 
income standards, which could be a fairly simple proxy for overall resource use?  

A related question is what does the policy instrument actually look like to set these 
standards? A few years ago in Britain, there was a proposal, which the government 
considered, to establish personal carbon allowancesɂallocating everyone an equal per-
capita carbon-emission allowance, while allowing trading of allowances among individuals 
to give some freedom to individuals to consume more or less depending on their priorities 
(Fawcett 2010). Is that the kind of policy instrument that could make this work? Or would 
it require something else altogether? 

A question emerges about the role of the state with regard to consumption corridors. The 
authors identify key state roles in organizing a societal deliberative process to set norms 
for consumption corridors and in enforcing standards that emerge. But they also write 
that a mÁÉÎ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱthose with a lot of power will likely have little interest in 
ÄÅÆÉÎÉÎÇ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÒÒÉÄÏÒÓȢȱ ) ÔÁËÅ ȰÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÐÏ×ÅÒȱ ÔÏ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ 
the state. If action by the state is needed, but the state will not be interested, a profound 
problem exists. Perhaps that is simply the situation that we find ourselves in today. 
However, perhaps there are ways to imagine that the state and those with power more 
generally could become interested. Some political theorists have looked at the prospects 
for linking environmental demands to the core political imperatives of contemporary 
states, which include security, legitimation, and the perceived imperative of economic 
growth (Dryzek et al. 2003; Meadowcroft 2007). Might there be ways to link consumption 
corridors to one or more of these imperatives? As the experience of climate change and 
environmental degradation grows, could we find that ensuring basic environmental 
conditions increasingly becomes an increasingly central element of state legitimacy? Could 
there be openness to security-related arguments about the need to ensure access to 
sufficient resources to people across the globe to reduce risks of conflicts and the numbers 
of refugees crossing borders? In a world of increasing global demand for more scarce and 
expensive resources, might we even find economic arguments for establishing maximum 
ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ Á ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÎ ÃÏÓÔÌÙ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÓȩ 

There will certainly be major challenges in getting the state to support the idea of 
consumption corridors, but it is worth giving thought to the possible forces that could 
drive state interest, especially if the state is essential to making the idea work. 
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Defining the limits  
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Emerging topics  

Justice - still a central concept in societies?  

The consumption corridors concept, presented in the paper by Fuchs and Di Giulio, 
appeared to capture participants' imagination, so the discussion started with reflections 
on it. First, the concept of justice, fundamental to consumption corridors, received 
attention. There was some debate between participants as to how important justice is to 
societies today. Some participants thought modern societies have moved away from 
justice as being a central organizational concept in societies, as even in countries that were 
so far considered exemplary, for example Sweden, inequality increased a lot. Other 
participants did not agree with this and thought that in several countries justice is one of 
the most debated issues as, for example, since the economic crisis people are able to justify 
their large incomes less and less. Furthermore, applying the principle of justice alone will 
not limit environmental impact. 

How to define and implement consumption corridors?  How do they relate to the 
concept of good life? 

The concept of consumption corridors is very appealing and attractive. But how is it 
different from similar ideas such as, for example, the environmental space theory? And 
how should it refer to and integrate planetary boundaries? 

How should minimum and maximum consumption values be defined? Using average 
consumption values for this may be problematic as the very rich bring the average value 
up considerably. There was a suggestion that linking to the planetary boundaries 
principles and calculations could help with defining minimum and maximum values. 

Another solution to defining values may be focusing less on income disparities, but rather 
on which and how much resources people need to lead a good life. It is important to avoid 
and repeat the narrative of economic growth by not getting into the problematic of income 
disparities. For defining sustainable consumption corridors it is necessary to define what 
is needed for leading a good and satisfying life. For this, universal human needs also need 
to be defined, and what resources are necessary for satisfying these needs as well as which 
resources have limits. 

Sustainable consumption corridors do relate to the concept of the good life, but how 
exactly? Also, consumption corridors will likely need to be enforced, but should not the 
good life be more voluntary? Perhaps, instead of asking people what they need for the 
good life we should ask them what prevents them from having the good life. 

Negotiation and social deliberation processes will need to be used for defining the 
minimum and maximum corridor values. Indeed, a great amount of dialogue will be 
needed to exchange information and knowledge on resources and their global and local 
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limits, how efforts for preserving them affect their availability, etc. It is also necessary to 
define - through dialogue - the level of existence that does not compromise a level of 
existence for others, including future generations. 

It is not enough to include researchers in these types of dialogue and knowledge exchange, 
as the discussion on sustainable consumption corridors lead to a lot of questions by other 
stakeholders. Questions relate to issues like what is the good life? Can it be defined in a 
way that is universal? Does society at large accept the idea that there are resource limits 
and planetary boundaries? Do we accept that the definition of the good life may vary from 
generation to generation, and even within a generation? 

Finally, there needs to be discussion (and research) on how consumption corridors could 
be implemented? How could they be established and then introduced when they will vary 
from resource to resource? What kind of policies could reduce consumption and in which 
settings? What is the role of power in relation to the consumption corridors? 

Working hours  

Several times during the discussion ideas and issues related to working hours came up. 
Participants wondered about how many hours of work would one need to do in a 
voluntary simplified lifestyle? Does taking a sufficiency approach entail working fewer 
hours? Or perhaps fewer paid hours but more subsistence related work, so on the whole 
maybe even more hours of work? 

There was also some discussion on whether we mean and also how to prioritize between 
resource and labour intensive jobs and work. We would all like to see consumption 
reduced. But do we achieve this through machine or manual work? How should one 
choose between saving time (i.e. buying a new machine or piece of equipment) or saving 
energy and resources? This brings up the question on the role of technology. Still there is a 
strong belief by many that technology will help solve all our resource-related problems 
and will provide answers. Will it, and to what extent? 

Furthermore, after the 'age of fossil fuels', reduced working hours may not provide a (or 
'the') solution, as it currently appears society will no longer have access to easily 
accessible and relatively cheap energy. 

Finding answers in a new, re -framed system  

Participants also mused about the fact that we often start our discussion by critiquing  the 
present system. However, our answers and suggested solutions often rely on the same 
framework of thinking. So, it is very important that we create a new framework. 

In relation to this one participant even said that we are in the 'prison of sustainable 
development thinking' that is defined by the four dimensions. There is need for 
reconsidering this and even breaking away from it. European policy makers and political 
decision makers are increasingly convinced that the 'business as usual' scenario is no 
longer an option as witnessed by the Copenhagen and Paris climate negotiations and the 
discussion on the sustainable development goals (SDGs). The resulting targets are 
relatively new, but they are more stringent than previous similar targets as it became clear 
that those targets had not brought the required results and a lot of them had not even 
been met. Considering the resulting gap between desired and actual scenarios and 
admitting that the gap exists is a very sensitive issue, and can lead to situations of crisis. 
So, how do we move forward as a society without falling into crises or prey to the right 
wing movement? 
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The relatively recently emerged discussion on the circular economy (even though the 
concept is not new) also has a misguiding metaphor especially related to recycling (e.g. 
that it is not less but more labour intensive than 'original' production). Is it a good way 
forward that the industry is trying to find a solution to this problem through using 
artificial intelligence? Furthermore, it is very important that companies should have a 
mandate for implementing but not for planning and finding the best solution as they are 
interested in profit , which may make decision making about the best methods flawed. 

Finally, the point was raised that while breaking with previous frames of thinking we 
should also realize that education - although very important - alone will not provide a 
solution to the issues and challenges that the human society is facing. As a result, we 
should not only rely on education. 
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1. Introduction  

In a recent survey on attitudes towards sharing, commissioned for various regions of the 
UK, 81% of the respondents state that sharing makes them feel happy and 75% declare to 
feel better when sharing their time and possessions with others (Griffiths 2011). 
Culturally sharing has a connotation of cooperation, togetherness, and sociality. The term 
is wide in significations, among which are: to apportion, to budget, to cut, to set aside, to 
slice, to give and to allot. 

Writings on sharing treat its conceptual differences with gift, reciprocity and barter. For 
anthropologist John Price (1975) sharing is the most universal form of human economic 
ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÅÎÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȰÉÎÔÉÍÁÔÅȱ ɉÉȢÅȢ ÓÍÁÌÌ-scale and personal) economic 
system effectively distributes resources in a non-reciprocal manner. Belk (2007) sees 
ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÁÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÁÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÎÇ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÏÕÒÓ ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÕÓÅȱȢ In a 
literature review in the field he notes that sharing tends to be overlooked, and confused 
with commodity exchange and gift (Belk 2010). Benkler (2005) also positions sharing as 
based on social-relations which are not necessarily reciprocal. He believes that sharing 
represents a modality of production, which is widespread, while undervalued in many 
advanced economies.  

! ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ σππ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÐÁÐÅÒÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÓÈÁÒÉÎÇȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÔÌÅ ÓÈÏ×Ó ÔÈÁÔ 
the term is most frequently studied in the context of managing digital information, or 
distributing costs, risks and variÏÕÓ ȰÂÁÄÓȱȢ ,ÅÓÓ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÉÎ 
the sense of joint use of objects. This type of sharing is interesting for several reasons. 
Presumably, it can contribute to mitigating pressing environmental problems (e.g. climate 
change). It can be perceived as a consumption that embraces sustainability and sufficiency 
as ethical principles. This is especially relevant ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ Ȭuse-ÅÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙȭ ÏÆ 
goods, (the highest number of people using a particular item throughout its life-cycle), is 
not an objective meticulously pursued by public policy. On the other hand, sharing alone 
might be too easy of a solution, or a misleading path towards sustainable degrowth 
(Demaria et al. 2013). Sharing can also backfire and result in an increased use of 
resources, for example. This is especially relevant, given the rise of collaborative and 
commercial consumption practices, defined as systems of organized bartering, lending, 
trading, and renting where sharing plays a prominent role (Albinsson and Perera  2012, 
Lietaert 2010).  

Analysis here draws upon a stylized representation of the conditions under which sharing 
is beneficial (on both individual and societal level). The potential rebound and educational 
(or side) effects of sharing are also considered. Original data from metropolitan Barcelona 
(Spain) and rural Bulgaria several is used to firstly identify several common types of 
sharing, namely ɀ of cars, housing, electro-domestic appliances and tools. Secondly, the 
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psychological, social and cultural determinants of sharing are sought through series of 
econometric regressions. 

2. Types of sharing  

The first differentiation in the domain of sharing one can make is with regards to its 
organization. Sharing can be done commercially (i.e. purchasing a laundry service) or non-
for-profit (using a washing machine among friends). The first type of sharing is discussed 
in the literature on product service systems, and the second - in anthropological studies 
and in writings on collaborative lifestyles. A number of sharing practices, such as markets 
where goods are given away, swapped or sold, however fall in the grey area between the 
two (Botsman and Rogers, 2010).  

Commercial solutions to sharing abound. Mont (2004), for example, looks at product service 
systems as an alternative to ownership. Reviewing schemes for tool rental and laundry 
serices in Sweden, she finds that washing machines have a higher success at sharing. Users 
of public washing-machines are generally satisfied with the equipment quality and 
availability. Tool rental by private persons is, however, relatively low. Only between 5% and 
10% of the available commercial renting services are rendered to private persons. Mont 
concludes that commercial sharing is more likely to happen for goods which are relatively 
expensive, infrequently used and having high insurance and maintenance costs. 
Prettenthaler and Steininger (1999) also find that the switch from ownership to service-
purchasing would be easier for durable high-value goods, whose total flow of services does 
not extend beyond one's lifetime. Observing schemes for commercial sharing, Lamberton 
and Rose (2012) find that the propensity to share is defined by ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓȭ ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÒÉÓË 
of product scarcity even when cost, utility, substitutability, and knowledge are accounted for. 
Approaches to sharing as a prosperous business model appear in a book by Gransk (2010), 
titled Ȱ7ÈÙ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÉÓ ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇȱ. There the author argues that making money 
and building communities of sharing can go together. In her words companies can flourish 
by renting goods at the moment when these are needed, 'relieving' customers the burden 
and expenses of ownership. The intention here is to maximize profits on sales of services, 
rather than on sales of goods18.  

