
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Journal of the Asia-Pacific Centre for  

Environmental Accountability 
  

 
Volume 17, Number 2, June 2011 

 

EDITORIAL 47 

FEATURE ARTICLES 

 
Attitudes towards environmental accountability in an 
emerging economy setting - evidence from India 
Asit Bhattacharyya 

 
51 

International declarations on sustainable development: 
implications for community and accountability 

Murugesh Arunachalam 
 

 

75 

ENVIRONMENT EXTRA! 108 

CALL FOR PAPERS 121 

  
 

Published by the Centre for Accounting, Governance and Sustainability, 
School of Commerce, Division of Business, University of South Australia, 
Australia 

Supported by CPA Australia (SA Division), Level 10, 420 King William 
Street, Adelaide, SA 5000, Australia 

© University of South Australia 2011  

ISSN 1448-6679 



 

       

 



Vol. 17, No. 2, June 2011      

 

47 

 

 
Editorial 

In this second edition of the Journal of the Asia-Pacific Centre for 

Environmental Accountability two feature articles are published, reviewed 

as usual independently of the editors.  

 

The first feature article by Asit Bhattacharyya is entitled “Attitudes 

towards environmental accountability in an emerging economy setting - 

evidence from India.” It focuses on an emerging nation, India, a country 

that is becoming increasingly important and faces global pressures for 

sustainable business development. The author explores corporate 

managers‟ attitudes towards environmental management and finds that 

overall; there is a positive attitude towards environmental issues. This 

paper calls for a need for government regulation to facilitate environmental 

responsibility and accountability by Indian corporate managers.  

In the second feature article, Murugesh Arunachalam examines 

“International declarations on sustainable development: implications for 

community and accountability”. The paper takes a global focus and 

examines international declarations on sustainable development. The 

intention is to link these developments to communitarian and 

accountability ideologies. Put simply, the paper attempts to formalise the 

“Think Global, Act Local” theme. 

 

The edition is completed with a Call for Papers and Environment Extra! 
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Notes for contributors 

Manuscript requirements 

Articles should be submitted in a word document, Times New Roman, 12 

point, single spaced, single column, and attached to an email. References 

should be in the UniSA Harvard referencing style, available from the 

following link: 

http://www.unisa.edu.au/ltu/students/study/referencing/harvard.pdf  

As a guide to authors, articles should be no more than 6,000 words unless 

negotiated with the editors. The submission of shorter articles is 

particularly welcome. Each article should be preceded by an abstract of no 

more than 100 words. 

To ensure anonymous review, authors should not identify themselves 

directly or indirectly in their manuscript. A separate cover page should 

show the title of the manuscript; the author(s)‟s name(s); position(s); 

affiliation(s); and contact details. 

 

The reviewing process 

Feature articles are independently reviewed by members of the Editorial 

Board in accordance with the requirements for classification as a C1 

journal article in Australia: „For the purposes of the HERDC, an 

acceptable peer review process is one that involves an assessment or 

review of the research publication in its entirety before publication by 

independent, qualified experts. Independent in this context means 

independent of the author‟.  

Each article published in the Journal of the Asia Pacific Centre for 

Environmental Accountability is blind reviewed by at least two members 

of the Editorial Board. The journal is listed on the ARC's ERA 2010 

journal list which is considered acceptable as evidence of peer review for 

HERDC purposes. 

Copyright 

This work is copyright. Apart from any use as permitted under the 

Copyright Act 1968, no part may be reproduced by any process without 

prior written permission from Editor, Journal of the Asia Pacific Centre 

for Environmental Accountability. Requests and enquiries concerning 
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reproduction and rights should be addressed to Professor Roger L. Burritt, 

co-editor, Journal of the Asia Pacific Centre for Environmental 

Accountability, Centre for Accounting, Governance and Sustainability, 

School of Commerce, University of South Australia, GPO Box 2471, 

Adelaide, South Australia, 5001 or emailed to roger.burritt@unisa.edu.au.  

The intellectual property of each paper remains vested in the authors as 

listed on the paper and the journal recognises the authors‟ moral rights.  

 
Disclaimer 

This journal presents the opinions and comments of the author(s) and not 

necessarily those of the publisher. The University of South Australia, 

Centre for Accounting, Governance and Sustainability and the Asia Pacific 

Centre for Environmental Accountability expressly disclaim all liability 

for any loss or damage arising from reliance upon any information 

contained in this journal.  

Editorial objectives 

The objectives of the journal are, first, to encourage investigation of 

environmental and social accounting, reporting, accountability and 

assurance. The second objective is to promote environmental, social and 

sustainability accounting, accountability, reporting assurance, and related 

taxation research to professional and academic accountancy and finance 

academics, professional bodies and governments. The editors are amenable 

to quality research in any paradigm including, for example, field or 

experimental investigations, archival or survey research, interpretive or 

critical studies and case study research.   

 

Editorial criteria 

Major criteria used to evaluate papers are: 

 subject matter must be of importance to the accounting discipline; 

 research questions must fall within the journal's objectives; 

 research must be well designed and executed; and 

 presentation is well written and in conformance with the journal's 

style. 

 

Potential contributors should contact the co-editor: Dr. Sumit Lodhia 

Email: apcea@unisa.edu.au, Ph: +61 8 8302 7379, Fax: +61 8 8302 0992  
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Attitudes towards environmental accountability in 
an emerging economy setting - evidence from India 

 
Asit Bhattacharyya 
Newcastle Business School 

Newcastle University 

University Drive 

Callaghan NSW 2308, Australia  

Phone:  +61 2 4921 6890 
Fax:  +61 2 4921 6911 

E-mail: asit.bhatta@newcastle.edu.au  

 

Abstract: 

Promoters of corporate Social and Environmental Accountability (SEA) should be 

conversant with stakeholders’ attitudes toward enhanced accountability. However, 

little is known about current attitudes, or their determinants. This study presents a 

survey of the attitudes of corporate managers across India towards 16 key 

contemporary environmental management issues. It sought to explore whether 

respondents from India, characterised by their level of development, differ in their 

attitudes, towards environmental management. Exploratory factor analysis of the 

items revealed four distinct environmental factors for Indian respondents. Results 

indicated that significant differences did exist among the respondents on 7 of the 

16 questions raised. The findings indicate that Indian respondents were stronger in 

their support, and categorised several issues to be more important than other 

environmental factors.  

 

Key words:  

Managerial attitudes, social and environmental accountability, India 

 

1. Introduction 

Scant social and environmental accountability (SEA) research focuses on 

a non-western and especially Asian emerging economies context 

(Kuasirikun and Sherer, 2004; Kuasirikun, 2005). SEA research was 

widely promoted in the 1970s, lost it prominence in the 1980s, re-

emerging from mid-to late 1990s (Deegan, 2007) gaining attention 

particularly among academic accountants in Western countries (Gray, 

Kouhy, and Lavers 1995a, 1995b; Gray, Owen and Adams 1996; Guthrie 

and Parker, 1990, Adams and Kuasirikun, 2000). Although research in the 

area of social and environment accounting may be increasing, most 

studies focus on Western countries (Adams and Kuasirikun, 2000; 

Adams, Hill and Roberts 1998; Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Gray et al, 

mailto:asit.bhatta@newcastle.edu.au
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1995b, 1996; Guthrie and Parker, 1990). Most SEA studies (Adams and 

Zutshi, 2004; Deegan, 2002; Gray, 2006; Ho and Taylor, 2007; Holland 

and Foo, 2003; and Parker, 2005) examine the extent of social and 

environmental disclosures and their determinants, including those 

examining the Indian situation (Aurora and Puranik, 2004; 

Balasubramanian, Kimber and Siemensma 2005; Priyadarshini and Gupta, 

2003; Raman, 2006; and Sahay, 2004). Cummings (2006) suggests that 

future research should focus on broader geographical locations and 

explore the underlying determinants that shape environmental beliefs and 

attitudes. Fukukawa, Shafer and Lee (2007) also suggest that future 

studies should assess support for social and environmental accountability 

and its determinants among stakeholders from a diverse group of nations. 

This study contributes on the little researched area of managerial attitudes 

towards SEA in an Indian context.
  

Only two studies (Belal and Owen, 

2007; Kuasirikun, 2005) appear to examine managerial attitudes from an 

Asian emerging economy perspective. There is no published work 

examining managerial attitudes towards SEA in an Indian context. This 

study is motivated by the above challenge to obtain a better understanding 

of managerial attitudes toward SEA within Asia, but particularly Indian 

managerial attitudes 

2. Background of the study 

According to Kisenyi and Gray (1998), there is a lack of understanding of 

SEA within emerging economies. This study is motivated by the perceived 

need to obtain a better understanding of managerial attitudes toward SEA 

within Asian emerging economies in general and particularly on Indian 

managerial attitudes toward SEA. Pachauri (2006) argues that 

organisations operating in emerging economies have a responsibility to 

address some of the problems of poverty, human rights violations, 

corruption, inequalities and social exploitation that confront many 

emerging economies. By holding business organisations to account, Belal 

and Momin (2009) suggest that SEA has the potential to promote equality, 

social justice, transparency and accountability. Studying attitudes will 

enable a better understanding of the relationship (if any) among social and 

environmental factors, such as culture, ethics, education, law and law 

enforcement, and attitudes towards environmental management and 

whether those attitudes vary across industries (Thorne and Saunders, 

2002). Most studies focus on environmental issues while social issues are 

not given much importance (Parker, 2005). To this end, this study includes 

both social issues and environmental issues. 

The focus is on India. The reason is that India, after China, is one of the 

most important emerging economies in Asia in terms of economic growth. 

According to the annual report of the ministry of finance (Government of 
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India) Indian economy has grown (annual growth in GDP) by 9.0 percent 

in 2007-08, 6.7 per cent in 2008-09 and 7.2 percent in 2009-2010 

(www.finmin.nic.in). India is an investment destination for many 

developed countries and is rated as the best destination for outsourcing 

(www.ibef.org).  

Despite these figures, Indian environmental practices are far behind those 

of developed economies (Aurora and Puranik, 2004; Balasubramanian et 

al, 2005; Priyadarshini and Gupta, 2003; Raman, 2006; and Sahay, 2004). 

Due to „improved literacy‟, ‟enlightened professionalism,‟ social 

awakening and government legislations and regulations, social 

responsiveness in India has increased in the last five years 

(Balasubramanian et al, 2005).  In turn, these developments have resulted 

in increasing numbers of educated consumers, social awakening, various 

green and social non government organisations (NGOs) and a growing 

middle class with disposable income. The result is that Indian companies 

are changing their attitude towards SEA practices (Sahay, 2004), although 

environmental reporting by Indian companies still lags that found in 

western developed economies. What is reported is generally unsystematic, 

piecemeal and inadequate (Sahay, 2004). 

The Bhopal disaster (December 1984) exposed the environmental fragility 

of companies as well as indifferent environmental behaviour of 

multinationals in India (Sahay, 2004). Though environmental laws existed 

prior to this disaster, the Indian Parliament enacted the comprehensive 

Environment (Protection) Act (1986) to meet the challenges of 

environmental governance, generating new rules and regulations which 

businesses are obliged to meet. In view of emerging legislation, rules and 

regulations, companies found it advantageous to obtain ISO 14001 

certification, which obliges them to at least meet all legislative 

requirements and install an environmental management system (Sahay, 

2004). However, pollution is increasing with economic growth, reaching 

what Sahay (2004) describes as “unbearable proportions”.  

As emphasised earlier, environmental reporting by Indian companies still 

lags that found in western developed economies. Lack of public pressure, 

low levels of public accountability relative to that in the UK, USA, and 

Australia, and a lack of pressure from other stakeholders to engage in 

social and environmental activities, may be reasons why most 

organisations are not taking SEA seriously. Using a sample of 58 (out of 

Sixty five questionnaires distributed to top and middle level managers of 

the randomly selected organisations through friends and relatives), 

randomly chosen, publicly listed, environmentally sensitive Indian 

Pharmaceutical and Biotech companies, this study will investigate 

managerial attitudes towards SEA with the purpose of better 

understanding of  Indian managerial attitudes toward SEA.  

http://www.ibef.org/
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3. Relevant prior SEA literature 

Historically, most of the social and environmental reporting (SER) studies 

use the content analysis method to examine motivations and determinants 

of SER. While this trend still continues, recently CSR researchers have 

moved on to examine managerial and other stakeholders‟ perceptions of 

SER  directly by using methods such as questionnaires or in depth 

interviews (Belal and Owen, 2007; Islam and Deegan, 2008). Existing 

SEA studies are reviewed under two categories (i) those based in Western 

developed economies and (ii) SEA Studies in emerging economies. This 

categorisation is in response to the differences in the level of socio-

economic (Xiao, Gao, Heravi and Cheung, 2005) and technological 

development (Williams and Pei, 1999) between these two groups of 

economies. Because of these differences the driver behind corporate 

attitudes or perceptions in emerging economies could be somewhat 

different from that in the developed economies.  Also, Western developed 

economies have a culture distinct from that of Asian emerging economies 

(Cohen, Pant and Sharp, 1993) and that difference has consequences for 

ethical behaviour which in turn, influences attitudes towards SEA. 