The literature on sharing as an informal, non-for-profit o r collaborative practice is less 
rich (Botsman and Rogers 2010). Non-commercial sharing is more complex and varies 
with the locus of ownership. Shared goods can either be individually or communally 
owned. The use rights and responsibilities associated with these two types of ownership 
differ . Sharing goods with a community-based ownership can be related to the work of 
Elinor Ostrom, demonstrating how resources can be sustainably and collectively managed 
outside market and state institutions (Ostrom 2003, 2010). Studying the motivation of 
people using communally owned goods, such as library toys, Ozanne and Ballantine 
(2010) find that sharing is often chosen as a way to reduce consumption and a form of 
'market resistance'. Albinsson and Perera (2012) look at sharing in grass-root 
marketplaces, organized by consumers for consumers. The authors find that participation 
is often non-reciprocal and driven by the desire and need to foster social collaboration and 
strengthen communities. 

One practice which falls in between the commercial and non-for-profit domains, is mobile 
phone-sharing in Africa. James (2011) finds that mobile phones can be shared by up to ten 

                                                             
18 This vision of the sharing economy, however, does not go without a criticism. Paul Davis, editor of the 

Shareable Magazine, comments that: ñFocusing on the profit motive reduces the scope of the sharing economy, from 

a transformative cultural movement to an easy way to make a quick buck. Sharing isnôt just a way to make start-ups 

profit ...ðitôs a cultural movement that has the power to build community, engagement and a new, more sustainable 

peer-to-peer economy, transforming how we define our interpersonal relationships in the processò in Davis, P.M. 

2011. Collaborative consumption: It's not about the Money. www.shareable.net 
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people, either within a family or commercially in a number of African countries. If phone-
sharing, rather than ownership, is considered, he estimates that mobile-phone use in 
Africa is almost as high as in Europe. In poor countries, he notes, the benefits from use are 
more heavily derived by the sharing of a particular technology, rather than from its 
ownership.  

Sharing further differs with goods' design and function. Public goods with high fixed costs 
(such as hospitals, schools, public transport, parks, museums, libraries) and some private 
ones (restaurants, bars and music clubs) are generally designed for sharing. Much of the 
transport, energy, communication and entertainment infrastructure is meant, built and 
existing for a shared use. We also share small-size goods, such as newspapers in trains, 
books in libraries, bicycles in public transport schemes, and dining tables in restaurants. 
Other categories of goods we tend to share less. Private goods (like houses, cars, 
swimming pools) are commonly shared within a close group of friends or relatives. Often 
the sharing of these goods is asymmetric, implying that one individual, or family, has the 
property and priority use-rights. Furthermore, while having one stationary telephone, one 
music player, one car and one computer per household was common in richwe countries 
about ten years ago, now the number of these items per household is growing 
proportionate to the number of members. Some goods are now especially tailored for 
individual use. Examples are small-size laptops, I-pods, and mobile phones. Non-durable 
small-sized goods, which are not easy to repair are costly to share as they easily break 
down and are relatively expensive to fix. The trend towards reduced sharing of various 
appliances and tools is thus driven, among the rest, by a goods' design.   

Still, few of the goods we use are strictly individual. Unless we live alone, we share the 
larger part of everything in the household or office with others. A large number of these 
ÇÏÏÄÓ ÁÒÅ ȰÌÕÍÐÙȱ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ "ÅÎËÌÅÒ ɉςππυɊȟ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÁÎ ÏÎÌÙ ÂÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÉÎ 
certain discrete bundles, offering discontinuous amounts of functionality or capacity. The 
author gives examples with computer processors, books, cars, and toys. Since only the 
owners of these goods use the capacity generated by them, a large pool of idle and excess 
ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÍÁÎÙ ÓÍÁÌÌ ȰÄÒÏÐÓȱ while remaining unused. Unlike Mont (2004), 
Benkler finds that sharing smaller and not too dear objects is relatively easy to achieve 
because individuals are not interested in buying excess capacity. Nonetheless the most 
common examples of sharing studied in the literature concern pricy and bulky items like 
housing and cars. These are reviewed in turn. 

Co-housing projects are broadly understood as neighbourhood developments where 
various facilities are combined to respond to the social and the practical needs of urban 
citizens. Lietaert (2010) shows that cohousing projects started 30 years ago in Denmark, 
and quickly spread to the Netherlands and Sweden, where the model was institutionalized 
in 1980. Eventually these type of projects appeared in the USA, the UK, Australia, New-
Zealand, Canada, Japan and more recently in Italy, France, Belgium and Spain (McCament 
and Durrett, 1993). While the concept of co-housing dates from pre-industrialised times, 
implementing it in the context of post-industrial societies, where people rarely work 
where they live, is meant to recreate social links and share daily amenities (Lietaert 2010, 
Carlsson-Kanyama 2004). Heath (2004) finds that the nature of the relationships and 
proximity that arise and exist between household members are crucial for house-
sharing19. People self-select for the type of house-sharing, be it peer or family-based. In an 
older study of the US housing market Schreter (1986) writes that most people who share 
their homes do so consciously and voluntarily, rather than due to considerations of age, 
debility or income disadvantages. Schreter further notes that living with others, either 
family or friends, is reported to be more psychologically rewarding. Based on a data-set of 
1,018 individuals in the UK, Griffiths (2011) shows that 72% of the respondents prefer 
sharing their homes rather than living on their own. Mulder et al. (2006) further find that 
                                                             
19 House-sharing is understood here as a group of people residing in a common flat, or a house.  
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communities using shared housing are likely to have a higher and more sustainable quality 
of life and lower rates of consumption than the average, which is relevant for the analysis 
in the upcoming section). For this a balanced contribution from built, human, social and 
natural capital, as well as proper community design are crucial. The current trend in 
housing, however, points to a reduction in sharing space, together with an increase of the 
square meters of space used per person. For example, over the last twenty years the 
number of secondary homes throughout the Spanish coast increased several folds, 
pointing to the availability of an excess housing capacity (Gallent et al. 2005). 

Cars are the other category of goods most commonly studied in the literature on sharing. 
The UK survey on the attitudes to sharing quoted earlier reports that 63% of the 
population would like to share their journeys to work. One of the largest car-sharing 
companies in the US has about 360,000 members and roughly 6,000 cars, implying up to 
60 users per car20. The forms of car-sharing are further  diversifying. Shaheen et al. (2012) 
find that peer-to-peer vehicle sharing is growing, especially in the cases when trust among 
the auto-owners and renters is enforced. Mont (2004) notes that car-sharing is usually 
chosen for the associated capital and maintenance costs savings, availability and flexibility 
of use, and an environmentally sound image. Prettenthaler and Steininger (1999) further 
analyse the main services rendered by cars among car-owners in Europe to find that 69% 
of the surveyed households would benefit from car-sharing if it is the yearly mileage that 
motivates the ownership of their vehicle. When the service of having a car always at 
disposal makes an important motive for its ownership, 22% of the surveyed households 
would benefit from car-sharing.  

Furthermore, Mont (2004) estimates that car-sharing may reduce the number of cars on 
the roads by 44%21 and the distances driven by 30- 60%. Steininger et al. (1996) study 
drivers' behaviour before and after joining a car-sharing organization in Austria and find a 
46.8% reduction of total private vehicle mileage. They find that participants do not regard 
car-sharing as more difficult than private car use. Fellows and Pitfield (2003) also show 
that car-sharing can produce a high net benefits to society. Yet, car-sharing need not 
always reduce the number of cars on the road. Seik (1999), for example, shows that the 
introduction of car-sharing schemes in Singapore made people switch from public 
ÔÒÁÎÓÐÏÒÔ ÔÏ ÃÁÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÒÖÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÙ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓȭ ÁÓÐÉÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÖÅÈÉÃÌÅÓȢ 
Similarly, Steininger et al. report that individuals who had owned a car before joining car-
sharing initiatives reduced their car mileage by 62%, while individuals who had never 
owned one, increased their car-mileage by 118%. Vehicle-sharing can thus lead to a 
reduction in the total amount of kilometres of car-travel as long as these schemes reduce 
car-dependency and do not lure users of public transport to switch to cars (an illustration 
of the rebound effect). For this reason Huwer (2003) suggests that car-sharing is 
promoted as a form of combined mobility jointly with public transport. The author argues 
that the basic orientation towards public transport can be maintained if car-sharing is 
pursued as an option for specific activities or days within a mix of available transport 
modes. 

3. Conceptualizing sharing and its determinants  

While sharing is conceptualized broadly in the literature on a long continuum between 
simple market transactions and altruistic, non-reciprocal actions, the definition explored 
here is more restrictive.   

In what follows, sharing is confined to the collective and non-market, or non-commercial 
use of physical resources and goods beyond the family structure and regardless of the 

                                                             
20 Car and Bike Sharing Capture Urbanitesô Eyes. Electricity Journal, 2010. Vol. 23, Issue 5, p.3  
21 Result are derived by Meijkamp (2000) and Sperling et al. (2000). 
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ownership regime (hence considering both collective and single-owner property/goods). 
This type of sharing can be studied as a private decision and as a socially beneficial 
solution, considering the gains and losses on both levels. 

3. 1 Sharing as a private decision  

Starting with the assumptions that individuals are rational and self-interested, (a premise 
which can be dropped further on), one would share when the net benefits of sharing 
outweigh those of private ownership (of not sharing). Staring with the socio-psychological 
benefits of sharing, these are associated with feeling part of a community and belonging to 
a social network. The psychological benefits of non-sharing, on the other hand, reflect the 
importance, social status and self-perceived sense of security that individuals assign to the 
ownership of particular goods. Moving to the socio-psychological costs of sharing, these 
are associated with facing uncooperative behavioural, free riding, conflict and having a 
lower degree of privacy, comfort and freedom. The psychological and economic costs of 
non-sharing are respectively related to the feeling of rivalry and conspicuous behaviour. 
Finally, the economic cost of sharing represents the financial and time-related resources of 
purchasing, using and maintaining a particular good in a shared way. They increase with 
the amount of time required for coordination and decreases with the cooperation efforts 
exerted by all users.  

A rational individual would then share when: 

¶ the associated monetary and time savings are positive. In this case sharing is a 
strategy to afford pricy, high-quality tools or housing. If the amount of extra effort 
and time needed for sharing is not excessive, its economic cost is normally lower 
than the one of private ownership one;  

¶ the socio-psychological gains of communal use outweigh these of non-sharing, or 
when sharing creates social bonds and enhances trust and mutual aid in the 
community; 

¶ the psychological costs of sharing are not excessive.  

The individual decision to share can then be described as a trade-off between the 
economic gains and psychological constraints of sharing (i.e. distrust, uncooperative 
behavior; the role of social status assigned to individual ownership). For example, an 
individual would share a car if the interaction efforts and time required for agreeing on its 
use schedule and maintenance are smaller than the preference of having it always at 
disposal. 

3.2 The societal aspects of sharing  

The earlier section, however, does not consider the fact that people do not necessarily 
calculate the gains and losses of all their actions and can decide to share even when their 
net individual benefits are negative; or when societal and environmental benefits are high. 
These could be reductions in pollution, erosion, landscape damage and natural resource 
use and more generally, the mitigation of environmental problems like climate change, 
biodiversity and landscape loss. Overall, the environmental costs of sharing a good, or a 
property, are likely to be lower than in the case of its private use.  