3.1 Attitudes and perceptions in western developed 
economies  

Attitudes toward social and environmental issues have been solicited 

mainly in western developed countries such as Spain (Corraliza and 

Berenguer, 2000); Australia (Cummings, 2006); USA (Fukukawa, et al, 

2007; Shafer, 2006); Ireland (O‟Dwyer, 2002) and the UK (Petts, Herd 

and O‟Heocha, 1998). A summary of previous studies on managerial 

perceptions and/or attitudes found in Western developed economies is 

presented in Table I.  

Table 1: Research on SEA Attitudes of Managers in Developed 
Economies  

Theme Brief Description SEA studies 

Perceptions/attitudes 

towards SEA studies.  

Predominantly quantitative studies 

which directly explore attitudes and 

determinants behind CSR mainly 
via questionnaire survey with MBA 

students and using regression 

analysis. 

Petts et al 1998; Corraliza 

and Berenguer, 2000; 

O‟Dwyer, 2002; 
Cummings, 2006; Shafer, 

2006, Fukukawa et. al., 

2007.   

 
Scant research has been undertaken with respect to managerial attitudes 

toward social and environmental issues. Most studies (Cummings, 2006; 

Petts et al 1998; Shafer, 2006) examine attitudes towards environmental 

issues, with the exception of Fukukawa et al, (2007) who examine 

attitudes towards environmental as well as social issues. In doing so, they 
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consider the relationship between personal values and support for social 

and environmental accountability. Two distinct factors are revealed: 

endorsement of the general proposition that organisations and executives 

should be held accountable for the social and environmental impacts of 

their actions; and agreement that government should adopt and enforce 

formal SEA standards. Findings indicate that the cultural value of 

universalism is positively associated with general support for SEA, but 

not with support for government enforcement of accountability standards. 

Fukukawa, et al, (2007) also find that gender has a significant impact on 

support for government enforcement of SEA standards.  

Cummings (2006) and Shafer (2006) find that the New Ecological 

Paradigm (NEP) plays a significant role in the formation of attitudes 

toward environmental accountability. Cummings (2006) indicated 

significant differences towards environmental attitudes among Australian, 

Chinese and Indonesian respondents. Australian respondents were more 

cautious of supporting a candid view on environmental issues but Chinese 

respondents favoured a more centralised approach to decision making 

regarding the environment. It was also found that age factor was a 

possible influence on respondent beliefs. Shafer (2006) argued that 

commitment to the Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP) in Western societies 

posed a threat in imposing greater standards of corporate environmental 

accountability. The study suggested that attitudes toward the DSP and 

New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) play a significant role in the formation 

of attitudes toward environmental accountability. 

With an objective of better understanding of employee attitudes to the 

environmental compliance and influence on business responsiveness, 

Petts and O‟Heocha (1998) explore the links between management and 

non-management attitudes to the environment and organizational 

responses within small and medium enterprises (SMEs). The study finds 

that personal attitudes might motivate, activate and help operationalise 

business responses.  

3.2 Attitudes and perceptions in emerging economies 

Attitudes have been solicited in Bangladesh (Belal and Owen, 2007), 

Thailand (Kuasirikun, 2005), China (Liangrong and Song, 2008), Hong 

Kong (Jaggi and Zhao, 1996) and Ghana (Rahaman, 2000; Rahaman, 

Lawrence and Roper, 2004). A summary of previous studies on 

managerial perceptions/attitudes of emerging economies is presented in 

Table 2. 
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Table 2: Research on SEA Attitudes of Managers in Emerging 
Economies  

 

Management perceptions and interpretations of SEA are explored by 

Rahman et al (2004); Kuasirikun (2005); and Liangrong and Song (2008); 

in studies based in emerging economies. Kuasirikun (2005) evaluate 

perceptions of current accounting as well as attitudes to social and 

environmental accounting among Thai accounting professionals and find 

that although managers are concerned about the protection of 

environment, that concern is not reflected in voluntary environmental 

disclosures (pp. 1045-1046). Kuasirikun (2005) argued that changing 

perceptions will have to involve a change in the nature of the Thai 

accounting profession and suggests ways in which the future development 

of SEA practice might be given further momentum in the Thai context. 

Liangrong and Song (2008) investigate how Chinese executives and 

managers perceive and interpret SEA, the extent to which firms‟ 

characteristics influence managers‟ attitudes towards their SEA rating, 

and whether their values in favour of SEA are positively correlated to 

firms‟ economic performance. Liangrong and Song (2008) found that 

managers‟ personal sorts were not significant but managers‟ corporate 

social responsibility orientation was positively correlated with their firms‟ 

performance in determining their SEA choice.  In a Ghanaian setting, 

Rahaman (2000) explores senior management perceptions of SEA finding 

that most Ghanaian organisations make very little or no disclosures about 

environmental issues. The lack of disclosure is found to be the result of 

pressure from international lending agencies (such as the World Bank and 

the IMF), management philosophy, government regulation and the desire 

to achieve listing on international stock markets. In a later study, Rahman 

et al (2004) find that the main driver behind SER practices in the Volta 

River Authority is external pressure from international lending institutions 

such as the World Bank. 

Belal and Owen (2007) and Islam and Deegan (2008) explore perceptions 

of managers of Bangladeshi companies.  Using 23 semi-structured 

interviews, Belal and Owen (2007) suggest that the main determinants 

behind Bangladeshi SEA come from a desire to manage powerful 

stakeholder groups but the ultimate driving force behind the emerging 

Theme Brief Description SEA studies 

Perceptions/attitudes 

towards SEA studies. 

Predominantly qualitative 

studies which directly explore 

corporate attitudes and 

determinants behind CSR 

mainly via in-depth interviews 

with relevant corporate 

managers. 

Rahaman, Lawrence 

and Roper, 2004; 

Kuasirikun, 2005; Belal 

and Owen, 2007; Islam 

and Deegan, 2008; 

Liangrong and Song, 

2008.   
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SEA agenda in Bangladesh is „outside forces‟ via parent company 

instructions and pressure from international buyers. Islam and Deegan 

(2008) re-examine determinants behind SEA in Bangladesh. They 

conclude that the Bangladesh Garments Manufacturer and Exports 

Association (BGMEA) faced pressure from particular stakeholders (such 

as international buyers) since the early 1990s in terms of their social 

performance which shaped their social policy and disclosure, thus echoing 

the findings of Belal and Owen (2007).  

With respect to emerging economy SEA, Kuasirikun (2005) and 

Liangrong and Song (2008)  find that although managers are concerned 

about protection of  the environment, that concern is not reflected in 

voluntary environmental disclosures. Managers do not show much 

enthusiasm to convert their attitude to action. Rahaman (2000) also 

reports very little or no disclosure on environmental issues by the 

Ghanaian managers. He comments that this is due to management 

philosophy and lack of government regulation. The ultimate driving force 

behind emerging countries‟ SEA is coming from „outside forces‟ via 

parent company instructions and pressure from international buyers (Belal 

and Owen, 2007; Islam and Deegan, 2008) and external pressure from 

international lending institutions (Rahman et al, 2004). The relevant 

literature review identifies that the corporate attitudes in emerging 

economies could be somewhat different from corporate motivations in the 

developed economies because of the differences in the level of socio-

economic (Xiao et al, 2005) and technological development (Williams 

and Pei, 1999) between these two groups of countries. 

In summary, few studies have investigated managerial 

perceptions/attitudes towards SEA. From perspective of developed 

economies, most literature focuses on the USA, Europe and Australia. 

Although previous studies examine social and environmental disclosures 

to understand social and environmental reporting (SER) practices in 

emerging economies, a limited number of studies examine the managerial 

perceptions/attitudes towards SEA directly via questionnaires and 

interviews. Most of the studies are descriptive and measure the extent and 

volume of disclosures contained within annual reports. However, concern 

has been raised in the CSR literature that exclusive focus on annual 

reports might not capture all social and environmental issues (Bebbington 

& Unerman, 2008; Guthrie et al, 2008). Belal and Momin (2009) argue 

that while this observation might be valid from the context of Western 

developed economies it might not hold in the context of emerging 

economies because of differences in the level of socio-economic (Xiao et 

al, 2005) and technological development (Williams and Pei, 1999) 

between these two groups of countries. Various authors (Belal and Owen, 

2007; Islam and Deegan, 2008; Rahman et al 2004) argue that, consumer 

pressure, or pressure from NGOs or civil society groups, are the driving 
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force of SER in organisations in developed economies whereas the 

driving force of SER in organisations in emerging economies which 

depend on foreign loans and aid, is the external pressure from “powerful” 

international lending institutions (Rahman et al 2004), pressure from 

particular stakeholders (such as international buyers) to upgrade their 

social performance, which shaped their social policy (Belal and Owen, 

2007) and pressure from „outside forces‟ via parent company‟s 

instructions and pressure from international buyers (Islam and Deegan, 

2008). Sandhu, Ozanne, Smallman and Cullen (2010) also report that 

managers in their study attribute environmental responsiveness to a 

variety of external pressures. The majority of Indian (emerging economy) 

managers report that environmental responsiveness is becoming a 

necessary precondition for internationalization and also meeting supply 

chain criteria, especially when exporting to developed countries. But New 

Zealand (developed economy) managers mainly report compliance with 

environmental regulations and pressures from protest groups such as 

environmental NGOs. 

Although some research into managerial attitudes towards environmental 

accountability has been undertaken in emerging Asian economies such as 

Bangladesh, China and Thailand no such work has been undertaken in 

India. Therefore, using data from Indian Pharmaceutical and Biotech 

companies this study aims to examine the managerial attitudes towards 

environment accountability from the Indian perspective.  

4. Research method to assess managerial attitudes 

Similar to Bebbington, Gray, Thomas and Walter (1994), Deegan and 

Gordon (1996), Kuasirikun (2005) and Fukukawa et al (2007) the 

research method used in this study is a questionnaire. Questionnaires are 

useful as they can stimulate interesting insights into respondent‟s attitude 

towards SEA (Kuasirikun, 2005). As individuals tend to respond to the 

questions asked in ways that they feel to be socially desirable, it has been 

argued by Arnold, Feldman and Purbhoo (1985) that responses from 

respondents to questionnaires may be viewed as contaminated („socially 

desirable responding‟ Arnold and Feldman, 1981; Arnold et al, 1985). 

However, questionnaire results are considered useful here as the 

obligations on the respondents to respond to the questionnaire in a 

„socially desirable‟ or conditioned manner were minimised by conducting 

the survey with the respondents through a researcher external to their 

organisations as did Kuasirikun (2005). Different techniques available to 

prevent social desirability response bias in the survey questionnaire were 

considered during the survey development process. The questionnaires 

were circulated to selected members of academic staff at Macquarie and 
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Newcastle Universities for comments which were incorporated in the final 

version of survey instrument.  

The questionnaire draws on different issues arising from environmental 

accountability literature to ascertain managerial attitudes towards these 

issues and how these issues influence attitudes towards the environmental 

accountability of Indian managers. Accordingly, the questionnaire was 

structured and divided into two sections, managerial attitudes toward 

environmental accountability; and demographic questions. Interval 

response scales were used. Quantitative results were obtained using factor 

analysis with principal component extraction and Cronbach‟s Alfa test. 

The environmental accountability questionnaire consisted of 18 questions 

(see appendix A). Where six items (items B9, B10, B11, B12, B13 and 

B17) measured respondent‟s attitude towards different aspects of 

environmental reporting and disclosure, items B3 and B16 measured 

respondent‟s attitude towards trade sanctions and environmental taxes. 

Respondent‟s attitude towards increased government regulations, 

independent verification, compliances and enforcement of environmental 

regulations are measured by items B18, C8, B14, B4, B8 and B15. Item 

B2 and B1 measured respondent‟s attitude towards local culture and 

values. The remainder of the items measured respondent‟s attitude 

towards environmental management systems, recording of greenhouse gas 

emissions and policy decisions.  

The limitations of such a questionnaire and such a quantitative analysis 

are well-appreciated in the research literature (Bebbington et al, 1994). 

However, the aim was to gain initial insights into current Indian 

managerial attitudes towards SEA, which could be built upon through in-

depth interviews. A questionnaire is used in the study because it can 

stimulate interesting insights into current Indian managerial attitudes 

towards SEA. Copies of the survey were handed to middle/top level 

corporate/branch managers of Indian organisations drawn from the 

pharmaceutical and biotech industry in the cities of Calcutta and Delhi.  

This industry was selected on the basis of evidence that social perceptions 

suggested that organisations operating in this industry are more likely to 

be considered socially and environmentally sensitive (Elkington, 1994). 

For the study, a sample of 65 organisations drawn from the 

pharmaceutical and biotech industry was randomly selected from a list 

provided by “Data Stream Advance 4”.  

Given the operational environment in India it was prudent to have a 

personal approach to deliver and collect questionnaires as mailed 

questionnaires will most likely remain unanswered without a personal 

approach in India. Sixty five questionnaires were distributed to top and 

middle level managers of the selected organisations through friends and 

relatives. Fifty-eight questionnaires were subsequently returned with 
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responses (a response rate of 89 percent).  At the time of delivery, 

respondents were informed that completion of the questionnaire was 

voluntary.  

The questionnaire was conducted with anonymity for the respondents by a 

researcher external to their organization to minimise the obligations on the 

respondents to respond to the questionnaire in a „socially desirable‟ or 

conditioned manner (Kuasirikun, 2005). As the questionnaire was 

delivered to the respondents by a third person external to their 

organisations, the results of the questionnaire are considered useful here 

in that the obligations on the respondents to respond to the questionnaire 

in a „socially desirable‟ or conditioned manner were minimised as 

suggested and commented by Kuasirikun (2005). 

5. Findings 

5.1 Analysis of scale items 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of the participants. Respondents‟ 

positions ranged from vice president to assistant manager, with 12% 

holding a director‟s position and 55% being managers. The majority of 

respondents (39 out of 58) were aged between 25 and 44 years and 49 out 

of 58 (84.5 %) were male. All respondents identified themselves as 

Indians with an Indian cultural background, many respondents having a 

Master‟s degree (43%). Of the employing companies, 58% were part of a 

consolidated group. The preliminary analysis indicated that overall the 

data had moderate levels of skewness (between -1.395 and -0.254) and 

Kurtosis (between 3.37 and 0.035) indicating normal distribution. The 

findings enabled the researcher to explore the responses to each question 

in the survey and understand the symmetry of the data. 

 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of the Participants 

Characteristic Attribute Frequency 

N=48 

Percent 

Gender Male 49 84.5 

 Female  9 15.5 

Age Under 25 2 3.4 

 25-34 years 17 29.3 

 35-44 years 22 37.9 

 45-54 years 13 22.4 

 55+ years 4 6.9 

Place of Birth India 58 100 

 Other countries   0 0 

Education Obtained Non-university post-secondary 1 1.7 

 Bachelor‟s degree 25 43.1 
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Characteristic Attribute Frequency 

N=48 

Percent 

 Master‟s degree 25 43.1 

 Other  7 12.1 

Occupation  Director 7 12.1 

 Manager 32 55.2 

 Chief Executive Officer 1 1.7 

 Other   18 31.0 

 

The mean response (3.59 to 4.20) to environmental accountability items 

(presented in Table 4) suggests that respondents were supportive of 

environmental accountability. Responses mostly favoured specific issues 

such as environmental behaviour (B2), trade sanctions being imposed on 

countries not complying with international environmental agreements( 

B3), corporations acquiring ISO14001 accreditation(B5), keeping records 

of greenhouse gas emissions (B6), consulting various stakeholder groups 

when making environmental policy decisions (B7), local companies being 

exposed to the same degree of environmental compliance requirements as 

foreign companies operating in India (B8), stand-alone environmental 

reporting and the opinion that weak enforcement by authorities causes 

poor organizational compliance with environmental regulations (4.19). 

Although there was strong support for trade sanctions on countries not 

complying with international environmental agreements, environmental 

taxes as a way of achieving reductions in greenhouse gases was not 

strongly supported. In summary, respondents are concerned about 

environmental accountability however they categories some issues to be 

more important than others. 

 

Table 4: Mean Environmental Score Responses 

Scale item description Mean Std. Dev. 

B1 My environmental behaviour depends on my values. 3.33 .735 

B2 My environmental behaviour is influenced by local 

culture.  

4.21 .642 

B3 Trade sanctions should be imposed on countries not 

complying with international environmental 

agreements. 

4.12 .703 

B4 The degree of pressure from our stakeholders 

determines the level of environmental compliance by 

our corporation. 

3.76 .844 

B5 Corporations in our industry should acquire 

ISO14001 - the international standard for 

environmental management systems.  

4.14 .868 

B6 A register to record the amount of greenhouse gas 

emissions should be maintained by our corporation. 

4.34 .579 
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Scale item description Mean Std. Dev. 

B7 I should consult with stakeholder groups on 

environmental policy decisions.     

4.16 .790 

B8 Local companies should be exposed to the same 

degree of environmental compliance requirements as 

foreign companies operating in India. 

4.09 .823 

B9 Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because we believe our operations do not 

have significant environmental impact. 

3.93 .769 

B10 Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because it does not have resources to do 

so. 

3.69 .959 

B11 Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain a competitive edge.        

3.69 .598 

B12 Improved environmental disclosures can help my 

corporation save costs.  

3.81 .805 

B13 A stand-alone environmental report (separate from the 

annual report) should be published by the 

corporations operating in our industry. 

4.09 .844 

B14 Corporation‟s environmental performance should be 

subject to independent verification by a government 

authority. 

3.98 1.000 

B15 Weak enforcement by authorities causes poor 

organizational compliance with environmental 

regulations. 

4.19 .687 

B16 Environmental taxes could be an important way of 

achieving reductions in greenhouse gases.      

3.91 .884 

B17 Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain support of shareholders. 

3.76 .709 

B18 Government regulations will encourage more negative 

environmental disclosure. 

2.36 .485 

 

5.2 Factor analysis 

To identify the factors behind their perceptions, factor analysis with 

principal component extraction was employed. Principal component with 

varimax rotation was used to identify the underlying dimensions for the 

variables of environmental accountability (Gnanadesikan, 1997). To 

assess the uni-dimensionality of the measures Cronbach‟s Alfa test was 

undertaken to test the internal consistency or reliability of the items, in 

order to achieve an adequate measure of each variable (Nunnally and 

Bernstein, 1994).  

The environmental accountability factor analysis resulted in four factors 

that collectively explained 65.71% of the total variance (see Table 5 for 

results). Within this construct Factor 1 consists of three items that load in 

the range of 0.89 to 0.93. All the three items in this factor represent the 
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benefits of improved environmental disclosure and hence this factor is 

labeled as “Improved environmental disclosure”. Factor 2 consists of five 

items that load in the range of 0.43 to 0.80. The five items represent the 

different roles of environmental accountability such as environmental 

performance, environmental report, taxes and regulations. Hence, this 

factor is labeled as “Different facets of environmental role”. Factor 3 

consists of three items that load in the range of 0.55 to 0.74 with the three 

items representing important aspects of environmental accountability, 

namely environmental values, compliances and management system. 

Hence, this factor is labeled as “Environmental values, compliances and 

management system”.  

 

Table 5: Principal Component Analyses of Environmental 
Accountability 

Items Factors 

Improved environmental disclosure  1 2 3 4 

B17: Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain support of shareholders. 

.93    

B12: Improved environmental disclosures can help my 

corporation save costs. 

.92    

B11: Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain a competitive edge.        

.89    

Reliability score .93    

Different facets of environmental role     

B14: Corporation‟s environmental performance should 

be subject to independent verification by a 

government authority. 

 . 80   

B16: Environmental taxes could be an important way 

of achieving reductions in greenhouse gases.      

 .73   

B15: Weak enforcement by authorities causes poor 

organizational compliance with environmental 

regulations. 

 .63   

B13: A stand alone environmental report (separate 

from annual report) should be published by the 

corporations operating in our industry. 

 .60   

B2: My environmental behaviour is influenced by 

local culture. 

 .43   

Reliability score  .70   

Environmental values, compliances and 

management system 

    

B1: My environmental behaviour depends on my 

values. 

  .74  

B4: The degree of pressure from our stakeholders 

determines the level of environmental compliance by 

our corporation. 

  .66  

B5: Corporations in our industry should acquire   .55  
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Items Factors 

ISO14001 - the international standard for 

environmental management systems. 

Reliability score   .60  

Environmental reporting     

B10: Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because it does not have resources to do 

so. 

   .81 

B9: Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because we believe our operations do not 

have significant environmental impact. 

   .60 

Reliability score    .65 

 

The last factor for environmental accountability, Factor 4, is represented 

by two items that load in the range of 0.60 to 0.81. These two items 

represent the environmental reporting aspect of environmental accounting 

hence this factor is labeled as “Environmental reporting”. All the four 

factors/dimensions of environmental accountability measure a uni-

dimensional construct of environmental accountability. The items 

represent the four dimensions of “Improved environmental disclosure”, 

“Different facets of environmental role”, “Environmental values, 

compliances and management system”, and “Environmental reporting” 

loaded highly on their respective factors indicating good discriminant 

validity (Diamantopoulos, 2005). The reliability scores for all the four 

factors were in the range of 0.60 to 0.93, indicating moderate to 

acceptable reliability score for the item loading (Nunnally and Bernstein, 

1994).  

6. Discussion and conclusion 

This study attempts to obtain a better understanding of managerial 

attitudes toward SEA within developing Asian economies, but particularly 

Indian managerial attitudes. Responses to most of the social 

accountability items suggest that respondents to the study had moderate to 

strong support for most of the social accountability related items of the 

questionnaire. Narrow spread of standard deviation of the scaled items 

reflected greater consensus of attitude amongst Indian managers. The 

mean responses to most of the environmental accountability items suggest 

that respondents exhibited strong environmental support, favouring 

specific issues concerning environmental accountability such as, the 

acquisition of international standards for an environmental management 

system, keeping records of the amount of greenhouse gas emissions, 

consultation with the various stakeholder groups whilst making 

environmental policy decisions, stand alone environmental reporting and 

poor compliance with environmental regulations. This finding confirms 
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the findings of Cummings (2006) where Chinese respondents were 

stronger in their support of environmental issues. The mean response for 

the four environmental  items (B2, B4, B5 & B8) comprising the 

accountability factor was approximately 4.1 on the five-point scale, 

indicating strong support for the general proposition that corporations and 

executives should be held accountable for the environmental impacts of 

their actions.  

This study reveals an overall positive attitude towards environmental 

accounting amongst the sample of managers in India. The finding is in 

line with the findings of Kuasirikun (2005) which revealed an overall 

positive attitude towards social and environmental accounting amongst 

the managers auditors, and accounting-related professionals in another 

emerging economy (Thailand) and Liangrong and Song (2008) which 

depicted a positive attitude towards EA amongst Chinese managers.  

However, the results  contrast with the findings of Deegan, Geddes and  

Staunton (1996), which indicated that accountants in Australia did not see 

environmental reporting as part of their job and Gray et al (1996) which 

suggested a lack of awareness of environmental issues and their financial 

implications amongst accountants in Britain.  

With respect to environmental attitudes, the results indicated that Indian 

respondents were concerned about environmental accountability, and they 

categorized a few issues to be more important over other environmental 

factors. This result is also similar with the findings of another two studies 

of emerging economies (Kuasirikun, 2005; Liangrong and Song, 2008), 

which found that managers were concerned about protection of the 

environment.  The relatively lower standard deviation related to Indian 

respondents reflected greater consensus of attitude. Of the eighteen 

environmental questions presented, respondents were more prominent on 

eight questions, (mean score greater than 4.09). This finding is also 

similar to that of Cummings (2006) where Chinese and Indonesian 

respondents were more prominent on seven out of eighteen environmental 

questions presented. Significant differences did exist among the 

respondents on various questions.  

Exploratory factor analysis on environmental accountability revealed a 

four factor structure that explains 54.89% of the total variance.  From the 

analysis and description of the items under each factor, it appears that 

these four factors contribute to the understanding of the concept of 

environmental accountability of Indian managers. Factor 1 (Improved 

environmental disclosure) with average .91 loading is most important 

factor and “Improved environmental disclosures can help corporation gain 

support of shareholders” with .93 factor loading is the most important 

variable for Indian managers.   
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The result indicated that the true nature of respondent‟s attitude towards 

environmental issues is more business orientated than morally-led. 

(“Environmental values, compliances and management system” having 

the lowest reliability score .60 with “Improved environmental disclosure” 

having the highest reliability score of .93). The result confirm the findings 

of another study on emerging economies by Liangrong and Song (2008), 

in which they found that the attitude of Chinese managers towards SEA 

was associated with firms‟ economic performance rather than managers 

moral values.   