Two effects can influence the potential environmental gains of sharing, however. One is 
associated with rebound and the other with its educational (or side) effects. Starting with 
the notion of rebound effect, it is well established in the literature that efficiency in 
product design and use does not necessarily lead to a consumption reduction due to 
behavioural or other systemic responses. The underlying phenomenon here are the 
rebound effect and Jevons paradox (Polimeni 2008). As consumption aspirations tend to 
adapt upwards, efficiency savings are often redirected toward new consumption (Herring 



F. Sekulova 

48 

and Sorrell 2008, Alcott 2008). Energy and material efficiency alone can thus bring 
environmental gains only when rebound effects are minimized. The same holds for 
sharing. If sharing is promoted as a way to tap new market niches, like in product service 
systems for example, making certain goods cheaper and fashionable, it might rebound and 
result in an amplified resource use and pollution. In her book on commercial sharing 
Gransk (2010) suggests that customers should be encouraged to buy less and use more. 
Applying her recipe to cars-sharing implies that easing access to vehicles can help 
customers redir ect the savings made on car-ownership to car-use and thus travel more. 
Furthermore, car-sharing can either get us in the habit of using motorized vehicle, 
(eventually inspire a purchase of an individual vehicle), or it can have an 'unlearning' 
effect. Alternatively, while sharing luxurious holiday apartments can bring down demand 
for new vacation housing, it can also make the use of secondary housing cheap and 
accessible, encouraging unsustainable life-style practices (i.e. high level of international 
travel) which are quickly adopted and replicated. In sum, if sharing rebounds, its 
environmental costs are likely to be multiplied.  

The process of sharing can be associated with lifestyle changes and have educational, or 
side, effects. The direction of these is, however, often uncertain. Lietaert (2010) finds that 
house-sharing can lead to behavioural shifts from an individual to more collective action. 
He argues that members of cohousing communities often adopt more environmentally 
sustainable habits after joining one of these projects, thanks to the stimuli and 
coordination inside the community (i.e. within co-housing communities sharing systems 
for small items such as tools for gardening, maintenance, cleaning and cooking are often 
created, and the sharing of cars, freezers, and washing machines is well-organized). Thus, 
on the benefits side, sharing can be a tool to introduce (and debate) societal choices and 
practices on the use of specific goods, resources and space. It can trigger cooperation and 
sustainability in life -styles and habits through (mutual) learning. This learning effect 
would scale up, or multiply, the environmental gains of sharing. At the same time, sharing 
can also discourage environmentally sustainable practices. Negative experiences with co-
housing, for example, can evoke a dislike for sharing space and objects and increase 
demand for individual housing. Hence, from a society-wide perspective (non-commercial) 
sharing would contribute to sustainable degrowth when potential rebound effect are 
minimized and new practices and habits (in line with sufficiency and conviviality) are 
developed and adopted.  

Sharing has multiple other social repercussions and implications. For example, it can 
contribute to the reduction of the inequalities in the access of goods and services, and thus 
contribute to higher well-being in society (Verme 2010). Sharing can further be studied in 
the context of social comparison and rivalry . More than 20% of the personal expenditures 
in the US can be attributed to conspicuous consumption22 (Heffetz 2007). If sharing 
improves access to conspicuous goods, it can make their possession less important for 
status. Stated differently, the pleasure and social status obtained from the ownership of a 
conspicuous good (e.g. a sports car) might diminish with the notion that many others have 
access to the same good. For example, only 9% of the people who possess a car for status 
reasons would like to share their vehicle (Prettenthaler and Steininger 1999). More 
generally, increasing the possibilities of sharing might calm rivalry and the desire for 
goods ownership as a medium for identity-building. Given the negative impact of 
conspicuous consumption on subjective well-being, reducing status-based consumption 
can translate in higher well-being in society (Frank 1999). Certainly, reducing status-
based consumption is not equivalent to reducing status-seeking, which is inherent to 
society. With more sharing, status-seeking can only be moved to other, hopefully less 

                                                             
22 Consumption defined as ñconspicuousò is aimed at demonstrating social status, and the goods most 

frequently included in the conspicuous basket are cars, housing, clothes, jewellery, furniture and modern electronic 

appliances.  
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environmentally burdensome areas. This said, possession of conspicuous goods which are 
only made accessible to a small circle of peers can still be a source of social status (i.e. the 
ownership of a castle). Asymmetric sharing where one individual has the property- and 
priori ty use-rights over a conspicuous good might reinforce status-seeking and wasteful 
consumption.  

Given the private and societal aspects of sharing presented above the number of 
conditions required so that sharing is both individually and socially beneficial grows. For 
sharing to become a meaningful element of sustainable degrowth some the following (not-
exhaustive) provisions need to be met:  

¶ the associated economic and time-savings are positive; 

¶ rivalry and conspicuous consumption decrease with sharing;  

¶ tr ust, cooperation and social capital increase with sharing; 

¶ rebound effects are minimized and the educational side effects of sharing favour 
sustainability and conviviality; or the environmental costs are smaller than these 
of private ownership. 

4. Sharing in urban Spain (Barcelona) and rural Bulgaria  

4.1 Data 

Certainly, any empirical tests as to whether and to what extent the aforementioned 
determinants of sharing are present in our societies are immensely difficult to undertake, 
mostly due to the lack of consistent and representative data. The analysis in this section is 
based on a social survey covering various themes, including subjective well-being, sharing, 
and awareness about environmental deterioration. It was administered by the author in 
urban Spain (Barcelona) and rural Bulgaria in 2011. The choice of countries is random, 
ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÔÉÖÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÃe and respectively 
knowledge of both countries. An identical questionnaire was launched in both countries, 
resulting in two data sets. The data set from Spain resulted in 840 observations (from 
1000 interviewed individuals) and Bulgaria one in 600. It should be noted that the Spanish 
data set is representative for the city of Barcelona in terms of gender, age and districts 
coverage. The Bulgarian one is representative (for gender) of the rural towns and villages 
that have experienced floods or are located close to settlements where inundations have 
taken place recently or longer in the past. The econometric analysis below should thus be 
borne with these data particularities and limitations in mind.  

The survey included questions on demographics (age, gender, education, income, marital 
and employment status), subjective well-being, free time, social life, sharing and social 
capital (a table of descriptive statistics will be later attached).  Starting with the data from 
Barcelona, most of it was collected via face-to-face interviews in randomly selected houses 
in all city districts.23 On the question Would you like to continue sharing what you already 
do (share) 61% of the respondents (in Barcelona) gave an affirmative answer, 24% state 
they would like to share more while 15% would rather avoid sharing. When asked to 
identify the items they normally share, the majority of the respondents in Barcelona 
mention books, clothes, space, furniture, and computers. Moreover some 34% understand 
sharing as a socializing event, such as spending time (or a having a meal) with the others, 
or as an exchange of information and knowledge. Responses are furthermore mixed 
between those who perceive sharing as a non-commercial activity, done outside the family 
circle (the majority), and these who prefer to share with a partner. With regards to the 

                                                             
23 Sixty respondents filled in the questionnaire on the Internet. 
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categories of shared goods, 26% of the respondents in Barcelona share a car.24 Exactly half 
of the sample share a house. As regards to the other two categories of goods, 55% of the 
interviewed share tools and 39% - a washing machine, fridge or a TV with others. 
Obviously, much of the electro-domestic appliances and tools are shared in the context of a 
shared house, as 70% of the people who share electro-domestic appliances and tools also 
share a house. However, only 33% of the people who share cars live with other people in 
the house.  

The Bulgarian data consists of survey responses conducted in 15 villages and towns in 
north/north -west part of the country. Exactly one third of the respondents declare that 
they would like to continue sharing (the items they already share), and 21% state they 
would like to do it more. The remaining 45% prefer not to share. When asked to list the 
items they normally share, many of the people interviewed talk about sharing money (in 
the sense of helping those in need), and a few refer to food, services, seeds and clothes. 
Sharing in this sample is culturally understood as a form of reciprocal mutual support, 
often monetary, done outside the family circle. By categories, 18% of the respondents 
share a car, 30% a garden, and only 9% a house, electro-domestic utilities and tools. In the 
Bulgarian sample cars are shared more than houses. Car-use in rural Bulgaria is however, 
relatively higher than in Barcelona.25 

Comparability between the two data sets is impossible given the culturally specificities of 
both regions and countries. Yet, one possible reason for the substantially lower level 
sharing in rural Bulgaria can probably be sought in the responses to the questions 
concerning trust and confidence in others. While 58% of the Catalan respondents state 
that people can be trusted, only 31% of the Bulgarian responses subscribe to this 
statement. Furthermore 79% of the Bulgarian respondents consider that people normally 
ÁÂÕÓÅ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȭÓ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅȟ while 46% of those surveyed in Barcelona chose this 
response. At the same time those who believe people help each other are more in rural 
Bulgaria (52%), than in Barcelona (39%). 

4.2 Regression model  

The hypothesis of the private decision model from section 3.1 states that sharing is jointly 
determined by economic factors (such as income and time availability ) and psychological 
ones (such as the need to be part of a community versus the social status and self-
perceived sense of security assigned to the ownership of particular goods). To test the 
social decision model from 3.2, variables associated with the environmental awareness 
can be included as drivers of sharing. The datasets allow for testing some of the variables 
in these categories, together with age, education and marital status. Given that the 
dependent variable is a dummy, taking values between 1 and 0, and responses are only 
ordinarily comparable Ordered Probit (OP) model suits best the purpose of the analysis. 
OP explains the act of sharing by the probability that an individual decides to share, given 
a number of conditions. This can be formalized as: 

 

PiɉØɊЄ&ɉʈiȟØȟɼɊ 

 

where F is the probability distribution of sharing, i is the number of the observation, x is an 
independent predictor of sharing, and ɼ  reflects its strength and size. The threshold 
parameter ʈ is then equal to zero or one. Assuming that F(.) is normal, with a variance 1 
and expected parameters ɼ1x1ϽȢȢȢɼpixp, probability P can be defined as a function of a latent 
utility as follows:   

                                                             
24 52% of them do not normally commute by car. 
25 43% of respondents in the Bulgarian sample do not normally commute by car 
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PiɉØɊЄ.ɉʈi ɀ ɼǬØȠτȟυɊȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ɼǬØ Є ɼ1x1nϽ ȢȢȢɼpxp n, 

 

Here p is the number of characteristics which jointly determine sharing and n is the 
number of observations. In the OP regressions presented in Tables 1 and 2, the dependent 
variables are respectively answers to the following questions: Would you like to continue 
sharing (what you already do)? Do you share a house? Do you share electro-domestic 
appliances? Do you share a car? Do you share tools? 

4.3 Empirical results (Barcelona)  

Each data set was analysed separately. Table 1 presents the results from five specifications 
based on the Barcelona data-set, with separate dependent variables: one corresponding to 
the willingness to continue sharing, and the rest ɀ to particular shared objects (a house, a 
car, domestic appliances and tools). In correspondence with the private decision 
hypothesis from Section 3.1, results in Model 1 indicate that people tend to share less with 
age and the number of working hours. Figure 1 shows that people with the highest 
willingness to share are in their thirties and forties. Individuals who are single are less 
willing to share, while generosity (defined as the frequency of lending objects to others), 
volunteering and higher incomes have a positive effect on sharing. The dependent variable 
here is contingent upon respondents' subjective interpretation of sharing, implying that 
regressions per item of sharing (Models 2-5) provide some further detail. 

Figure 1.  Willing to share in Barcelona for different ages 

House-sharing  

As in the previous case, house-sharing tends to decrease with age, being married and the 
number of working hours (Model 2). The sharing of housing is more likely to occur among 
individuals who are generous, or used to lend their items to others. The level of education 
and, surprisingly, income, do not have an influence on the decision to live in a shared 
house, while environmental awareness is highly significant. 

Sharing electro-domestic appliances 

The regression results with sharing electro-domestic appliances (such as a TV, a washing 
mashing, and a fridge) as the dependent variable (Model 3) resemble the ones of house-
sharing. Again age, working-hours and being married decrease the probability of sharing 
electro-domestic utilities, while education is not significant. Income in this model is 
significant and negative, implying that higher earnings tend to discourage the communal 
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use of TVs, washing machines, computers or other utilities. The variable (number of) 
friends is significant here and has the expected positive sign. As inverse causality cannot be 
completely dismissed with this variable, a test for endogeneity was conducted, which 
turned negative. 

Table 1. Sharing in Barcelona 

 

Car-sharing  

The factors which determine car-sharing (Model 4) are somewhat different from the 
former three models. While age and income does not influence car-sharing in this 

Model 1 Model 2

Share coef. std. err. Share house coef. std. err. 