Voluntary disclosure of environmental information is often dismissed by 

critics as biased attempts to manipulate public perceptions. Real progress 

on SEA may ultimately depend on the ability of governments to impose 

and enforce reporting mandates (Fukukawa et al, 2007). The Canadian 

Democracy and Corporate Accountability Commission (CDCAC, 2002) 

also documented a high level of support amongst Canadian investors, for 

the establishment of formal social and environmental accountability 

standards. Frost and English (2002) state that mandatory reporting can 

improve disclosure; there is greater scope for disclosure of social and 

environmental issues and their interaction with the broader community by 

companies. It is unlikely that companies will practice this under a 

voluntary regime. It could be inferred that environmental attitudes within 

the Asian region, are formulated and shaped more by government policy 

rather than individual initiatives (Cummings, 2006). The current study 

documents strong support for the proposition that companies and 

executives / managers, should be held accountable for the environmental 

impacts of their actions, and at least a moderate level of support for 

government enforcement of SEA standards among a sample of Indian 

managers. 

The limitation of the study is that the questions used in the survey do not 

represent the entire framework on which attitudes toward environment 

accountabilities of Indian managers are formed. Furthermore, culture was 

not explicitly explored as a possible factor. Little research has been 

undertaken so far on the association between culture and social and 

environmental attitudes. Future research could include social aspects  and 

undertake further empirical research among various developed and 

emerging economies, and explore the underlying cultural contexts in more 

detail that shape social and environmental beliefs and attitudes.  
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Appendix A 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

 
Section A: Demographic Questions 
(Please place a tick  in the appropriate box. Please complete the questionnaire in 

pen). 

 

1.  What is your gender? 

 Male  

 Female  

 

2.  In What Age Group Are You? 

 Under 25  

 25-34 years 

  35-44 years 

  45-54 years 

  55+ years 

 

3.  What is your Country of Birth? 

 India 

 Other (please specify)  ________________________ 

 

4.  What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Non-University post-secondary 

  Bachelor‟s degree 

 Master‟s degree 

 Professional degree   

 Other (please specify) __________________ 

5. What is your managerial level?  

___________________ 
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Section B: Managerial attitude toward environmental accountability 

The following survey contains a number of statements regarding 

contemporary environmental issues affecting organisations. Please 

indicate whether you as an individual agree/disagree with the 

following statements, by placing a circle on a response from 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). 

Stakeholder: A person, group, organization, or system who affects or can 

be affected by an organization's actions. e.g. customer, employee. 

Greenhouse gases: Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous 

oxide(N2O), Hydro fluorocarbons (HFC), Per fluorocarbons (PFC), Sulfur 

hexafluoride (SF6)] 
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Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Dis-
agree 

Indifferent Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. My environmental behaviour depends on my 
values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

2. My environmental behaviour is influenced by 

local culture.  

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

3. Trade sanctions should be imposed on 

countries not complying with international 
environmental agreements. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

4. The degree of pressure from our stakeholders 

determines the level of environmental 

compliance by our corporation. 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

5. Corporations in our industry should acquire 

ISO14001 - the international standard for 

environmental management systems.  

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

6. A register to record the amount of greenhouse 

gas emission should be maintained by our 
corporation. 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 

 
3 

 

 
4 

 

 
5 

7. I should consult with stakeholder groups on 

environmental policy decisions.  

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

8. Local companies should be exposed to the 

same degree of environmental compliance 
requirements as foreign companies operating 

in India. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

9. Our corporation does not report 
environmental information because we 

believe our operations do not have significant 

environmental impact. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

10. Our corporation does not report 
environmental information because it does 

not have resources to do so. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

11. Improved environmental disclosures can help 

our corporation gain a competitive edge.        

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

12. Improved environmental disclosures can help 

my corporation save costs.  

1 

 

2  

3 

 

4 

 

5 

13. A stand alone environmental report (separate 

from annual report) should be published by 
the corporations operating in our industry. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

14. Corporation‟s environmental performance 

should be subject to independent verification 

by a government authority. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

15. Weak enforcement by authorities causes poor 
organizational compliance with 

environmental regulations. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

16. Environmental taxes could be an important 
way of achieving reductions in greenhouse 

gases.      

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

17. Improved environmental disclosures can help 

our corporation gain support of shareholders. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

18. Government regulations will encourage more 
negative environmental disclosure. 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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ABSTRACT 

The objective of this paper is to explain how communitarian and accountability 

themes acquire meanings within the context of international declarations on 

sustainable development.  

The study adopts an interpretive methodology to analyse international declarations 

on sustainable development that are outcomes of international conferences 

facilitated by the United Nations. The interpretation suggests the existence of 

communitarian and accountability themes in the international declarations. The 

approach taken in the international declarations indicates a communitarian 

approach to accountability and decision making. The paper contributes to a 

holistic conceptualisation of accountability. 
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1. Introduction 

In this paper, international declarations on sustainable development refer 

to the international ideas and consensus on sustainable development 

which are outcomes of international conferences facilitated by the United 

Nations and its agencies1. International declarations provide the context 

within which communitarian and accountability themes are derived and 

the basis for a “communitarian conception of accountability” (Lehman, 

1999, p 218) for sustainable development. Since the 1970s the world‟s 

                                                 
1
 Such as the United Nations Department of Economics and Social Affairs, the World 

Commission on Environment and Development  and Commission on Human Rights 
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nations have met in several major conferences, under the patronage of the 

United Nations, to discuss environmental problems and agree on 

standards for sustainable development. Among the major conferences 

facilitated by the United Nations were: the Stockholm Conference 1972; 

Earth‟s Summit Rio De Janeiro 1992; Earth‟s Summit Johannesburg 

2002; the Copenhagen Summit (2009 United Nations Climate Change 

Conference) and a series of conferences to discuss the rights of 

indigenous peoples. Key outcomes of the United Nations‟ initiatives 

include: the Stockholm Declaration 1972; Rio Declaration 1992; Agenda 

21 1992; Johannesburg Declaration 2002; the Copenhagen Accord and the 

United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Other 

major outcomes include the Bruntland Report 1987 and the Earth Charter 

1997.  

The international declarations on sustainability address the complexities 

of dealing with three key elements of development which are economic 

growth, environmental protection and the social well-being of society 

(WCED, 1987). These elements are often termed ecological sustainability, 

social sustainability and economic sustainability (Grundy, 1993). 

Ecological sustainability is the “maintenance of essential ecological 

processes and life support systems upon which all life depends” (Grundy, 

1993, p 33). Social sustainability is improving the social well-being of 

human beings and includes: development of intellectuality, health, 

language, culture, identity, self-worth, status, confidence, versatility; 

satisfaction of basic needs; equitable distribution of wealth and access to 

resources; participation in decisions and self-determination (Grundy, 

1993). Economic sustainability involves the allocation of finite resources 

amongst competing ends to achieve social development but without 

compromising ecological sustainability and the needs of future 

generations (Grundy, 1993). Integrating the social, economic and 

environmental considerations is often regarded as the central task of 

decision making for sustainable development (WCED, 1987). Although 

the long term compatibility of economic, environmental and social 

dimensions is the aim of sustainable development, short-term competition 

is possible between the goals of these dimensions (OECD, 2001).  

Many countries are committed to the international declarations on 

sustainable development. They have political commitments to implement 

declarations such as the recommendations of Agenda 21, the Rio 

Declaration, Earth Charter and the Johannesburg Declaration (PCE, 

2002). Surveys conducted by ICLEI2 indicate increase in Local Agenda 

                                                 
2  The International Council of Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), or „Local 
Governments for Sustainability‟, is an international network supporting sustainable 

development in Local Government. ICLEI is formally associated with The United Cities and 

Local Government as well as the United Nations Environment Programme. ICLEI works to 
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21 initiatives in all regions of the world. According to the survey, by the 

end of 2001 over 6,400 local authorities in 113 countries around the globe 

had either made a formal commitment to Local Agenda 21 or were 

actively undertaking the process with the greatest participation level in 

Europe. In the UK a strong level of support and guidance from the 

government has resulted in over 90% of local authorities having produced 

Local Agenda 21 documents. With such a high level of commitment in 

many countries, the participating countries may come under pressure to 

implement Agenda 21 at the local community level and failure to 

implement Agenda 21 recommendations may affect their trade relations 

with the more enthusiastic countries. Non-compliance to international 

consensus or agreements could affect their relationship with other 

countries. Being a party to the international treaties/ consensus, each 

country is accountable to the international community for the 

implementation of sustainable development. Studies indicate that in many 

countries local initiatives to engage local communities in sustainable 

development have been influenced by these international declarations  on 

sustainable development, especially by the recommendations of Agenda 

21 (Gaye , Diouf & Keller, 2001; Joas & Gronholm, 2001; Jonas et al, 

2004; Jorby, 2000; Mercer & Jotkowitz, 2000; Ottozimmermann, 1994; 

Roberts, 2000; Roberts & Diederichs, 2002; Rowe, 2000; Sebek, 1994; 

Steinberg , Miranda, 2005; Wild & Marshall, 1999; Worthington et al, 

2003).  

The objective of this paper is to explain how communitarian and 

accountability themes acquire meanings within the international 

declarations on sustainable development. The paper is organised as 

follows. Section 2 describes the interpretive methodology adopted. 

Section 3 highlights the keys themes of communitarian ideology and 

broad conception of accountability. Section 4 explains how the 

communitarian ideology acquires meaning in the context of international 

declarations. Section 5 explains how accountability dimensions acquire 

meanings in the context of the international declarations. Section 6 

provides reflections and concludes the paper.  

2. Research methodology 

The interpretive approach adopted in this study is grounded in 

philosophical hermeneutics (Gadamer, 1975) and aims to provide an 

interpretation of the text (comprising the international declarations on 

                                                                                                      
build and serve a global movement of local authorities to achieve tangible improvements in 

global sustainability, with a focus on improving environmental conditions through cumulative 
local actions. Nearly 500 Local Government associations and individual local authorities 

from around the world are currently members of ICLEI, including in the UK (International 

Council of Local Environment Initiatives, 2005) 

http://apps.isiknowledge.com.ezproxy.waikato.ac.nz:2048/WoS/CIW.cgi?SID=4Dm8fmn8ojMHCl3p1L4&Func=OneClickSearch&field=AU&val=Diouf+L&ut=000172217000016&auloc=2&curr_doc=1/135&Form=FullRecordPage&doc=1/135
http://apps.isiknowledge.com.ezproxy.waikato.ac.nz:2048/WoS/CIW.cgi?SID=4Dm8fmn8ojMHCl3p1L4&Func=OneClickSearch&field=AU&val=Keller+N&ut=000172217000016&auloc=3&curr_doc=1/135&Form=FullRecordPage&doc=1/135
http://apps.isiknowledge.com.ezproxy.waikato.ac.nz:2048/WoS/CIW.cgi?SID=4Dm8fmn8ojMHCl3p1L4&Func=OneClickSearch&field=AU&val=Roberts+D&ut=000175551200015&auloc=1&curr_doc=1/127&Form=FullRecordPage&doc=1/127
http://apps.isiknowledge.com.ezproxy.waikato.ac.nz:2048/WoS/CIW.cgi?SID=4Dm8fmn8ojMHCl3p1L4&Func=OneClickSearch&field=AU&val=Diederichs+N&ut=000175551200015&auloc=2&curr_doc=1/127&Form=FullRecordPage&doc=1/127
http://apps.isiknowledge.com.ezproxy.waikato.ac.nz:2048/WoS/CIW.cgi?SID=4Dm8fmn8ojMHCl3p1L4&Func=OneClickSearch&field=AU&val=Steinberg+F&ut=000225045600008&auloc=1&curr_doc=1/64&Form=FullRecordPage&doc=1/64
http://apps.isiknowledge.com.ezproxy.waikato.ac.nz:2048/WoS/CIW.cgi?SID=4Dm8fmn8ojMHCl3p1L4&Func=OneClickSearch&field=AU&val=Miranda+L&ut=000225045600008&auloc=2&curr_doc=1/64&Form=FullRecordPage&doc=1/64
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sustainable development. According to the hermeneutic theory of 

Gadamer (1975), research outcomes are influenced by the pre-

understandings of the researcher/ interpreter and therefore the pre-

understandings should be made as explicit as possible. The pre-

understandings for this interpretive study originate from communitarian 

theory and broad conceptions of accountability. The interpretive study 

makes sense of the international declarations on the basis of these pre-

understandings. In turn, the international declarations provide evidence to 

support or modify some aspects of the pre-understandings. The alternation 

between the international declarations and pre-understandings forms the 

scope for the “hermeneutical circle of understanding” (Gadamer, 1975). 

Synthesis of the text and pre-understandings or “fusion of horizons” 

(Gadamer, 1975) aims to provide insights on community and 

accountability in the context of the international declarations.  

3. Preunderstandings of researcher: communitarian 
ideology and accountability 

The interpretation undertaken in this study starts with a set of pre-

understandings comprising key themes from the communitarian ideology 

and extended conceptions of accountability. The key themes are the pre-

understandings of the researcher which were derived from a literature 

review.  The themes form the conceptual framework for analysis of the 

international declarations. The conceptual framework is the perspective 

from which the researcher is approaching the interpretation of the 

international declarations. It guides the researcher to develop insights 

about the community and accountability in the context of the international 

declarations on sustainable development. In other words, the researcher is 

not reading the international declarations with an empty mind but is 

influenced by the conceptual framework. At the same time the researcher 

attempts to synthesise the different elements of the pre-understandings 

with the international declarations to develop meanings that are “hidden” 

in the declarations.  

3.1 Communitarian ideology 

Communitarian theory emphasises the centrality of community and 

communal values, upholding the community as the key focus of analysis 

and the centre of value systems (Frazer, 1998). In general, 

communitarians recognise a sense of community in which people are 

bound by shared values, meanings, traditions, purposes, and obligations 

and the pursuit of the common good (Etzioni, 1995, 1996; Taylor, 1989; 

MacIntyre, 1984; Sandel, 1982; Barber, 1984; Walzer, 1983, 1990).  

Modern day communities can also be characterised by diversity in which 

more than one sense of community can prevail. Communities can consist 
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of members with different and overlapping interests and individuals may 

belong to many different communities, each pulling them in different 

directions at the same time (Taylor, 2003). Even under such diversity 

where individuals have significantly divergent interests, needs and values, 

they also have some shared values and goals that bind them as a 

community (Etzioni, 1998). The social bond and connectedness of the 

members is strengthened by virtues such as self-restraint, courage, 

moderation, generosity, fairness and loyalty (Cochran, 1989).  

The ethical stance underpinning communitarian theory places community 

interest and values before individual self-interest (MacIntyre, 1984; 

Miller, 1995; Fraser 1998)  and directs the attention of individuals 

towards collaborative action for the common good (Cuthill, 2002; 

Midgley & Ochoa-Arias, 1999). According to Lovett (1998), the concept 

of common good refers to something which is of common interest and 

valued for its service to a community. Communitarians believe that 

common goods are socially constructed phenomena i.e. common goods 

are identified through ongoing public dialogue that draws on communal 

values and culture.  The common good is a good to which all members of 

society have access and cannot be excluded from enjoying (Velasquez et 

al, 2008). Therefore, establishing and maintaining the common good 

requires the cooperative efforts of the members (Velasquez et al, 2008). In 

a similar vein, Etzioni (1996) contends that the common good is 

determined by dialogues between individuals in a community expressing 

their preferences and values. Examples of common good include the 

natural environment, such as a clean lake (Lovett, 1998), social goods 

such as education and public safety (Lovett, 1998), public health systems, 

legal and political systems, an unpolluted natural environment, and a 

flourishing economic system (Velasquez et al, 2008).  

3.2 Conceptions of Accountability  

A broad conception of accountability to society has been suggested in 

social and environmental accounting literature (Cooper, 1992; Gray, 

1992; Henderson, 1991; Lehman, 1995; Lehman, 1999; Maunders & 

Burritt, 1991; Harte & Owen 1987; Gray et al, 1996). These studies 

generally agree that organisations are accountable to society at large for 

the impacts of their activities on the natural environment and society, and 

that accountability involves reporting to communities. Shearer (2002) 

suggests “radical accountability” (p 566) in which the interest or values of 

the individual are subordinate to the interests or values of society. Giving 

an account is one means by which individuals are constituted as moral 

agents in communities and develop concern for the common good, human 

solidarity and basic respect (Schweiker, 1993). Bebbington (1997) 

suggests the development of new forms of environmental and social 
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accounting which have “enabling, empowering and emancipatory” (p 

365) potential to create a “fairer and more just society” (p 365). 

According to Pallot (1991), fairness in accountability in the public sphere 

would seem to require that if there is more than one underlying set of 

values and assumptions in society, more than one should be given 

visibility during the reporting and deliberation processes. 

The call by Behn (2000) to rethink democratic accountability in terms of 

360-degree accountability involves thinking in terms of webs of mutual 

responsibility and obligations that bind people in promoting the common 

good. Weber (2003) explores the operational dynamics of 360-degree 

accountability under conditions of decentralised, collaborative and 

participatory policy making in communities. According to Weber (2003), 

coalition of the unlike (between citizens, government, regulators, 

businesses, environmentalists and other interested parties) can produce 

accountability to a broad array of interests via informal institutions for 

decentralised, collaborative and participatory governance arrangements 

and policy making. Weber‟s depiction of a Grass Roots Ecosystem 

Management (GREM) resembles “…ongoing, collaborative governance 

arrangements in which inclusive coalitions of the unlike come together in 

a deliberative format to resolve policy problems affecting the 

environment, economy, and community (or communities) of a particular 

place” (p 3). Weber‟s theorisation of a broad framework for 

accountability and its connection to policy making is based on politics and 

policy making in communities where local economies have been tied 

closely to natural resource use.  It involves collaboration among diverse 

government, business and community sectors and promotes a strong 

measure of accountability to future generations. 

Lehman‟s (1999) communitarian model of accountability assumes the 

existence of accountability relationships in the public sphere involving the 

community, state and corporations (Lehman, 1999). In that relationship, 

information is provided to the community on the environmental and social 

impacts of corporate activities. Lehman (1999) claims that accountability 

formed in the public sphere does not accord the privileged status of 

“reporting entities” to corporations but the community is to decide on the 

type of information it requires. The communitarian model also envisages 

relationships between the community and the state in which the state and 

community work together in the public sphere to make corporations 

accountable for their activities and to act in the public interest. The state 

works in conjunction with the community to develop an active and 

critically aware society and to create open and transparent democratic 

discussion (Lehman, 1999). The role of the state in the accountability 

relationship is to provide regulations and foster public debate and 

discussion to assess corporate effects on society and nature and to 
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monitor, regulate and improve the quality of information provided to the 

community (Lehman, 1999).  

Some scholars conceptualise accountability as a dialectical activity 

involving answering, explaining and justifying by one party while those 

holding them to account engage in questioning, assessing and criticizing 

(Aucion & Heintzman, 2000; Bohman, 1996; Bovens, 2007; Mulgan, 

2000; Painter-Morland, 2006; Roberts, 2002). A similar conception of 

accountability is articulated by proponents of dialogic accounting 

(Bebbington et al 2007; Brown, 2009; Dillard and Roselander, 2011). The 

dialogic approach emphasises the development of accountability in the 

form of critical enquiry and dialogue between stakeholders and entities 

(Bebbington et al 2007). The dialogic approach is grounded in 

deliberative and agonistic models of democracy that incorporate critically 

reflective dialogue and effective participatory forms of decision making 

and accountability (Brown, 2009). The aim is to facilitate pluralistic 

debates for evaluating alternative courses of action (Dillard and 

Roselander, 2011). In a broader sense, a democratic dialogue in the public 

sphere can be conceived as a form of accountability.  

3.3.  Theoretical framework - summary themes 

The literature review of communitarian ideology and conceptions of 

accountability provide a basis for delineating a theoretical framework 

(consisting of various communitarian and accountability themes) that 

would guide the interpretation of the international declarations. The 

interpretive process entails making sense of the international declarations 

in the light of the theoretical framework. This involves identifying themes 

in the international declarations that support or add additional insights 

into the theoretical framework (consisting of communitarian ideology and 

accountability conception). The interpretive process aims to provide a 

synthesis of two horizons (Gadamer, 1975) – the theoretical framework 

and international declarations. For the purpose of discussion in the next 

two sections, the themes that were identified from the synthesis have been 

classified as follows: the meaning of community; communal processes; 

mutual responsibility; accountability for the common good; linkage 

between joint responsibility and accountability; accountability involving 

farming community; accountability involving minority groups; 

information sharing to encourage accountability; the role of scientific 

information. 
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4. Communitarian themes in international declarations 

4.1 Meaning of community in the context of 
international declarations 

In international declarations, the term „community‟ is used in a broad 

sense to refer to the international community (Earth Charter Initiative, 

n.d.; United Nations, 2000; United Nations Environment Programme, 

1972;  WCED, 1987), as well as in a more limited sense to refer to local 

communities participating in local government planning and decision 

making processes (United Nations Department of Economic and Social 

Affairs, 2004a; Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.). The broad sense of 

community recognises that in the midst of a “magnificent diversity of 

cultures and life forms” mankind stands as “one human family and one 

Earth community with a common destiny” (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., 

p 1). Realising the goals of a sustainable planet requires a sense of 

common identity as a world community as well as identities as local 

communities. A community of life is premised on the principle that “all 

beings are interdependent and every form of life has value regardless of 

its worth to human beings” (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.; Earth Charter 

Principle 1a, p 2). The community of life is dependent on the “dignity of 

all human beings and on the intellectual, artistic, ethical, and spiritual 

potential of humanity” (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.; Earth Charter 

Principle 1b). In Agenda 21 (UN Department of Economic and Social 

Affairs, 2004a) the broad sense of community has several meanings, 

including: a community comprising a group of nations such as the 

European Economic Community (Agenda 21 Preamble); the international 

community3 (Agenda 21, Chapter 28, Chapter 31, 36 etc.) referring 

generally to the nations of the world or more specifically to nations which 

participate in United Nations summits and initiatives; and scientific 

community.  

For the purpose of implementing sustainable development at grass root 

levels, the term „community‟ is more pervasively used in Agenda 21 to 

mean local community in relation to a local government or a local 

authority area (Agenda 21 Chapter 28). According to the Earth Charter, 

local communities vary in size, composition, structure and organization 

(Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.). Sometimes they are defined by 

administrative boundaries, while other communities emerge from a shared 

                                                 
3
 The international community also includes United Nations agencies, international 

organizations, and other appropriate and private organizations  (United Nations Department 
of Economic and Social affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, Chapter 34) 
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culture and history. In all cases, they reflect in some way 

the neighborhoods where people live and the level where individuals can 

be most involved and influential.  

4.2 Communal processes in the context of the 
international declarations 

The idea of broad-based consultation and participation for achieving 

international consensus on sustainable development has long been 

promulgated by the United Nations. It is synonymous with the 

communitarian concept of cooperative enquiry for the common good 

(Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.). For example, the Earth Charter is the 

outcome of a decade-long, worldwide, cross-cultural dialogue about 

common goals and shared values.  The drafting of the Earth Charter has 

involved an open and participatory consultation process in which 

thousands of individuals and hundreds of organisations from all regions of 

the world, different cultures and diverse sectors of society have 

participated (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.). Participation advocated at the 

international level is also recommended for the implementation of 

sustainable development at the local level. The Johannesburg Declaration 

recognises that: 

...sustainable development requires a long-term 

perspective and broad-based participation in policy 

formulation, decision-making and implementation at all 

levels (UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 

2004b, Johannesburg Declaration, Principle 26). 

For the purpose of enhancing community participation, the Earth Charter 

suggests the strengthening of democratic institutions, provision of 

transparency and accountability in governance, inclusive participation in 

decision making, and access to justice (Principle 13).  Meaningful 

participation of all interested individuals and organizations in decision 

making requires the protection of rights to freedom of opinion, 

expression, peaceful assembly, association, and dissent (Principle 13).  

Agenda 21 recommends the continued, active and effective participation 

of local groups and communities in the implementation of sustainable 

development (United Nations Department of Economic and Social 

Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, paragraph 38.5). Community participation 

envisaged in Agenda 21 involves the participation of individuals 

(including indigenous people), social groups and organizations in 

decisions which affect communities in which they live and work (Agenda 

21, Chapter 23). The forms of participation recommended in Agenda 21 

include: collaboration between local authorities and their local 

communities (Agenda 21, Chapter 28); public consultation by local 
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authorities; dialogue in the community; information sharing and 

accessibility to communities of environment and development 

information held by local and national authorities.  

The need for community participation arises because issues on 

environment and development have roots in local activities requiring 

cooperation and partnership between local authorities and their 

communities (Agenda 21 Chapter 28, paragraph 28.1). Community 

participation aims to create household awareness of sustainable 

development issues and to collate community views for formulating 

sustainable strategies and policies. Participation helps communities to set 

their priorities (Agenda 21, Chapter 35). The needs of communities vary 

and situations are idiosyncratic, so participation may vary from one 

community to another. Therefore, environmental issues are best handled 

with the participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant level 

(United Nations, 2000; Rio Declaration 1992, Principle 10). Effective 

participation in decision making processes by local communities can help 

them articulate and effectively enforce their common interest.  