Age -0,01** 0,00 Age -0,02*** 0,00

Single -0,36*** 0,12 Education -0,03 0,05

Working hours -0,01** 0,00 Married -0,31*** 0,10

LogY2011  0,21*** 0,07 Working hours -0,01** 0,00

Generosity  0,33*** 0,05 LogY2011 -0,04 0,07

Volunteering  0,26** 0,12 Generosity  0,24*** 0,04

Env.awareness  0,22*** 0,11

Number of obs 818 Number of obs 812

Pseudo R2 0,0840 Pseudo R2 0,1083

Model 3 Model 4

Share electro-domestic utilities coef. std. err. Share car coef. std. err. 

Age -0,01*** 0,00 Age  0,00 0,00

Education  0,03 0,05 Education  0,12** 0,05

Married -0,46*** 0,10 Single -0,30*** 0,13

Working hours -0,01** 0,00 Full-time work -0,44*** 0,12

LogY2011 -0,15** 0,07 LogY2011  0,04 0,08

Generosity  0,19*** 0,05 Generosity  0,23*** 0,05

Friends  0,02* 0,01 Car hours  0,28*** 0,04

Public transport -0,10** 0,04

Env.awareness  0,22* 0,11

Number of obs 768 Number of obs 825

Pseudo R2 0,1317 Pseudo R2 0,1150

Model 5

Share tools coef. std. err. 

Age -0,01* 0,00

Education  0,11** 0,05

Full-time work -0,27** 0,11

LogY2011 -0,01 0,07

Generosity  0,24*** 0,05

Friends  0,02* 0,01

Number of obs 775

Pseudo R2 0,0776
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specification, education is positive and significant. Being single, using frequently public 
transport and working full -time are all significant and negative determinants of car-
sharing. The frequency of using a car in this model contributes to sharing your car, as 
demonstrated by the significant and positive sign of car hours, defined as the number of 
hours spent in a car per week. The variable environmental awareness is positive and 
significant.  

Sharing tools 

In Model 5 the variables age, full-time work, generosity and friends feature the same signs 
and significance as in the regressions on sharing housing and electro-domestic appliances. 
The endogeneity test with friends is also negative here. The level of education is associated 
with higher levels of tools sharing, unlike the income parameter which was not significant. 

 

Several general trends in all five models can be spotted. The first one is the negative signs 
of full-time work and working hours, which can be related to the discussion from Section 
3.1 on the importance of the time-constraints in the private decision on sharing. Another 
trend is little influence of the income parameter in four of the models. One interpretation 
of this result could be that sharing is not so strongly driven by economic reasons, or by 
constraints on earnings. Yet, the working hour parameter has a relatively highly 
correlation with the log of income (40%), and despite insignificant tests on 
multicollinearity, it captures the effect of income. Higher level of working hours could 
imply, (though not necessary) higher level of income. The third trend concerns age. The 
variable is negative and significant in almost all models, implying that sharing tends to be 
associated with a particular life-stage. 

4.3 Empirical results (Bulgaria)  

In the Bulgarian data set the number of individuals who share housing, electro-domestic 
appliances and tools is fairly low. Sufficiently high number of observations for running 
regressions were only available for testing two models: one with the willingness to 
continue sharing and another with car-sharing as dependent variables (Table 2). In the 
Bulgarian sample, as is the case with the Spanish one, the willingness to share decreases 
with age and being married, and increases in income (Model 6). The positive contribution 
of income might, however, indicate that people with higher incomes here have more to 
give, and more to share. Given that the Bulgarian sample was drawn in fifteen towns and 
villages, it was possible to differentiate between the types of urban areas. People living in 
villages have a considerably higher willingness to share than town-dwellers, illustrated by 
the significance and sign of the village coefficient. Interestingly, the variable reflecting 
negative emotions is significant in both models. Frequent episodes of anger are associated 
with a lower willingness to share. Indeed, 26% of the respondents in the Bulgarian sample 
report to frequently feel angry, while this is the case for only 3,7% of the Barcelona 
respondents. The other two predictors of the willingness to share in the Bulgarian sample 
are watching TV daily and distrust in the good intentions of others, which are both highly 
significant and negative.  

Car-sharing 

In this model the parameters age, higher level of education and use of public transport are 
all associated with lower level of car-sharing. Income here is significant and positive, 
unlike in the Catalan case, although causality cannot be conferred from this result because 
higher income implies a higher probability of car-ownership. The highly significant 
variables here are being a woman and the belief that people are mainly self-interested, 
both of which emerge as negative determinants of car-sharing. The sign of female can, 
however, be explained by the relatively lower percentage of car-use among women: 63% 
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of the individuals spending more than one hour commuting by car per week are men and 
their percentage drastically increases for higher number of hours per week spent on car 
travel. 

Table 2. Sharing in Bulgaria 

 

5. Discussion  

In both data-sets individual s' life-stages emerge as major determinants of sharing, as seen 
in the sign and significance of the parameters age, and married/single. The regression 
results further indicate that sharing is strongly influenced by time constraints (hence, the 
variables working hours and full-time work). Higher income is a (negative) determinant of 
goods-sharing, i.e the propensity to prefer private domestic appliances increases with the 
income level, which does not, however, hold for cars, housing, and tools in the Barcelona 
data set. It was argued earlier that sharing is more likely to happen when certain affiliation 
between the members of a community has been established. Some indication in this 
regard is demonstrated by the variables friends, volunteering and generosity which appear 
as strong positive determinants of sharing in the Catalan data set. In this regard, the 
negative signs of distrust and belief that people are mostly self-interested in the Bulgarian 
can be read as an indication that the low levels of trust increases the socio-psychological 
costs of sharing. The same holds for negative affect, or the frequency of being angry, which 
is a strong disincentive for sharing in the Bulgarian sample. Watching of TV on a daily 
basis is one of the common indicators of low social capital, crowding-out relationality and 
increasing material aspirations (Bruni and Stanca 2008). Its negative contribution to 
sharing in the regressions with the Bulgarian data also point to the importance of social 
capital for sharing. On the other hand geographical proximity between community 
members (i.e. living in a village) increases the episodes of sharing rural Bulgaria.  

Overall the regression results tend to align with the hypothesis on the drivers of sharing 
for a rational individual from Section 3.1. Finding evidence that individuals decide to share 
even when their personal benefits are negative while the societal or environmental ones 
are high is more complex. The only result that can be interpreted in this sense is the role of 
environmental awareness (or concern with environmental deterioration), which emerges 
as a significant and positive determinant of sharing cars and housing in the Barcelona 
sample. Rebound effects are also difficult to trace. In the Barcelona sample individuals 
who spend many hours commuting by car per day are more likely to share a motorized 
vehicle. With respect to the educational, or side, effects of sharing, in both samples house-
sharing correlates highly and positively with the sharing of electro-domestic appliances 
(0,66). Furthermore, when house-sharing is introduced as an independent variable in 

Model 6 Model 7

Share coef. std. err. Share car coef. std. err.

Age -0,01*** 0,00 Female -0,55*** 0,14

Married -0,35*** 0,11 Age -0,03*** 0,00

LY2011  0,15** 0,06 Education  0,21*** 0,08

Distrust -0,36*** 0,14 LY2011  0,22*** 0,08

Watching TV -0,23*** 0,08 Watching TV -0,24** 0,09

Village  0,32*** 0,11 Public transport -0,23*** 0,07

Angry -0,08* 0,04 Self-interest -0,45** 0,19

Angry -0,1* 0,05

Number of obs 599 Number of obs 599

Pseudo R2 0,0645 Pseudo R2 0,221
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Models 3, 4 and 5, it stands out as the most important (positive) predictor of car-, electro-
domestic appliances and tool-sharing26. In this regard, some authors argue that when 
sharing within the household one learns to share with those outside the household. Co-
ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÁÎ ÔÈÕÓ ȰÃÒÅÁÔÅȱ ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÄÏÍÁÉÎÓȟ or have educational effects such as 
adopting environmentally sustainable practices (Mulder et al. 2006, Lietaert 2010). 

The hypothesis that rivalry and conspicuous consumption could discourage sharing is 
partly demonstrated by the low level of car-sharing in both samples among all types of 
shared items. Cars are often valued more for the associated status effect than use value, 
which makes their personalization essential (Verhoef and van Wee 2000). Hence car 
ownership is likely to derive more social prestige than car-sharing. 

6. Conclusion 

The practice of non-market sharing can be conceived as a challenge to the perception that 
goods need always be strictly personalized. It was argued here that (non-commercial) 
sharing can lead the way to sustainable degrowth if the associated economic and time 
savings are positive, rebound effects are considered (the associated resource savings are 
not directed towards increasing consumption) and the educational side effects enhance 
sufficiency and conviviality. Whether sharing could convert rivalry and status seeking to 
less-dangerous domains remains an open question. Yet trust, cooperation and social 
capital seem to be strongly tied with sharing, being simultaneously drivers and 
consequence of it.   

The empirical analysis of sharing stems from two separate data sets based on the same 
survey conducted in Barcelona and Bulgaria. Although quite distinct from each other in 
terms of demographic indicators and cultural contexts, both data sets reveal some similar 
patterns. Results indicate that sharing is strongly influenced by time constraints and 
availability and partly by income. The sharing of electro-domestic appliances is shown to 
decrease at higher income levels, for example. Next, sharing is likely to take place when 
social bonds and affiliation (i.e. friendships, generosity, volunteering) among the members 
of a community have been established and the level of distrust is sufficiently low. Reverse 
causality, or co-determination however cannot be ignored: namely that sharing can 
contribute to the building of social capital in the long run, as found by Albinsson and 
Perera (2012).  

The importance of psychological factors for sharing is manifested in the significance of the 
emotional status variables (such as anger). Geographical setting and one's life-stage are 
other important drivers. Younger generations and individuals who are not married are 
more inclined to share. Sharing further decreases with the amount of time dedicated to 
watching television (in Bulgaria), and increases with the amount of time dedicated to 
volunteer activities (in Catalonia). Environmental awareness is also a motivational factor 
for sharing. 

The preceding discussion raises the question on the type of advocacy or promotion which 
sharing requires. Notably sharing need not be promoted for its own sake, that is, we need 
to share the right goods. Certain types of highly polluting and carbon intensive 
infrastructure, or harmful objects need neither be increasingly used, nor increasingly 
shared. Moreover, sharing could rebound: it might not always be associated with 
environmental and social gains. The promotion and marketing of car-sharing can shift 
passengers away from public transport, for example. Taxing car-ownership and use might 
not be a sufficiently powerful to avoid rebound on its own, as indicated by the lack of 
significance of the income parameter in the car-sharing model. Infrastructure adjustments 
which convert public transport into an easier and faster mode of transportation than 

                                                             
26 The variable was not introduced in the final regression models for reasons of multicollinearity. 
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personal car can avoid these types of rebound. Another relevant insight of foregoing 
analysis is that increased house-sharing, or the higher level person-occupation per square 
meter, could generate environmental benefits by incentivizing sharing in other domains. 
House-sharing can be promoted by fiscal measures as well as by increased taxation on 
secondary houses. 
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Introduction  

In the CONVERGE research project an international team of researchers and practitioners 
studied initiatives that incorporated elements pointing towards higher levels of equality 
and environmental sustainability. From all other aspects, the initiatives studied are very 
different: they include one-man projects like the No Impact Man, community initiatives 
like local exchange systems, transition towns and carbon clubs, business ventures, faith 
groups, policy initiatives , etc.. However, as our international team wanted to study how 
these very different initiatives worked towards more social equity and living within 
ecological limits, the need emerged to find a way to be able to compare them. 
'Convergence Mapping' is the tool that resulted from this need, and this paper presents 
how the tool was conceptualized and used in the project. 

Furthermore, during the process, in agreement with other authors (e.g. Demailly and 
Novel 2014, Gismondi et al. 2016, Sinclair 2014), the team also came to the realization that 
all too often 'sustainability initiatives ' are considered almost automatically more 
sustainable than the mainstream way of doing the same thing. Convergence Mapping 
offers a way to analyse whether this is indeed the case as well as offers ways for initiatives 
to develop further. The paper presents the first conception of the tool with the aim of 
inspiring  further discussion as well as cooperation between research and practice.  

1. Background to Convergence Mapping: the CONVERGE project  

The aim of the FP7 EU-ÆÕÎÄÅÄ #/.6%2'% ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ȬÒÅ-ÔÈÉÎË ÇÌÏÂÁÌÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÂÙ 
ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ Á Ȭ#ÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅȭ 
approach to global development based on more 
equitable access to the life-support capacities of the 
planet and fair livelihoods within planetary 
boundaries through a transdisciplinary systems 
approach (Fortnam et al. 2010). Convergence is 
defined as being a rightsɀbased framework based on 
the principle that every global citizen has the right to 
Á ÆÁÉÒ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈȭÓ biocapacity and access to 
fundamental human rights. It advocates socio-
ecological justice and calls for wealth, well-being and 
consumption to converge across and within nations 
to a level that the biosphere can support (see Figure 
1). 

Figure 1: Schematic overview of the process of Convergence (Roderick in Vadovics et al. 2012) 
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The CONVERGE project used pre-existing sustainability science as a foundation for 
investigating the issues concerning taking an equity-based approach to managing 
planetary resources. It started by addressing the issues surrounding the concept of per 
ÃÁÐÉÔÁ ȬÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÌÁÎÅÔÁÒÙ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÓ ÂÕÔ ÅÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ Á ÂÒÏÁÄÅÒ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓ 
perspective about resource boundaries, allocation and modes of distribution and to make 
ȰÁ ÄÅÅÐÅÒ ÉÎÑÕÉÒÙ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅÓȟ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÎÄ 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÕÓÅ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÇÕÉÄÅ ÊÏÉÎÔ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÅÓ ÔÏ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȱ ɉ0ÁÒËÅÒ 
2013).  

Correspondingly, this paper has four main sections. Firstly, a description of the genesis of 
the CONVERGE project is provided which includes some detail about the concept of 
#ÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ #ÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅΆ ɉ#Ǫ#ΆɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÌÌÕÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÈÏ× ÏÎÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÏÕÔÐÕÔȟ 
the Convergence Mapping System, fits into the overall project structure and the literature. 
Our objective was to link the scientifically-validated need to reduce (i.e. to contract) 
resource use with a justice-based approach to apportioning the responsibility for doing so 
(to converge); a need which has been expressed by numerous authors and researchers 
(see e.g. AtKisson 2012, Bührs 2008, Daily and Ehrlich 1996, Ehrlich and Ehrlich 2013, 
Jackson 2009, 2011, Kitzes et al. 2008, Latouche 2010, Pontin and Roderick 2007, Simms 
2009, Victor 2008, UNDP 2012, etc.). Next, a brief discussion of some of the theory behind 
the project ɀ Environment and Development-related literature ɀ is provided. This is 
followed by a description of the methodological approach taken when developing the 
mapping system. Finally, specific details are provided about the outcome of using the 
mapping system to examine a small grass-roots carbon club, an EU policy-driven carbon 
reduction initiative, a microfinance bank and a transition initiative..  

 

Figure 2: Framework and rationale for the CONVERGE project research (Vadovics and Milton 2013) 

2. 4ÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ #ÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ #ÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅΊ 

Ȭ#ÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅȭ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ Á ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÉÎ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃÓ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÄ-1980s in 
terms of trends in distribution of world per capita income and productivity (Abramovitz 
1986, Baumol 1986, Sutcliffe 2005). However, the concept of Contraction and Convergence 
ɉ#Ǫ#ΆɊ ÔÏ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ÒÅÆÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÆÒÏÍ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ #/.6%2'% ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ 
originated comes from Aubrey Meyer and The Global Commons Institute (GCI). C&CΆ is a 
global climate policy framework which has been proposed to the UN since 1990 by the 
Global Commons Institute as one way to manage and reduce anthropogenic carbon 
dioxide through a burden-sharing approach (Meyer 2000). 

#Ǫ#Ά ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÓ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÉÎÇ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉtion of planetary limits with an equity approach to 
distribution in the following  format: (a) Establishing a full-term contraction budget (a 
ȬÃÁÐȭɊ ÆÏÒ ÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÔÁÂÉÌÉÓÉÎÇ ÁÔÍÏÓÐÈÅÒÉÃ ÃÏÎÃÅÎÔÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ 
greenhouse gases (GHGs) at a pre-agreed concentration maximum deemed to be safe by 
the UNFCCC , and: (b) The international sharing of this budget as a pre-distribution of 
entitlements that result from a negotiable rate of linear convergence to equal shares per 
person globally by an agreed date. The framework would be given flesh and blood through 
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the setting of interim carbon reduction targets, drawing up of national de-carbonization 
strategies and a carbon trading scheme to allow a degree of flexibility to account for 
national differÅÎÃÅÓ ÉÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎ ÉÎÔÅÎÓÉÔÙȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ ÏÆ #Ǫ#Ά ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÆÏÒÍÁÌÌÙ 
recognised in European Parliament resolutions (European Parliament 1998), is supported 
by numerous policy makers, academics, NGOs and lay people27 and has was examined as 
an emissions allocation approach by the IPCC in their Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 
2007). 

/ÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #Ǫ#Ά ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎÙ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ 
sustainable response to slowing the rise in carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere 
inevitably requires addressing the issue of equity ɀ who should reduce carbon emissions 
ÁÎÄ ÂÙ ÈÏ× ÍÕÃÈȩ #Ǫ#Ά ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÓÌÉÃÅÓ ÔÈÅ 'ÏÒÄÉÁÎ ËÎÏÔ ÏÆ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ 
cutting carbon dioxide emissions by proposing a global per capita allocation solution (a so-
ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÅÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈɊ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÁËÅÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃÁÌ 
ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙȭ ÏÆ ÉÎÄÕÓÔÒÉÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÉÔÓ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ ÆÏÒ Á ÎÅÇÏÔÉÁÔÅÄ ÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ 
convergence. 

Many scientists and policymakers have come to consider this approach to be not only the 
most equitable but also the most pragmatic approach to managing climate change when 
compared to other carbon reduction regimes: according to Böhringer and Welsch (2004; 
see also Berk and den Elzen 2001) who examined the implications on economic welfare of 
ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÅÓ ÔÏ ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ȰÁ #ÏÎÖÅÒÇÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÏ ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÔÒÁÄÉÎÇ 
stands out for offering the developing countries substantial incentives for participation in 
the international greenhouse gas abatement effort without imposing excessive burdens on 
ÉÎÄÕÓÔÒÉÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȱ ɉÐȢ ςρȢɊȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÂÌÅ ÁÒÒÁÎÇÅÍÅÎÔȢ 

Criticisms of the approach tend to focus on one of two issues: 1) demographic - a per 
capita based allocation rights might promote national pro-population growth policies. As a 
solution to this, Meyer (2000) suggests a cut off year after which population growth is no 
longer factored in to carbon allowances; 2) issues with implementation and political 
acceptability; these are addressed in some detail by Aldy (2005). Nonetheless, the severe 
impacts of climate change (IPCC 2013) and the resounding lack of success of alternative 
ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÅÓ ÔÏ ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ ÃÁÒÂÏÎ ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ #Ǫ#Ά ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ 
increasingly attractive. Furthermore, the need to recognise ecosystem limits and ensure 
more equal access to resources and the benefits they provide (as well as to more equally 
share burdens) has become more pronounced (Schneider et al. 2010). Equity driven 
ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÅÓȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ #Ǫ#Ά ÐÒÏÐÏÓÉÔÉÏn, suggest a way to meet these needs. 

3.1. 4ÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ Á Ȭ,ÉÍÉÔÓȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ 

Beginning in the 1970s, scientists from various fields started calling attention to the 
importance of planetary limits. One of the first pieces of research to draw attention to the 
environmental and social impacts of growing levels of material consumption was the 
Ȭ,ÉÍÉÔÓ ÔÏ 'ÒÏ×ÔÈȭ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÌÕÂ ÏÆ 2ÏÍÅ ɉ-ÅÁÄÏ×Ó ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ρωχςɊȢ )Ô ÏÂÓÅÒÖÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 
rising levels of affluence could have significant impacts in terms of increasing resource 
scarcity and causing environmental degradation. Several other authors articulated the 
same opinion (see e.g. Vitousek et al. 1986, Charkiewitz 1998) and were either of the 
opinion that levels of consumption and production should be decreased or that 
consumption processes be made more efficient (Weizsäcker et al. 1998).  

Historically, a focus on increasing the efficiency of both the production and consumption 
of products has been a strong trend in both research and policy making (see, e.g. Sachs et 
al. 2010, or Knight and Rosa 2011, Victor 2012 for a review). Although this is still a rather 
strong trend, an increasing body of research points out that focusing primarily on 

                                                             
27 ! ÃÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆ ÅÎÄÏÒÓÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ Á×ÁÒÄÓ ÆÏÒ #Ǫ#Ά ÉÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÁÔȡ 

http://www.gci.org.uk/endorsements.html  

http://www.gci.org.uk/endorsements.html
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efficiency is not sufficient for a variety of reasons, the first of which concerns the well-known 

ȬÒÅÂÏÕÎÄ ÅÆÆÅÃÔȭȠ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÎÕÍÅÒÏÕÓ ɉ7ÅÉÚÓßÃËÅÒ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ρωωψȟ 2ÏÐËÅ ρωωωȟ 
Hofstetter and Madjar 2003).  

Researchers have also argued that making efficiency improvements will prove sufficient to 
increase incomes and by then implementing appropriate market and policy measures the 
state of the environment will eventually improve (see e.g. Vincent and Panayotou 1997), 
as suggested by the environmental Kuznets curve (Archibald et al. 2004). In contrast to 
this view, other researchers conclude that environmental deterioration cannot be de-
coupled from growth in consumption (Perrings and Ansuategi 2000, Knight and Rosa 
2011). Instead, it can be said that more affluent countries can afford to create cleaner 
immediate environments but that, partly due to their trading relationships, they produce 
long-lasting negative environmental impacts at the global level and less affluent regions 
(exporting countries) suffer from worsening local environmental impacts (see e.g. 
Munksgaard and Pedersen 2001, Peters and Hertwich 2008, WWF et al. 2012).  

! ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÔÈÕÓ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÅÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÒÉÅÄ ÓÏ ÆÁÒ  

1. has not led to a decrease in overall environmental impact (see e.g. Vitousek et al. 
1986, Mont and Plepys 2008, WWF et al. 2006, 2012, 2014);  

2. has not clearly lead to general increases in well-being (Constanza et al. 2004, 
Venetoulis and Cobb 2004, Worldwatch Institute 2004, Marks et al. 2006, Abdallah 
et al. 2012); and,  

3. although progress has been made, it has not led to the meeting of important 
development-related targets (e.g. reducing the proportion of the population that 
are undernourished or are without access to clean drinking water) (Raworth 
2012, UN 2015).  

Due to these concerns, along with the current focus on the phenomenon of peak fossil fuels 
and the impacts of global climate change which are now being experienced by people at 
large, research into the concept of non-renewable resource and ecological limits and 
planetary boundaries has intensified. In a seminal paper, Rockström and his colleagues 
(2009a and 2009b) identified nine important planetary boundaries which should not be 
ÔÒÁÎÓÇÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎ Á ȰÓÁÆÅ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÐÁÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÈÕÍÁÎÉÔÙȱ ɉςππωÂȡ ρɊȢ )Î ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌ 
paper and the update published in 2015 (Steffen et al. 2015) they argue that four of these 
boundaries ɀ namely climate change, biosphere integrity, biogeochemical flows, and land-
system change - have already been transgressed. This work has inspired a great deal of 
further research and discussion about the nature and existence of planetary boundaries. 
Two of the most important conclusions arising from these are that, on the one hand, it is 
likely that more boundaries than those identified by Rockström et al. have already been 
crossed (e.g. freshwater consumption (Molina 2009) and phosphorus inputs (Sverdrup 
and Ragnarsdottir 2011, Carpenter and Bennett 2011)), and, on the other, that global 
boundaries, although very important, are not sufficiently well-defined and sub-boundaries 
and/or local boundaries need to be identified to allow for more precise analysis (Molina 
2009, Bass 2009, Steffen et al. 2015).  