Community participation aims to draw out the views of the local people 

on how to implement and achieve sustainable development. The 

Brundtland Report recognises people as a creative resource which can be 

harnessed through participation in the processes of sustainable 

development (WCED, 1987). Participation builds human solidarity 

through dialogue and cooperation, irrespective of race, disabilities, 

religion, language, culture and tradition (UN Department of Economic 

and Social Affairs, 2004b; Johannesburg Declaration, Principle 17). It 

also enables local communities to collaborate with Local Governments to 

care for their environments (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.; Earth Charter, 

Principle 13).  

Local authorities have a vital role in facilitating community participation 

in sustainable development. Agenda 21 recognises local government as 

the level of government that is closest to local communities (UN 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Chapter 28). 

Problems and solutions addressed in Agenda 21 have their roots in local 

activities and therefore participation and cooperation of local authorities 

and collaboration with local community will be a determining factor in 

the implementation of sustainable development. Agenda 21 proposes that 

local authorities undertake a consultative process with their local 
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population and achieve consensus on a Local Agenda 214 (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a Agenda Chapter 28, 

paragraph 28.2). The consultative process recommended involves 

dialogue with local citizens, local organisations and private enterprises to 

adopt a local Agenda 21.  

4.3 Mutual responsibility in the context of the 
international declarations 

The international declarations recognise mutual responsibility as the key 

attribute of communal relationships. Mutual responsibility implies that 

everyone “would be better off if each person took into account the effect 

of his or her acts upon others” (WCED, 1987, p 47). On the contrary, it 

does not mean “there is one set of villains and another set of victims” 

(WCED, 1987, p 47). In a similar vein, the Johannesburg Declaration 

captures the spirit of mutual responsibility in the following 

pronouncement: 

...the children of the world spoke to us in a simple yet 

clear voice that the future belongs to them, and 

accordingly challenged all of us to ensure that through our 

actions they will inherit a world free of the indignity and 

indecency occasioned by poverty, environmental 

degradation and patterns of unsustainable development 

(United Nations Department of Economic and Social 

Affairs, 2004b, Johannesburg Declaration, paragraph 3). 

The Johannesburg Declaration (United Nations Department of Economic 

and Social Affairs, 2004b) calls for constructive partnership for the 

achievement of the common goals of sustainable development (paragraph 

16), the building of human solidarity through dialogue and cooperation 

irrespective of race, disabilities, religion, language, culture or tradition 

(paragraph 17), and working together to help one another (paragraph 18) 

which implies a strong communitarian sense of mutual responsibility. The 

relationship involves social partners and partnerships that respect the roles 

of each participant (United Nations Department of Economic and Social 

Affairs, 2004b, Johannesburg Declaration, paragraph 26). Such collective 

action and responsibility is central to the implementation of sustainable 

development and to ensure that natural resources are used to the benefit of 

                                                 
4
 Local Agenda 21 is defined in ICLEI (2002) as a participatory, multi-stakeholder process to 

achieve the goals of Agenda 21 at the local level through the preparation and implementation 
of a long-term, strategic plan that addresses priority local sustainable development concerns. 
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all (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004b, 

Johannesburg Declaration paragraph 21).  

The Earth Charter (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.) upholds the sense of 

mutual responsibility to one another and to the greater community of life. 

The Charter emphasises mutual understanding, solidarity, cooperation and 

collaborative problem solving among all people to manage and resolve 

environmental problems. This mutuality is strengthened by common 

values and shared vision of basic values to provide an ethical foundation 

for a communal spirit (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Preamble, Earth 

Charter). The mutual responsibility also arises from the obligation of the 

present generations to future generations. This responsibility is implicated 

in the commonly cited definition of sustainable development offered by 

the Brundtland Report WCED (1987): “...development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs” (p  43). Joint responsibility to 

protect the natural environment for present and future generations has also 

been mentioned in other major international declarations (United Nations 

Environment Programme, 1972; Principles 1 & 2 Stockholm Declaration 

on the Human Environment; United Nations, 2000, Principle 3 Rio 

Declaration). The responsibility of the present generation involves 

transmitting to future generation values, traditions, and institutions that 

support the long-term flourishing of Earth's human and ecological 

communities (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Principle 3 Earth Charter).  

5. Accountability themes in the international 
declarations 

5.1 Accountability for the Common Good in the 
Context of the International Declarations 

Common good typically refers to something which is of common interest 

and valued for its service to a community (Lovett, 1998). Common good 

in the international declarations typically refers to renewable and non-

renewable natural resources such as air, water, land, flora and fauna and, 

especially, representative samples of natural ecosystems as well as the 

wildlife and its habitat (United Nations Environmental Programme, 1972; 

principles 2, 3, 4 and 5, Stockholm Declaration on the Human 

Environment). Present and future generations depend on the natural 

resource (United Nations, 1999) to provide physical sustenance for 

mankind and opportunity for intellectual, moral, social and spiritual 

growth and economic development (United Nations Environment 

Programme, 1972). The importance of the natural environment is clearly 

captured in the Earth Charter: 
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The resilience of the community of life and the well-being 

of humanity depend upon preserving a healthy biosphere 

with all its ecological systems, a rich variety of plants and 

animals, fertile soils, pure waters, and clean air. The 

global environment with its finite resources is a common 

concern of all peoples. The protection of Earth's vitality, 

diversity, and beauty is a sacred trust (Earth Charter 

Initiative, n.d., Earth Charter Preamble). 

The recognition of natural resources as the common good provides a close 

association between the common good and environmental sustainability. 

Although the scope of sustainable development as articulated in the 

international declarations covers several areas (such as economic 

development, social justice, democracy, non-violence and peace), the 

primary emphasis is on environmental sustainability or preference for a 

strong form of sustainability. Strong form of sustainability places 

ecological considerations in the forefront and recognises economy and 

human society as constrained by the natural systems of our planet (Pearce, 

Anil, & Barbier, 1989, 1990; Pearce & Turner, 1990). In contrast, in a 

weak form of sustainability economic growth takes priority over 

environmental and social considerations (Hartwick, 1990; Hartwick, 

1978; Solow, 1974; Solow, 1993; Widavsky, 1994). The meaning of 

sustainable development used consistently and pervasively in the 

international declarations is in line with the definition provided by the 

Brundtland Report (WCED, 1987). Environmental sustainability is 

implicated in this definition in that present and future generations depend 

on natural resources for survival. 

Environmental sustainability is implied in the overarching principle of the 

Earth Charter (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.) which recognizes all beings 

as interdependent and every form of life as having value, regardless of its 

worth to human beings (principle 1). The right to own, manage and use 

natural resources carries the duty to prevent environmental harm 

(Principle 3) and to secure the natural resources for present and future 

generations (Principle 4). Environmental sustainability also involves the 

adoption of development plans and regulations that take into 

consideration environmental conservation and rehabilitation  such as 

safeguarding viable nature and biosphere reserves, including wild lands 

and marine, protecting endangered species and ecosystems, managing the 

use of renewable resources such as water, soil, forest products, and marine 

life, and managing the extraction and use of non-renewable resources 

such as minerals and fossil fuels in ways that minimize depletion and 

cause no serious environmental damage (Principle 5). Environmental 

sustainability entails a precautionary approach, taking action to avoid the 

possibility of serious or irreversible environmental harm even when 

scientific knowledge is incomplete or inconclusive. It places the burden of 
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proof on those who argue that a proposed activity will not cause 

significant harm, and make the responsible parties liable for 

environmental harm (Principle 6). This approach requires decision 

making that addresses the environmental consequences of human 

activities, especially the pollution of the environment, and the adoption of 

patterns of production, consumption, and reproduction that safeguard the 

natural resources (Principle 7). Environmental sustainability also 

recognizes traditional knowledge and spiritual wisdom in all cultures that 

contribute to environmental protection (Principle 7). The emphasis on 

environmental sustainability is also prevalent in other major international 

declarations on sustainable development such as in the Stockholm 

Declaration 1972, the Rio Declaration 1992, Agenda 21 1992 and the 

Johannesburg Declaration 2002.  

Emphasis on environmental sustainability arises from concerns about 

environmental devastation, rapid depletion of resources and massive 

extinction of species caused by human activities and their dominant 

patterns of production and consumption, (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d.). 

There is growing evidence of environmental harm caused by human 

activities, including: dangerous levels of pollution in water, air, earth and 

living beings; major and undesirable disturbances to the ecological 

balance of the biosphere; and destruction and depletion of irreplaceable 

resources (United Nations Environment Programme, 1972). In a similar 

vein, the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED, 

1987) raises concerns about the “accelerating deterioration of the human 

environment and natural resources and the consequences of that 

deterioration for economic and social development” (United Nations, 

1999, p 1). Other common concerns about the global natural environment 

include loss of biodiversity, depletion of fish stocks, desertification and 

loss of fertile land, adverse effects of climate change such as frequent 

natural disaster, and water and marine pollution (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004b; Johannesburg 

Declaration, paragraph 13). Hence, the global environment, its diversity 

and finite resources are of common concern to all peoples (Earth Charter 

Initiative, n.d.). 

5.2 Joint responsibility and accountability in the 
context of the international declarations 

The international declarations articulate the sense of communitarian 

relationships involving joint responsibility and accountability where 

everyone is responsible and accountable for the common good. It is a 

reflection of 360 degree responsibility and accountability (Behn, 2000). 

For example, the Stockholm Declaration 1972 proclaims that to achieve 

environmental sustainability requires acceptance of responsibility by 
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individuals in all walks of life, by communities, by organisations and by 

institutions at every level, all sharing equitably in common efforts, and by 

their values and the sum of their actions they will shape the world 

environment of the future (United Nations Environment Programme, 

1972). The Earth Charter calls for universal responsibility and 

responsibility to one another and common identity as a world community 

as well as a local community where everyone shares responsibility for the 

present and future well-being of mankind (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., 

Preamble Earth Charter). The Charter also endorses responsibility of the 

current generation to future generations (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., 

Preamble to Earth Charter). It involves responsibilities to be undertaken 

by local communities, the international community, national and Local 

Governments, private and public sectors to protect the natural 

environment and avoid the possibility of serious or irreversible 

environmental harm (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Earth Charter Principle 

6). In the Johannesburg Declaration the emphasis is on collective 

responsibility to advance and strengthen the interdependent and mutually 

reinforcing pillars of sustainable development – economic development, 

social development and environmental protection – at local, national, 

regional and global levels (United Nations Department of Economic and 

Social Affairs, 2004b, Johannesburg Declaration, paragraph 5). The 

declaration calls for joint action and common determination for 

environmental sustainability and human development. (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004b, Johannesburg 

Declaration, paragraph 35). 

The joint responsibility of the various parties arises from their right to 

own, manage and use natural resources and carries the duty to prevent 

environmental harm (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Earth Charter Principle 

2). It involves responsibility to “reduce and eliminate unsustainable 

patterns of production and consumption” (United Nations 2000, Principle 

8, Rio Declaration) and to take action to avoid the possibility of serious or 

irreversible environmental harm even when scientific knowledge is 

incomplete or inconclusive (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Principle 6, 

Earth Charter). In relation to that, the charter calls for accountability, 

places the burden of proof on those who argue that a proposed activity 

will not cause significant harm, and makes parties liable for 

environmental harm (Principle 6). This is also emphasized in the Rio 

Declaration which suggests that the polluter, in principle, bears the cost of 

pollution (United Nations, 2000, Principle 16 Rio Declaration). The Rio 

Declaration (United Nations 2000) suggests a precautionary approach to 

environmental responsibility. The principle states: 

In order to protect the environment, the precautionary 

approach shall be widely applied by States according to 

their capabilities.  Where there are threats of serious or 
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irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall 

not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective 

measures to prevent environmental degradation (Principle 

15). 

From a communitarian perspective, the sense of joint responsibility arises 

because the individual has a relationship with the community (Aristotle, 

1968; Miller, 1995; Fraser 1998). Communitarian ideology maintains that 

an individual derives values from the community and owes obligation to 

the community (Bradley, 1927). Joint responsibility articulated in the 

Earth Charter implies a sense of community and provides a basis for 

establishing a relationship between the individual and the community. 

The Earth Charter asserts that, in assuming joint responsibility, the 

individual identifies with the international community as well as with 

local communities. The individual is a citizen of different nations and of 

one world in which the local and global are linked and everyone shares 

responsibility for the present and future well-being of the human family 

and the larger living world (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Preamble Earth 

Charter). To face environmental, economic, political, social, and spiritual 

challenges the Earth Charter recognises a sense of universal responsibility 

where an individual identifies with the Earth community as well as with 

local communities (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d., Preamble Earth Charter). 