Considerable research has also been carried out in order to assess the long-term 
availability of non-renewable materials, a description of which would go beyond the scope 
of this paper28. However, the common conclusion is that, as with critical Earth system 
processes, humanity is reaching ɀ or has already reached ɀ many non-renewable material 
resource limits. For humanity to stay within planetary boundaries and resource limits, a 
focus on increasing resource efficiency must be supplemented with equal or greater 
emphasis on creating alternative models and levels of production and consumption. 
Evidence suggests thaÔ ȬÃÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎȭ ÏÆ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÌÅÖÅÌÓ of resource use is necessary, along 

                                                             
28

For a summary of literature see Ragnarsdottir et al. 2012; metals: Ragnarsdottir 2008; fossil fuels: Hopkins 
2008. 
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with ecosystem restoration. Diverse types of initiatives which address these concerns at 
various levels already exist, for example, the Planetary Boundaries Initiative, the Resource 
Cap Coalition29, and several countries use the ecological footprint to guide their strategic 
policy making (WWF et al. 2012, 2014).  

3.2. 4ÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ Ȭ%ÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ 

Most definitions of sustainable development include reference to the need to promote 
intra and or intergenerational equity. However, normative concerns about human 
development have not always been harmonised with approaches to managing resources, 
either in theory or in practice (Hayward 2006, Melamed et al. 2012, Raworth 2012, 
UNRISD 2012). Demand is growing for the technocratic global pro-growth paradigm to be 
refocused into a normative approach to development and sustainability, an approach that 
Meadows eÔ ÁÌȢ ɉρωωςȡ ρπɊ ÃÁÌÌ ȰÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÓÔ ÄÁÕÎÔÉÎÇ ÓÔÅÐ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȱȠ ÏÎÅ 
×ÈÉÃÈ ȰÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÓ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÎÄÅÒÌÉÅ ÍÕÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
psychological and cultural commitment to growth: the problems of poverty, 
unemployment, and unmeÔ ÎÏÎÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌ ÎÅÅÄÓȱȢ 

The following arguments have been advanced to support the proposition that a focus on 
the social dimension must be behind efforts to improve environmental quality and 
development in general: 

1. that countries with a) more equal income distribution b) greater civil liberties and 
political rights c) higher literacy levels and/or d) a more equal distribution of land 
may have higher environmental quality (Agyeman et al. 2003); 

2.  that environmental problems have now and will continue to have 
disproportionately high effects on the poor (compounded by the fact that globally 
and nationally the poor are not the biggest polluters) ɀ a question of 
environmental justice (Ikeme 2003);  

3. that regions with low levels of socio-economic development and low 
environmental quality have a higher probability of turning into conflict zones 
which can cause associated, sometimes significant, costs outside of their 
immediate zone of impact (Homer-Dixon 1994);  

4. that emerging sustainability policy (e.g. from the United Nations Conference on 
Environment and Development in 2002 and the Rio+20 Conference on Sustainable 
Development of 2012) stresses the need for a) precautionary and b) ethically-
driven approaches to sustainability (OXFAM 2013). 

Arguments to support contention one, which might provide an instrumental rationale for 
supporting human development, are only partly convincing. For example, although 
empirical investigations show that many of the weakest performing countries on the 
Human Development Index (HDI) are only weakly sustainable, high HDI countries are 
often highly unsustainable in terms of their disproportionate consumption of biocapital 
and significant (sometimes offshored) carbon dioxide emissions (Neumayer 2010). 
Arguments two, three and four are largely undisputable. The normative rationale for 
promoting a more equitable approach towards development is clear. For example, 
although efforts are being made towards meeting the eight Millennium Development Goals 
for 2015, progress is mixed (OXFAM 2013, UN 2015). Several authors (e.g. Wilkinson and 
Pickett 2009, OXFAM 2013, Stiglitz 2012) report that global development of the last 30 
years has lead to a situation of wealth and income extremes which is economically 
inefficient, politically corrosive, socially divisive, environmentally destructive and 
unethical.  

While some progress has been in with quantifying planetary boundaries, apportioning 
environment-related rights and responsibilities through applying an ethical framework 

                                                             
29 See http://planetaryboundariesinitiative.org/  and http://www.ceeweb.org/rcc/  

http://planetaryboundariesinitiative.org/
http://www.ceeweb.org/rcc/
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(promoting distributive justice) is  challenging. Significant contributions to this end have 
been made from the research areas of Environmental Justice (Ikeme 2003), Environmental 
Debt (Paredis et al. 2006, Goeminne G, Paredis E. 2010, Simms 2009), Environmental 

Space/Resource Budgeting (Bührs 2008, Kitzes et al. 2008, Spangenberg 2002), and the 
Global Commons (Debarbieux and Price 2008, Ostrom 2008). 

What is common to the research areas referenced above is that they all address one or 
more of three primary questions: 1) To whom must justice be done?; 2) What is it that 
should be more equitably distributed?; and 3) How should justice be carried out 
(according to which principle/s and mechanisms)? Sustainability literature has produced 
near consensus about the answer to question 1): justice should be rendered to both the 
living (intragenerational equity) and those not yet born (inter-generational equity). 
Answering question 3) is predicated on knowing the answer to question 2); what is the 
ȬÃÕÒÒÅÎÃÙȭ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎȩ ɉÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅȟ ÒÅÓÏÕrces, rights, or some combination of 
them?) Muraca (2012) has defined a triptych of current theoretical approaches to 
distributive justice. The author terms these aproaches a) welfarism; b) resourcism; and, c) 
the capabilities approach. 

According to the welfarism approach, individuals are entitled to distributive justice which 
is aimed at improving welfare or happiness (as it is perceived and self-reported), rather 
than being entitled to a specific set of goods or services (see Kamman 1984). The 
ȬÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÉÓÍȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȟ ÍÅÁÎ×ÈÉÌÅȟ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ɉÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ 
resources, wealth, income earning opportunities) and the ability to enjoy them. This is 
ÌÁÒÇÅÌÙ ÃÏÍÐÁÔÉÂÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ 2Á×ÌȭÓ ɉρωχςɊ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÐÏÓÉÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÁÃÈ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 
should have an equal right to the most extensive basic liberty compatible with a similar 
liberty for others, and that social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that 
ȰÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÁÓÔ-ÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅÄ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȱ ɉÔÈÅ 
ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅɊ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÏÆÆÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÏÐÅÎ ÔÏ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÕÎÄÅÒ 
ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÆÁÉÒ ÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙȱ ɉ2Á×ÌÓ Ȭ4ÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ *ÕÓÔÉÃÅȭȟ ρωχςȡ σπσɊȢ %ØÁÍÐÌÅÓ 
ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌÓ ÆÏÒ ȬÃÁÐÐÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇȭ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ Ãertain 
planetary resources (Jackson 2011, McLaren 2003) and proposals for inalienable rights to 
ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÄÅÒÉÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ ȬÃÁÐÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ 
takes as its focus the promotion of a distributive justice that facilitates the ability of 
individuals to live the kinds of lives they desire.  

An example of a rights-based approach would be the identification and implementation of 
a basic set of non-negotiable rights which are sufficient to provide a decent human 
existence, and the implementation of transformative policies and programmes that 
support the meeting of these needs. Sachs (2003), for example, writes that equity can be 
ÅÎÖÉÓÉÏÎÅÄ ÁÓ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ȬÅÑÕÁÌ ÓÕÂÓÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÒÉÇÈÔÓȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÅÎÃÏÍÐÁÓÓÅÓ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ 
need to develop as living beings: clean air and drinkable water, elementary health 
ÐÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎȟ ÁÄÅÑÕÁÔÅ ÎÏÕÒÉÓÈÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÌÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ Á ÒÏÏÆ ÏÖÅÒ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÈÅÁÄȢ 3ÐÁÎÇÅÎÂÅÒÇ 
(2002), meanwhile, distinguishes between a triptych of minimum human rights; a physical 
minimum (necessary preconditions for mere survival), a basic need minimum (which 
would cover crucial needs for an active and healthy life including basic social standards 
and a social participation minimum (the minimum needed to lead a dignified life). Similar 
needs-based rights are enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (see 
Article 25).  

A recent paper from OXFAM (Raworth 2012) suggests that it may be useful to examine the 
ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÐÌÁÎÅÔÁÒÙ ÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ Á ȬÐÌÁÎÅÔÁÒÙ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÆÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎȭ in terms 
of the proportion of the population who have access to 11 basic developmental indicators 
(such as food security, adequate income, improved water and sanitation, health, etc.).  

4ÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ Ȭ*ÕÓÔ 3ÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȭ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ ɉ!ÇÙÅÍÁÎ ςππυɊ to address what 
ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙ ÄÅÆÉÃÉÔȭ ÏÆ ɉÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌɊ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
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sustainable development specifies the synergetic promotion of four focal areas: 1. 
improving the quality of life and well-being of current generations; 2. meeting the needs of 
both present and future generations (intra- and intergenerational equity); 3. fostering 
justice and equity in terms of recognition, process, procedure and outcome; and, 4. 
recognising and acting on the need for society to live wÉÔÈÉÎ ÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÌÉÍÉÔÓ ɉȬÏÎÅ ÐÌÁÎÅÔ 
ÌÉÖÉÎÇȭɊȢ !Ó (ÁÙ×ÁÒÄ ÁÌÓÏ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÔÏ Á ÒÉÇÈÔÓ-based approach to carbon 
management, while it is indeed necessary to take due account of the human rights of those 
×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ×ÏÒÓÔ ÏÆÆȟ ȰɍÉÔɎ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÅÎÔÁÉÌ ÇÒÁÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ ɍÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓɎ ÒÉÇÈÔÓȱ ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÉÔ 
ÁÌÓÏ ȰÅÎÔÁÉÌÓ Á ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÉÄÅÒ ÒÁÎÇÉÎÇ ÒÅÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ 
ÈÁÖÅ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÅÄȱ (ÁÙ×ÁÒÄ ɉςππφȡ ρɊȢ  

The challenge for distributive justice thus requires reducing inequality in present 
generations, as well as looking both backwards (historical responsibility) and forwards 
(intergenerational equity). There has been recent interest research into addressing the 
goals of promoting equitable social development and well-being while reducing resource 
consumption simultaneously (degrowth literature; Gismondi et al. 2016, Holden et al. 
2014, Schneider et al. 2010, Neumayer 2010, UNDP 2012) although a major 
transformation of policy, businesses, institutions and individual behaviours is required for 
significant progress to be made. Transforming economies towards a focus on social 
ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÍÁÙ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÁÌÌÏ× ÆÏÒ ȬÇÒÅÅÎ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭ ÉÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÁÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ Á 
well-being focused transformation of socio-economic structures in richer nations.  

4. Methodology 

The Convergence Mapping System was constructed after identifying through literature 
research and empirical methods different initiatives (communities, municipalities, 
policies, companies, etc.)30 which appeared to be engaging in Convergence-type activities 
(i.e. were making attempts to address resource limits from a sink or source perspective, 
×ÅÒÅ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÏÆ ÈÏ× %ÁÒÔÈȭÓ ÂÉÏÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÓÈÁÒÅÄȟ ÏÒ ×ÅÒÅ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ 
to fundamental human rights). It should be emphasized that the aim was not to assemble a 
representative database of initiatives but rather to illustrate the diversity of existing 
approaches to Convergence, implicit or explicit. As a result, apart from identifying 
initiati ves in industrialised and industrialising regions as well as countries in transition, 
care was taken to include policy led (top-down) and grassroots (bottom-up) initiatives in 
the database. 