Joint responsibility and accountability to each other requires a change of 

attitude and behaviours at every level of society to promote sustainability. 

The Brundtland Report (WCED, 1987) suggests that responsibility 

requires a change in attitudes, objectives and institutional arrangements at 

every level to be guided by the principle of environmentally sustainable 

development. In a similar vein, the Earth Charter calls for a livelihood that 

is ecologically responsible and changes in values, institutions and way of 

living in order to meet responsibility to each other and to achieve 

sustainability (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d. Principle 3 Earth Charter).  

5.3 The Responsibility and Accountability of the 
Farming Community  

A major concern in many countries is the impact of farming activities on 

the natural environment as a result of overexploitation and improper 

management of natural resources, including land (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, 

paragraph 32.1). This is a global concern as agriculture occupies one third 

of the land surface of the Earth and is a central activity for much of the 

world‟s population (Agenda 21 paragraph 32.1). Farmers, being primary 

users of natural resources and stewards of much of the Earth‟s resources, 

have responsibility for conserving the natural environment on which they 

depend for their sustenance (Agenda 21, Chapter 32). Their primary 



Vol. 17, No. 2, June 2011      

 

91 

 

responsibility in sustainable development is to adopt sustainable farming 

practices and technologies (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.5c). The 

accountability of the farming community is implicated in the sense that 

farmers are accountable for the impacts of farming practices on the 

natural environment. Farmers owe accountability to the local community, 

that is, to a community of people with common concerns for the common 

good.  

A communitarian approach to sustainable development and accountability 

would mean allowing the farming community to participate in the design 

and implementation of policies directed towards sustainable farming 

practices. Agenda 21 proposes a farmer-centred approach to attaining 

sustainability in countries where agriculture is the central activity and 

where a significant number of the rural population depend on agricultural 

activities.  Agenda 21 recommends decentralised decision making and 

delegation of power and responsibility to farmers for environmental 

sustainability. To enable farmers to assume the responsibility and 

accountability for the natural environment Agenda 21 (Chapter 32) 

supports the formation of farmers' organizations and recommends the 

involvement of farmers and their representative organizations in policy 

formulation. Several measures have been recommended to help farmers in 

these roles. They include promoting pricing mechanisms, trade policies, 

fiscal incentives and other policy instruments that positively affect 

individual farmer's decisions about an efficient and sustainable use of 

natural resources, take full account of the impact of these decisions on 

farm incomes, employment and the environment (Agenda 21, paragraph 

32.6b). Legal assistance is to be provided to support the formation of 

farmers‟ organisations (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.6e). Farmers and their 

representative organizations are to be allowed to participate in 

formulating policy (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.6c). Furthermore, 

researchers are to cooperate with farmers in developing location-specific 

environment-friendly farming techniques (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.7a). 

Such techniques are intended to enhance crop yields, maintain land 

quality, recycle nutrients, conserve water and energy, and control pests 

and weeds (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.12a). Governments and farmers‟ 

organisations are to initiate mechanisms to document, synthesize and 

disseminate local knowledge, practices and project experiences so that the 

lessons of the past can be utilised when formulating and implementing 

policies that affect farming (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.8a). It also involves 

establishing networks for the exchange of farming experiences which help 

to conserve land, water and forest resources, minimize the use of 

chemicals and reduce or reutilize farm wastes (Agenda 21, Paragraph 

32.8b). The key to successful implementation of sustainable farming 

practices lies in the motivation and attitudes of individual farmers and 

policies that would provide incentives to farmers to manage their natural 
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resources in a sustainable way (Agenda 21, paragraph 32.4). 

Decentralization of decision making is the key to changing formers‟ 

behaviours and implementing sustainable farming strategies (Agenda 21, 

paragraph 32.4).  

5.4 Inclusion of Indigenous Communities in joint 
responsibility and accountability for 
environmental sustainability 

Indigenous communities share joint responsibility with non-indigenous 

communities for environmental sustainability and for making decisions 

for sustainable development. Indigenous people and their communities are 

descendants of the original inhabitants of lands which they traditionally 

occupied and have historical relationship with their lands (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, 

paragraph 26.1). Over many generations indigenous people have 

developed holistic traditional scientific knowledge of their lands, natural 

resources and environment (Agenda 21, paragraph 26.1). A primary social 

element and requirement of sustainable development is the protection of 

the rights of indigenous peoples. These rights have been recognised in 

several international declarations and consensus on sustainable 

development. The Brundtland Report (WCED, 1987) recognises the 

traditional rights of indigenous people to lands and other resources that 

sustain their way of life. The Rio Declaration recognises the traditional 

knowledge and practices of indigenous communities and their role in 

environmental management and development. It also recommends that 

states recognize and duly support the identity, culture and interests of the 

indigenous people to enable their effective participation in the 

achievement of sustainable development (United Nations, 2000; Rio 

Declaration principle 22). Agenda 21 recognises human rights and 

fundamental freedoms without hindrance or discrimination against 

indigenous people (paragraph 26.1). The Johannesburg Declaration 2002 

(United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004b) 

reaffirms the vital role of indigenous peoples in sustainable development. 

The Earth Charter recognizes the importance of preserving in all cultures 

traditional knowledge and spiritual wisdom that contribute to 

environmental protection and human well-being (Earth Charter Initiative, 

n.d.). Article 12 of the Earth Charter upholds the right of all, without 

discrimination, to a natural and social environment supportive of human 

dignity, bodily health, and spiritual well-being, with special attention to 

the rights of indigenous peoples and minorities. The principle suggests 

elimination of discrimination in all its forms, and affirms the right of 

indigenous peoples to their spirituality, knowledge, lands and resources 

related to their livelihoods. This also includes protection and restoration 

of outstanding places of cultural and spiritual significance. The 
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International Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (United 

Nations, 2007) recognises indigenous knowledge, cultures and traditional 

practices as important factors that need to be considered in sustainable 

and equitable development and proper management of the environment 

(United Nations, 2007). Article 18 of the declaration recognises that 

indigenous peoples have the right to participate in decision-making in 

matters that affect them. 

In view of the interrelationship between the natural environment and the 

cultural, social, economic and physical well-being of indigenous people, 

efforts to implement sustainable development need to accommodate and 

promote the role of indigenous people and their communities (United 

Nation Department of economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, 

paragraph 26.1). This requires providing indigenous communities with a 

decisive voice in the decisions about natural resource use in their area. It 

involves the participation of indigenous communities in formulating 

decisions and policies on the management of the natural environment 

(Agenda 21, paragraph 26.3 b). The aim is to allow indigenous 

communities greater control over their lands, self-management of their 

resources and participation in development decisions affecting them, 

including, where appropriate, participation in the establishment or 

management of protected areas. To this end, Agenda 21 (paragraph 26.3 

a) recommends that; 

the lands of indigenous people and their communities 

should be protected from activities that are 

environmentally unsound or that the indigenous people 

concerned consider to be socially and culturally 

inappropriate;  

recognition of the values, traditional knowledge and 

resource management practices with a view to promoting 

environmentally sound and sustainable development;  

recognition that traditional and direct dependence on 

renewable resources and ecosystems, including 

sustainable harvesting, continues to be essential to the 

cultural, economic and physical well-being of indigenous 

communities  

where appropriate, arrangements be made to strengthen 

the active participation of indigenous communities in the 

national formulation of policies, laws and programmes 

relating to resource management and other development 

processes that may affect them, and their initiation of 

proposals for such policies and programmes;  
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involvement of indigenous communities at the national 

and local levels in resource management and conservation 

strategies and other relevant programmes established to 

support and review sustainable development strategies, 

such as those suggested in other programme areas of 

Agenda 21.  

A communitarian approach to accountability also entails accountability to 

the indigenous community. Accountability to indigenous people arises 

from the moral obligation to ratify and apply existing international 

consensus and declarations on indigenous rights, the protection of 

indigenous intellectual and cultural property, and the rights to preserve 

customary and administrative systems and practices; incorporation of the 

views and knowledge of indigenous people in natural resource 

management and conservation and in the design and implementation of 

policies and programmes. Although the Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples is not legally binding on states, it carries considerable 

moral force (IWGIA, 2007). Some countries like Australia, New Zealand, 

Canada and the United States prefer to deal with the issue in their own 

way instead of strictly adhering to the UN Declarations (Graham, 1998; 

IWGIA, 2007; Quentin-Baxter, 1998; Solomon, 1998; Te Atawhai 

Taiaroa, 1998). The United Nation‟s proclamation of the right of 

indigenous peoples to self-government in relation to their own affairs 

(IWGIA, n.d., Article 31 Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples) is especially troubling to these countries as it challenges the 

sovereignty of these nations. The solution to these complex issues appears 

to be an on-going dialogue, a living dialogue that will see, from time to 

time, compromises made between indigenous, non-indigenous 

communities, and public authorities. It requires changes in regulations, 

perceptions, values and ways of living in the communities. Issues would 

arise when the dialogue slows down or comes to a halt, so community 

participation and collaboration with public authorities become crucial in 

these circumstances. 

5.5 Information sharing and reporting to communities  

In the context of international declarations, everyone is a user and 

provider of information considered in a broad sense (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, Chapter 

40, paragraph 40.1). Information sharing includes the establishment of 

networks for the exchange of experiences to help conserve land, water and 

forest resource (Chapter 32). The emphasis is on reporting to everyone on 

a wide range of environmental concerns in order to create symmetry of 

information at local, provincial, national and international levels (Agenda 

21, Chapter 41, Paragraph 40.19). The Rio Declaration (United Nations 
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2000, Rio Declaration principle 10) suggests that each individual shall 

have appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is 

held by public authorities. The Earth Charter (Earth Charter Initiative, 

n.d., Earth Charter principle 13) upholds the right of everyone to receive 

clear and timely information on environmental matters and all 

development plans and activities which are likely to affect them or in 

which they have an interest. The Earth Charter maintains that increased 

freedom, knowledge, and power carries with it increased responsibility to 

promote the common good (Earth Charter Initiative, n.d. Principle 2 Earth 

Charter). Conversely, ignorance or indifference can cause massive 

irreversible damage to the natural environment (United Nations 

Environment Programme, 1972, Principle 6, Stockholm Declaration).  

Reporting to communities and information sharing is aimed at creating 

awareness at grass root levels and building the capacity of communities to 

take part in development and policy decisions that affect them  (United 

Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Chapter 31 

Agenda 21). Information on environmental matters broadens the basis for 

an enlightened opinion and responsible conduct by individuals, 

enterprises and communities in protecting and improving the environment 

(United Nations Environment Programme, 1972; Principle 19, Stockholm 

Declaration, 1972). To achieve the objectives of reporting to 

communities, Agenda 21 (United Nations Department of Economic and 

Social Affairs, 2004a) recommends a wide range of different types of 

information to be made available to communities including: local 

knowledge, practices and project experiences so that local communities 

can make use of the lessons of the past (Chapter 32); information on 

detailed concrete cases where environmentally sound technologies were 

successfully developed and implemented (Chapter 34); information about 

the sources of available information (Chapter 40); information on the 

Earth's carrying capacity and the processes that could either impair or 

enhance its ability to support life (Chapter 35);  causes and consequences 

of environmental change (Chapter 35); environmental impacts of 

development options (Chapter 35); research results from universities and 

research institutions (Chapter 35); data on resource depletion (Chapter 

35), data on the status and trends of the planet's ecosystem, natural 

resource, pollution and socio-economic variables (Chapter 35); and 

various other forms of scientific information (Chapter 35). In this user-

oriented approach, users (including the local community) need to identify 

their information needs (Chapter 34).  

5.6 Provision of scientific information 

The international declarations on sustainable development emphasise the 

importance of scientific information as a basis for decision making.  The 
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importance of the interface between science and decision-making is well 

recognised in most international declarations on sustainable development. 

In particular, scientific information is increasingly being used in the 

search for feasible pathways towards sustainable development (United 

Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21, 

paragraph 35.2). Principle 9 of the Rio Declaration recognises the 

importance of scientific understanding, through exchanges of scientific 

and technological knowledge, in order to improve decision making for 

sustainable development. The application of science and technology 

enables control of environmental risks and the solving of environmental 

problems (United Nations Economic Programme, 1972, Principle 18, 

Stockholm Declaration on the Human Environment). Principle 20 of the 

Stockholm Declaration recommends scientific research for solving 

environmental problems and for the free flow of up-to-date scientific 

information. Agenda 21 recommends that scientific information be made 

available widely and be better understood by the general public and 

decision makers in making policy decisions on sustainable development 

(Agenda 21, paragraph 31.1). In a similar vein, the International 

Conference on the Agenda of Science for Environment and Development 

into the 21st Century (ASCEND 21)5 recommends building a scientific 

basis for sustainable management, enhancing scientific understanding, 

improving long-term scientific assessment, and building up scientific 

capacity and capability in sustainable development (Pickering & Owen, 

1997). ASCEND 21 also recommends regular appraisal and 

communication of the most urgent environmental and developmental 

problems. Scientific information is also recommended as the fundamental 

basis for the formulation and selection of environmental and development 

policies and in working out of long-term strategies for development and in 

the management of the environment and development (United Nations 

Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a Agenda 21, Chapter 

35). 