The primary focus or theme of the initiatives was also deliberately selected for diversity - 
initiatives that were chosen for further analysis included those with a focus on carbon 
and/or global climate change-related topics, water, agriculture, food and microfinance. 
The nature of the activities undertaken within these initiatives was also diverse and 
included soil conservation, microfinance, environmental education and attempts at 
voluntary simplicity.  

The 4-step initiative selection process initially involved creating an initial draft list of 
about 200 initiatives which were of interest. These (mainly environmental sustainability-
themed) initiatives were suggested through a process of brainstorming by the research 
team and a review of general sustainability and development literature. In step 2, data was 
collected about a short-listed 51 initiatives that were selected from this larger list 
according to their interest to the researchers regarding Convergence related principles 
and diversity of approaches towards Convergence. Following this (step 3), the 

                                                             
30 A sustainability initiative as understood in the CONVERGE project is defined as being an act and/or action 

intended to solve the problems created by unsustainable anthropogenic action. CONVERGE initiatives are 
also about creating opportunities for putting the principles of (1) living within ecological limits and (2) 
equity into practice. Initiatives may take the form of policies, community initiatives and even 
personal/household level action. 
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dataset/number of initiatives was further reduced in size to 28 through an evaluation 
process with three main criteria: 1. How the initiatives addressed the issue of 
limits/contraction (if and how they recognised resource, ecosystem, or planetary limits in 
their documentation or activities and if they employed limits/contraction targets and 
indicators); 2. If and how they addressed equity/convergence in their documentation or 
activities and if they used any indicators to do this; and, 3. Their scale and potential 
impact. Other factors included whether initiatives represented both industrialized and 
industrializing countries, the grass-roots and community (bottom-up) and the policy level 
(top-down). The final set of initiatives contained examples from Hungary, Iceland, India, 
Sweden, and the UK as well as from India, Bangladesh and the U.S. 

In step 4 of the process, detailed data about these initiatives was collected between 
September 2010 and July 2012 using a semi-structured survey format and a diversity of 
investigative techniques including field work, unstructured and semi-structured 
interviews and document reviews. Data was collected about Convergence elements, 
potential barriers and challenges to the success of the initiatives and their potential for 
replicability and up-scaling and other factors (location of the initiative, beneficiaries and 
participants, organisational structure, presence of limits/contraction and 
equity/convergence related features, indicators, evolution of the initiative, observations 
about hindering and facilitating factors and a preliminary assessment of how the 
ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ #ÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓȟ ÅÔÃȢɊȢ ɉ6ÁÄÏÖÉÃÓ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ 
2012) 

The Convergence Mapping System developed to illustrate the features of these initiatives 
uses an ascending 5 item scale which can be used to quantify activity in the areas of 
ȬÌÉÍÉÔÓȾÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓȾÃÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙȾÃÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅȭȢ 4ÈÅ υ ÉÔÅÍ ÓÃÁÌÅ ÆÏÒ 
ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙȾÃÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅȭ ÂÏÒÒÏ×ÅÄ ÏÎ ×ÏÒË ÂÙ !ÇÙÅÍÁÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ ȬÊÕÓÔ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȭ ɉςππυɊ ÁÓ 
well as work by Roderick and Jones (2008). The limits/contraction scale was created 
ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÅÁÒÌÉÅÒ ×ÏÒË ɉ6ÁÄÏÖÉÃÓ ςππωɊ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ Á ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅ ÒÅÖÉÅ× 
process. Using the scores for the initiatives for both scales, an initiative could be mapped 
on a 2 dimensional space. This process was repeated for all 28 initiatives. Initiative 
appraisals are necessarily somewhat subjective but nonetheless illustrative. The scales 
used in the mapping system are provided in the Appendix along with the Convergence 
Map of the initiatives.  

5. Results and Discussion 

It should be re-emphasised here that the aim of this research was not to assemble and 
analyse a representative database of initiatives, but to illustrate the diversity of existing 
approaches to Convergence. Thus, some of the 28 initiatives examined had as their goal 
reducing the use of resources; others had a focus on promoting equity. Some address both 
issues simultaneously and are therefore good examples of coupling of contraction 
(reduction in resource use and respecting planetary limits) and convergence (promotion 
of equity) processes. (Vadovics et al. 2012) 

Even though the initiatives researched show great diversity, they can be clearly located in 
the top right hand quadrant of Figure 1 by using the 2 scales, and thus help to understand 
the concepts as well as practice of Convergence. Below we introduce four of the initiatives 
studied. More detailed descriptions of each of them can be found in Vadovics et al. 2012, 
freely available online. 
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5.1. Fownhope  Carbon Reduction Action Group (CRAG)31 

Fownhope CRAG is a small, voluntary, grassroots 
carbon rationing action group1 set up in 2007 in 
the village of Fownhope in the West Midlands, UK, 
with the primary goal of reducing the annual 
carbon footprint of its members. At the same time, 
Fownhope CRAG was part of the at-the-time very 
active broader CRAG network (Andrews 2008, 
Fawcett et al. 2007, Howell 2009) and explicitly 
recognises the risks posed by raised levels of 
atmospheric carbon dioxide. Members support the 
goal of reducing their personal carbon footprints to 
a sustainable and equitable level.  Individual 
Fownhope CRAG members measure their progress 
and attempt to reduce their carbon footprints. 
Members of the CRAG decide themselves about all 
issues, including but not limited to the following: 

¶ the methodology for measuring their footprints (based on the general CRAG 
calculator they developed their own calculator); 

¶ setting of reduction targets; 
¶ the nature of community events they participate in and support (e.g. tree-planting 

events). 

During the years, the scope of the CRAG has widened from the original focus on carbon 
reduction and CRAG members have become involved in a number of related projects and 
feasibility studies into sustainability activities such as provision of locally sourced 
alternative energy (biomass, solar, and hydro), decreasing food miles and wider 
sustainability goals. Fownhope CRAG is also involved with the Hereford in Transition 
Alliance, which is a loose association of groups within the county who have similar aims. 

5.1.1. Convergence elements 

The primary aim of the initiative is to contract the carbon footprint of the CRAG members 
in all areas of household consumption, not only those related directly to energy. However, 
members of the C2!' ÁÌÓÏ ȰÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÎ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÆÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔÓȟ ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÓËÉÌÌÓ 
and knowledge in lower carbon living and promoting awareness and practical action in 
ÔÈÅ ×ÉÄÅÒ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȱ32. 

Practical actions they have been involved in include planting 350 trees around the village 
of Fownhope (to correspond to the 350 ppm target) , participation in the now annual local 
h.Energy33 events (a festival to celebrate living more sustainably) and actively promoting 
the use of renewable energy in their locality. 

CRAGs were started because people realized that carbon emissions needed to be 
ÃÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÃÈÅÒ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ȬÃÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÄȭ ɀ made more equitable 
worldwide. CRAG members urge governments to adopt a universal and equitable 
framework to achieve this, while in CRAGs they are implementing this approach at a 
community level. They form local groups to support and encourage one another in 
reducing our carbon footprints towards a sustainable and equitable level as well as 
measure their progress against carbon allowances. 

                                                             
31 Each of the initiatives are introduced in more details in Vadovics et al. (2012) available from 

http://www.convergeproject.org/sites/convergeproject.org/files/CONVERGE_ebook_EquityWithinLimits_in
itiatives_doublepageprint.pdf (last accessed August 2016) 

32 http://www.fownhopecrag.org.uk/  (last accessed Aug 8 2016) 
33 http://www.herefordshirenewleaf.org. uk/page/henergy  (last accessed Aug 8 2016) 

http://www.convergeproject.org/sites/convergeproject.org/files/CONVERGE_ebook_EquityWithinLimits_initiatives_doublepageprint.pdf
http://www.convergeproject.org/sites/convergeproject.org/files/CONVERGE_ebook_EquityWithinLimits_initiatives_doublepageprint.pdf
http://www.fownhopecrag.org.uk/
http://www.herefordshirenewleaf.org.uk/page/henergy
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This belief is evident in the way Fownhope CRAG operates as well as in the actions its 
members implement: 

¶ everything in the CRAG is decided on in a participatory manner; 
¶ the CRAG participates in and initiates local community events and activities to 

share knowledge and information; 
¶ members of the CRAG also voluntarily supported a tree-planting project in the 

Gambia, which concerns planting the Jathropa tree to combat climate change-
induced desertification as well as to produce a renewable form of heating oil. This 
planting project, although it was later reconsidered, illustrates how responsible 
citizens in a rich country can voluntarily support a community in a poorer country 
as well as showing how equity may be promoted through voluntary support for 
environmentally appropriate projects which offer additional socio-economic 
benefits. 

5.2. Covenant of Mayors (CoM), the cities of Genoa and Reykjavík  

In 2008 the EU Climate and Energy Package was accepted and the European Commission 
launched the CoM. The vision of its signatories for 
ςπυπ ÉÓ ȰÁÃÃÅÌÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÃÁÒÂÏÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
territories, strengthening their capacity to adapt to 
unavoidable climate change impact, and allowing 
their citizens to access secure, sustainable and 
ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÅÎÅÒÇÙȢȱ.34 Municipalities must play a key 
role in mitigating carbon emissions - it is estimated 
ÔÈÁÔ ψπϷ ÏÆ %ÕÒÏÐÅȭÓ ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ #/2 
emissions are associated with urban activity35. CoM 
signatories are required to create adequate 
administrative structures for making municipal 
carbon reductions, undertake a Baseline Emission 
Inventory (of energy consumption and CO2 
emissions) and present, implement and monitor 
results of the city SEAP (Sustainable Energy Action 
Plan). Genoa joined the CoM programme in 2009, 
and Reykjavík in 2011, and both have officially 
accepted and published SEAPs. 

5.2.1. Convergence elements 

As signatories to the CoM, the municipalities of Genoa and Reykjavík explicitly recognise 
limits and goals in line with the 2007 unilateral commitmenÔ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ %5 ÔÏ ÃÕÔ %ÕÒÏÐÅȭÓ 
emissions by at least 20% of 1990 levels by 2020 to attempt to limit climate-change 
induced global average temperature rises to max. 2oC.36 They both prepared an inventory 
of current energy use and CO2 emissions and have defined their own programmes, goals, 
indicators and quantitative targets for reducing urban emissions and have pledged to 
report on progress. 

The literature on and programmes of these initiatives do not explicitly refer to equity or 
social justice. However, there is some focus on procedures for increasing stakeholder 
ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 'ÅÎÏÁ #Ï-ȡ ÉÔ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ ȰÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ 
will be achievable only if local stakeholders, citizens and their groupings share 
ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙͼ ÔÈÅÒÅÂÙ ȰÁÌÌÏ×ing citizens to benefit directly from the opportunities and 

                                                             
34 http://www.eumayors.eu/about/covenant -of-mayors_en.html (last accessed August 2016) 
35 http://www.eumayors.eu/index_en.html  (last accessed August 2016) 
36 Please note that these targets were applicable at the time of conducting the research. Since then, they have 

been updated. See more at http://www.eumayors.eu/about/covenant -of-mayors_en.html 

http://www.eumayors.eu/+-European-Commission-+.html
http://www.eumayors.eu/about/covenant-of-mayors_en.html
http://www.eumayors.eu/index_en.html
http://www.eumayors.eu/about/covenant-of-mayors_en.html
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advantages offered by a more intelligent use of energy...".37 One of the 7 primary themes of 
the Reykjavík SEAP is awareness-raising activities; city employees and schoolchildren are 
specified as bÅÉÎÇ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÓÅÎÓÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÏÆ 2ÅÙËÊÁÖþËȭÓ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓ ÁÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
considered procedurally in terms of consultation, transparency and accountability of the 
SEAP implementation process and substantively in terms of the benefits of infrastructural 
and energy-related improvements to the city. Very similar elements are found in the 
Reykjavík CoM. 

5.3. Grameen Bank 

The Bangladeshi-based Grameen Bank is a 
microfinance and community development 
organisation (established as a bank in 1983) set up 
to target the rural poor ɀ it was founded with the 
primary goal of alleviating poverty through 
providing micro loans to individuals excluded from 
using traditional banking services. The initiative was 
originally started by Muhammad Yunus who lent his 
own personal money to poor householders in the 
rural Bangladeshi village of Jobra in 1976. 

Grameen bank provides zero collateral micro-loans 
to the low-income demographic, primarily rural 
Bangladeshis (usually women ɀ who make up 97% of 
the current loan portfolio). Loans are typically in the 
order of 100-1000 Taki (a few dollars to tens of 
dollars) and lenders are supported through peer 
pressure to abide by the principles of solidarity lending and a set of values known as the 
16 Decisions38 (which include prescriptions about environmental protection and 
promoting social justice). 

5.3.1. Convergence elements 

The primary aim of the initiative is socio-economic empowerment. Escaping from poverty 
may mean that the ecological footprints of Grameen borrowers increase rather than 
ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÅȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÏÏÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÐÌÁÎÅÔÁÒÙ ÌÉÍÉÔÓȭ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÓ Á ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
environmental footprints of some citizens but corresponding growth in others. The 
literature of the initiative does not specifically refer to ecosystem limits but the 16 
Decisions which each Grameen borrower pledges to abide by do cover environment-
related issues (such as limiting family size, keeping the environment clean and the use of 
disease-limiting sanitation facilities).  

Although intra and intergenerational equity are not specifically referred to in the initiative 
ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅȟ 'ÒÁÍÅÅÎ ÈÁÓ ÅÑÕÉÔÙȾÃÏÎÖÅÒÇÅÎÃÅ ÁÔ ÉÔÓ ÈÅÁÒÔȟ ÓÅÅÉÎÇ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ȰÁÓ Á ÈÕÍÁÎ ÒÉÇÈÔȱȢ 
The initiative explicitly seeks to empower the low income fraction of the population it 
works with according to the principles and practice of social justice. The principle of social 
justice is also embedded horizontally through the initiative in the 16 Decisions, where 
borrowers pledge to work with each other in a democratic and ethical manner towards 
common goals. 

 

 

                                                             
37 http://www.eumayors.eu/about/signatories_en.html?city_id=1842&seap (last accessed August 2016) 
38http://www.grameen -info.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=22&Itemid=109 (last 

accessed August 2016) 

http://www.eumayors.eu/about/signatories_en.html?city_id=1842&seap
http://www.grameen-info.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=22&Itemid=109
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5.4. Climate -Friendly Wekerle (Transition Wekerle)  

The Climate-Friendly Wekerle initiative is the first 
transition initiative in Hungary 39 and is located in a 
Budapest residential area called the Wekerle estate. As 
the design of the estate was influenced by the British 
garden city movement of the late 19th century, 
Wekerle offers the environment of a small town in the 
metropolis; a friendly, green area that offers a basis for 
thriving community life. The initiative was started by a 
group from the largest local NGO (Wekerle Társaskör 
Egyesület). Their aim is to inspire local residents to 
shift towards a more sustainable way of living and to 
make the local community the foundation of this 
process. They wish to build on local resources, needs 
and ideas while adapting the transition model to their 
ambitions. 

The long-term objective of this initiative is to reduce the food and energy dependency of 
the Wekerle estate by reducing consumption and by setting up infrastructure for 
ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÃÏÍÐÏÓÔÉÎÇȟ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÃ ÂÏØ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȟ ȬÅÄÉÂÌÅ ÇÁÒÄÅÎÓȭ ÁÎÄ Á ÌÏÃÁÌ ÆÏÏÄ ÍÁÒËÅÔȢ 
They also aim to localize services, reduce waste, support direct trade with nearby (within 
50 km radius) producers and to promote cycling and modes of community transport. The 
whole process is designed to be realized with the cooperation of the local community and 
be based on active citizen participation in decision-making. 

The project is intentionally positive, encouraging and solutions-oriented, even though 
members of the initiative are aware of the severity of the challenges they face. At the 
ÍÏÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ɉÉÎ ςπρρȾρςɊ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÃÁÔÃÈÉÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅÓȭ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ 
through communÉÔÙ ÅÖÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ȰÃÌÕÂÓȱ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ 'ÒÅÅÎ 3ÁÔÕÒÄÁÙÓȟ %ÎÅÒÇÙ "ÒÉÇÁÄÅÓȟ 
Gardening and Knitting Circles, and flea markets. 

5.4.1. Convergence elements 

The long-term aim of Climate-Friendly Wekerle is to reduce consumption and 
environmental impact. At the moment, they are mostly engaged in carbon footprint 
reduction initiatives such as their own Energy Brigades programme which assists people 
to insulate their homes, or EnergyNeighbourhoods. Thus, a lot of effort has been made 
towards reduction but concrete reduction targets or carbon quotas have not been 
established. 

The group experiments with the techniques of participatory democracy, operates with a 
low level of hierarchy and all members have an equal say in discussions over strategic 
and/or operational issues. The core group of Climate-Friendly Wekerle has also initiated 
community planning events in the estate to involve local residents in the renewal and 
design of public spaces. 

The overall aim of the initiative is to improve local resilience and self-sufficiency, which 
includes strengthening the connection between producers and consumers. Thus, the 
initiative has an influence at the individual, local and regional level. At the moment, apart 
from the recognition of global challenges (climate change and peak oil), there is no active 
focus on global equity and environmental justice issues. 

                                                             
39 https://transitionnetwork.org/initiatives/talakul -wekerle-transition -wekerle (last accessed August 2016) 

https://transitionnetwork.org/initiatives/talakul-wekerle-transition-wekerle
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6. Conclusions: potential uses of the mapping tool and future 
development 

The initiatives studied in the CONVERGE project form a very diverse group: from an 
incorporated bank in Bangladesh to a transition initiative in Hungary. They include new 
and older NGOs, policy initiatives, social businesses, an international research-based 
initiative and a faith-based network. Still, they all explicitly or implicitly, though to 
different degrees, recognize the need for Convergence to enable humanity to live equitably 
within planetary and resource limits. 

Apart from being used for descriptive purposes, the results of Convergence Mapping can 
also be used to identify and evaluate different developmental paths for initiatives. Indeed, 
the mapping system can be used as a (self-)assessment tool for assisting initiatives as well 
as organizations to see where they stand in relation to addressing the issues of planetary 
and resource limits and equity, and how they could move forward. 

Similarly, Convergence Mapping could be used to identify (e.g. for funding purposes) 
further initiatives and projects that help move towards more equity within limits. It could 
also be used as an awareness-raising and engagement tool to discuss the positioning of 
different Environment and Development initiatives and organisations to help them reflect 
on their own efforts and commitment. 

Although the tool could be used for these purposes in its current form, there are different 
ways in which it could be developed further. One obvious way would be to incorporate 
practice in the analysis process. At the moment, the tool only looks at existing practice that 
is contrary to the stated principles (see the minus score in the scales), but it would be 
important to evaluate practice further. This leads to another way of development which 
would entail defining universally applicable indicators to help the analysis process, 
especially from the point of view of practice. It would be important to develop a relatively 
easy-to-use and not overly complicated system of indicators that allows for an easy 
comparison across different types and sizes of initiatives. There is literature available that 
could be built on in this regard (e.g. Holden et al. 2014, Leppänen et al. 2012, Raworth 
2012, Steffen et al. 2015). The third way for improving the tool would be the addition of a 
third dimension to the system: well-being or prosperity. Again, there is work available to 
build on (e.g. Holden et al. 2014, Fritz and Koch 2014). 

Finally, it is important to recognize that, supported by recent literature (e.g. Fritz and Koch 
2014, Hopwood et al. 2005, Keijzers 2002, Melamed et al. 2012, Raworth 2012), a more 
holistic approach towards sustainability is needed, one that calls for more integration and 
cross-fertilization between the social and environmental aspects of sustainability. Further 
research would be needed with a specific focus on cross-fertilization between limits and 
equity to investigate the different ways it occurs as well as how it could be facilitated.  
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Appendix 

Scales Used in the Convergence Mapping System 

Limits/Contraction  

-1 Mention of  resource, ecosystem or planetary limits or boundaries in core mission 
statement or in prominent, contemporary textual, or programmatic material BUT 
no obvious mechanism  for, or attempts to , reduce consumption of resources or 
reduce pollution. Initiative activities may even contribute to increases in 
resource consumption/pollution.  

0 No mention  of resource, ecosystem or planetary limits or boundaries in core 
mission statement or in prominent, contemporary textual or programmatic material. 
4ÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÍÁÉÎ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÏÒ 
of reducing pollution in any obvious way. 

1 Implicit.  No explicit mention of resource, ecosystem or planetary limits or 
boundaries in mission statement. May have limited mentions of limits and resource 
issues in associated prominent, contemporary textual, policy or programmatic 
material. However, despite the lack of formal references to limits, the initiative is 
involved in activities to reduce resource consumption and/or decrease pollution. 
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2 Explicit.  Resource, ecosystem or planetary limits or boundaries are mentioned in 
core mission statement or/and in prominent, contemporary textual or 
programmatic material and the initiative is clearly engaged in attempts to reduce 
consumption and/or reduce pollution. Specific quantitative reduction targets or 
goals may or may not be defined. 

3 Explicit + Targets/Indicators.  Core mission statement/prominent, contemporary 
textual or programmatic material relates to resource, ecosystem or planetary limits 
or boundaries and reducing consumption. Specific limits are identified and/or 
specific contraction targets are detailed. There are transparent and accountable 
methods for contracting resource use and tracking results (e.g. use of indicators). 

4 Explicit + Targets that are defined based on available (scientific) information  
about resource, ecosystem or planetary limits or boundaries. Clear efforts are being 
made to connect limits-related science with practice. Transparent and accountable 
methods for contracting resource use and tracking the results (e.g. use of indicators) 
are in place. 

 

Equity/Convergence  

-1 Mention of  ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÏÒ ȬÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ÉÎ ÃÏÒÅ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÒ ÉÎ ÐÒominent, 
contemporary textual, or programmatic material BUT no indication of activities  
relating to promoting equity or justice. Initiative activities may even contribute 
to increasing inequality/hindering justice.  

0 No mention of  ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÏÒ ȬÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ÉÎ core mission statement or in prominent, 
contemporary textual, or programmatic material. No evidence of an 
equity/justice/re -ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȢ 

1 Implicit or Limited mention.  .Ï ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔ ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÏÒ ȬÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ÉÎ core 
mission statement. Limited mention (once or twice) in prominent, contemporary 
ÔÅØÔÕÁÌȟ ÏÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÁÔÉÃ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌȢ 4ÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÓ ÔÏ 
address the issue of justice/equity. 

2 Explicit mention.  %ÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÏÒ ȬÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ mentioned and reference given to either intra- 
or intergenerational equity in core mission statement. Limited mention (once or 
twice) in prominent, contemporary textual, or programmatic material. The 
ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÓ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÏÆ Êustice/equity. 

3 Explicit mention of  and reference to both  intra - and intergenerational equity  
ÏÒ ȬÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ÉÎ ÃÏÒÅ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȢ ,ÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎ ɉÏÎÃÅ ÏÒ Ô×ÉÃÅɊ ÉÎ ÐÒÏÍÉÎÅÎÔȟ 
ÃÏÎÔÅÍÐÏÒÁÒÙ ÔÅØÔÕÁÌȟ ÏÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÁÔÉÃ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌȢ 4ÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ have a 
focus on addressing the issue of justice/equity. Specific quantitative targets or goals 
relating to Equity may or may not be defined. 

4 Explicit mention + Targets/indicators.  Core mission statement relates to both 
intra - and intergenerational equity and justice ÁÎÄȾÏÒ ȬÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÅÑÕÉÔÙȭ ÏÃÃÕÒ ÉÎ 
same sentence in prominent, contemporary textual, or programmatic material. The 
ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÏÆ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȾÅÑÕÉÔÙȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ 
transparent and accountable methods for fostering equity and tracking the results 
(e.g. use of indicators) are in place. 
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