Agenda 21 (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 

2004a) proposes two-way communication between the scientific 

community and the users of scientific information. The users of scientific 

information are policy makers, professionals in other fields and the local 

community (Agenda 21, Chapter 31). Information barriers (Parry et. al., 

2004), arising from language differences, can be bridged through 

information sharing between scientists and end users (Agenda 21, 

                                                 
5
 ASCEND 21 was convened by the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) in 

November 1991. The ICSU is an international organisation consisting of scientific unions and 

scientific committees primarily concerned with the natural sciences. (Pickering & Owen, 
1997, p 671) 
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paragraph 35.22 d). The scientific community is to be responsive to the 

information needs and priorities of the local community and undertake 

research in these areas to generate the required information (Agenda 21, 

paragraph 35.7 g). Improved communication and cooperation between the 

scientific and technological community and decision makers is intended 

to facilitate greater use of scientific and technical information and 

knowledge in policies and programme implementation. A dialogue with 

the local community would assist the scientific and technological 

community in developing priorities for research (Agenda 21, paragraph 

31.2).  

Agenda 21 calls for the independence of the scientific and technological 

community to investigate and publish without restriction and to exchange 

their findings freely (Agenda 21, paragraph 31.1). The process of 

disseminating scientific information involves open sharing of data and 

information among scientists6, the general public and decision makers, 

and the publication of national scientific research reports and technical 

reports that are understandable and relevant to local sustainable 

development (Agenda 21, paragraph 31.4 e). Agenda 21 (Chapter 35) 

recommends the development of scientific and technological databases 

and networks, processing of data in unified formats and systems, and 

allowing communities full and open access to depository libraries of 

regional scientific and technological information networks. The process 

also includes compiling, analysing and publishing information on 

indigenous environmental and developmental knowledge.  

Agenda 21 (Chapter 26) considers research activities as an important 

mechanism for preparing information for decision making related to 

sustainable development. Agenda 21 (United Nations Department of 

Economic and Social Affairs, 2004a, Agenda 21 Chapter 35) calls for 

interdisciplinary research programmes and activities involving 

environmental sciences, indigenous knowledge, economics, social 

sciences, culture and so on.  This suggests that the interdisciplinary nature 

of sustainable development requires reporting on interdisciplinary 

information. It involves the roles of various parties in the preparation of 

information, including the contributions of scientists, planners, engineers, 

economists, other professionals and policy makers (Agenda 21 Chapter 

31, paragraph 31.1).  

 

                                                 
6
 The scientific and technological community  includes, among others, engineers, architects, 

industrial designers, urban planners and other professionals and policy makers, to make a 

more open and effective contribution to the decision-making processes concerning 

environment and development  (Agenda 21 Chapter 31 paragraph 31.1). 
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6. Reflections and conclusion 

The international declarations are prescriptive and provide a normative 

understanding of sustainable development. The international declarations, 

in particular the recommendations of Agenda 21, have significant 

influence on recent developments in local governance around the globe. 

Evidence of such significance has been provided by studies that indicate 

local initiatives to implement sustainable development have been 

influenced by Agenda 21(see the introductory paragraph for reference to 

the studies). Understanding the manifestation of communitarian and 

accountability themes in the international declarations contributed to the 

understanding of the communitarian approach to accountability for the 

common good. The declarations provide recommendations on local 

community participation in planning and policy making for sustainable 

development and suggest that everyone is responsible for the protection of 

the common good, such as the natural environment.  

The hermeneutic process adopted in the interpretation of the international 

declarations produced a synthesis of two horizons, that is, synthesis of 

communitarian ideology and broad conception of accountability. The 

synthesis contributes to the understanding of the communitarian 

conception of accountability. The interpretation suggests that several 

themes in the international declarations support the theoretical 

communitarian ideology including: the focus on the common good; joint 

responsibility for the common good; reporting to communities and 

creating awareness of threats to the common good; local community 

participation in planning and decision making; and collaboration between 

local communities and local authorities for safeguarding the common 

good. In the context of the international declarations the common good is 

articulated in terms of sustainable development with a primary emphasis 

on the protection of the natural environment. Although the international 

declarations generally acknowledge the need for an integrated approach to 

development, where economic development, social development and 

environmental protection are to be considered in decision making, the 

primary emphasis is environmental sustainability. This emphasis suggests 

that the international declarations are inclined towards a strong form of 

sustainability where economic considerations are subdued within 

environmental considerations. The international declarations point to the 

need for accountability for environmental sustainability because they 

primarily emphasise strong form of sustainability recognising the 

importance of the natural environment and ecological considerations in 

planning and policy making for sustainable development.  

Communitarian ideology continues to expand under the international 

declarations and has become intrinsic to the concept of sustainability. The 

international declarations promote a communitarian approach to 
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implementing sustainable development. The scope and meaning of 

„community” articulated in the international declarations appear to 

suggest the significance of a local community in the implementation of 

sustainable development at local government level. The local government 

is the level that is closest to the grassroots where action and 

implementation actually take place. The international declarations 

recommend local community involvement and the collaboration between 

local communities and local authorities in implementing sustainable 

development. Other communitarian themes that pervade the international 

declarations include: the existence of common concern, common good 

and shared values; mutual and collective responsibility to promote the 

common good; community participation in decision making; collaboration 

between local authorities and their communities; dialogue, consultation 

and consensus-building; and information sharing to create community 

awareness of environmental pollution. 

The communitarian approach to sustainable development stimulates a 

communitarian approach to accountability for environmental 

sustainability. The ideology of sustainable development, as it has evolved 

in the international declarations, provides a strong theoretical framework 

for developing the meaning of a communitarian approach to 

accountability. Behn‟s (2000) notion of 360 degree responsibility and 

accountability becomes intelligible in the context of the international 

declarations. The international declarations imply that everyone is 

accountable to everyone else for the common good, with joint 

responsibility and accountability for the natural environment and 

environmental sustainability. Accountability also involves reporting on 

environmental and social impacts of human activities to create awareness. 

In sustainable development, everyone is a user and provider of 

information (Agenda 21, paragraph 40.1). Information is intended to 

empower local communities to participate in dialogue, planning and 

policy making processes for sustainable development. Accountability is 

implicated in international declarations for joint responsibility to 

undertake actions to protect the natural environment or to refrain from 

carrying out activities that degrade the natural environment. The 

international declarations emphasise the moral obligation and mutual 

responsibility of governments, businesses and local communities to 

protect the natural environment while promoting economic and social 

development. The responsibility includes the responsibility of statutory 

authorities to implement sustainable development, undertake consultation, 

and promote community participation.  

The international declarations expand on broad conceptions of 

accountability. The concept of accountability is not limited to 

accountability relationships between corporations and their stakeholders, 

but also involves a wider environment covering collaboration between 
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local communities, public authorities and businesses and, from a global 

perspective, the international community. The subject matter of 

accountability is not limited to the financial bottom line but extends to 

issues of common concern such as environmental degradation, the 

economic and social development of communities, and the rights of 

indigenous communities. Reporting is not limited in terms of financial 

information but the emphasis is more on scientific information as a basis 

for decision making. Again, accountability is not limited to the process of 

account giving but includes other dimensions such as dialogue and 

relational responsiveness at various levels, including local grass roots and 

international levels. When environmental sustainability becomes 

collective responsibility, accountability acquires broader meanings than 

those stipulated in conventional wisdom. Confining the meaning of 

accountability to “account giving” becomes outdated as there are 

numerous parties involved – some giving account, some monitoring and 

some making policies. The international declarations supplemented the 

theoretical pre-understandings and provided additional insights on the 

communitarian approach to accountability.  

Some themes inherent in the international declarations pose challenges to 

the communitarian model. The prevalence of indigenous rights can cause 

segregation of the local community and can result in failure to achieve 

joint consensus on decisions. Generally, the international declarations 

regard the values of the indigenous communities as important 

considerations in any decisions related to sustainable development. For 

instance, the UN Declaration on Rights of Indigenous People 

recommends that special consideration be given to the rights and values of 

indigenous communities decisions related to development. Providing such 

special consideration may cause segregation in local communities which 

consist of indigenous and non-indigenous people. Special rights accorded 

to the minorities often reduce the majority to second-class citizens 

(Kymlicka & Norman, 2000). The communitarian approach to local 

governance and accountability may become challenging in diverse 

communities. Under such a challenging situation, adopting the dialogic 

approach ((Bebbington et al 2007; Brown, 2009; Dillard and Roselander, 

2011) may provide a plausible means for reflecting on how “minority 

rights and multiculturalism affect the virtues and practices of democratic 

citizenship” and how “citizenship and civic virtues affect the rights and 

virtues of ethno cultural minorities” (Kymlicka & Norman, 2000). It is 

important to determine whether minority rights are consistent with 

principles of justice and democratic citizenship (Kymlicka & Norman, 

2000). Some ways suggested by Kymlicka & Norman (2000) for 

managing differences and dealing with cultural diversity include 

multicultural integration through recognition of ethno cultural identities in 
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common institutions; exemptions from laws that penalize or burden 

cultural practices; and self-government for indigenous groups;  

Another challenge to local communities is the emphasis in the 

international declarations on scientific information as a primary basis for 

decision making.  Local communities may not have the ability to 

comprehend scientific information or to take part in decisions that are 

made on the basis of scientific findings. There is the risk of scientific 

knowledge becoming the dominant influence in decision making resulting 

in asymmetry of power where scientists and groups that employ scientists 

dominate discussions in the public sphere and steer Local Agenda 21 in a 

certain direction. Furthermore, it is not clear how sciences can integrate 

with the traditional knowledge of indigenous people. Modern scientific 

knowledge may overshadow any other form of knowledge which is not 

based on science.  

Directions for future research can consider how the recommendations of 

the international declarations have been incorporated into local 

governance of countries attempting to promote sustainable development 

and local community participation in sustainable development.  
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Environment extra! 

Final report Garnaut Review, Australia: our fair share of 

climate action much more expensive without carbon 

pricing. Media release 31 May 2011  

It will be much harder and more expensive for Australia to do its fair 

share on climate change without a carbon pricing scheme, according to 

the final report of the Garnaut Climate Change Review – Update 2011, 

Australia in the Global Response to Climate Change. The economist 

leading the Review Update, Ross Garnaut, said that Australia was 

currently a long way behind in contributing its proportionate part to the 

global response to climate change.  

“There is no risk of Australia becoming a leader in reducing greenhouse 

gas emissions – other countries are already too far ahead. But we do run 

the risk of continuing to be a drag on the global mitigation effort,” said 

Professor Garnaut. He said that other substantial economies, including 

China, the UK and Europe, were taking stronger action to reduce 

emissions than Australia.  

On current trajectories, Australia will overshoot its Cancun target of 5-25 

per cent reductions by 2020 – even its minus 5 per cent target – by much 

more than other countries.  

“Failure to do our fair share is not a clever position for Australia, which is 

the developed country most vulnerable to climate change. Especially 

when we are going through a once-in-history boom in incomes,” he said.  

“To do our fair share, Australia should begin by making sure it takes steps 

towards reducing emissions by 5 per cent, as it has committed to doing. 

Then in 2015, we should be ready to bolster our commitment to match the 

average contribution of developed countries to the global effort,” he said.  

Professor Garnaut said that a carbon pricing scheme would be critical to 

Australia meeting its commitments at the lowest cost. He warned against 

the return of an old political culture that favoured regulation over market-

based approaches, and in which special interests dominated policy 

making.  

“Carbon pricing, complemented by support for innovation, is the cheapest 

and fairest way to reduce emissions,” said Professor Garnaut.  

“Reliance on regulation, or “direct action”, to reduce our greenhouse gas 

emissions will cost Australians much more than a carbon pricing scheme. 

Direct action will still raise costs, but it will not raise any revenue to assist 
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households or emissions-intensive trade-exposed industries in the 

transition, or to support biosequestration or innovation.”  

The final report recommends that Australia‟s initial carbon price be in the 

range of $20 to $30.  

“The mid-point of this range would be appropriate in the absence of 

compelling reasons to  move away from it,” said Professor Garnaut.  

Professor Garnaut released two supplementary notes together with the 

final report. The first note, ‘A 10-year plan for carbon pricing revenue’, 

outlines the recommended allocation of funds generated by the carbon 

pricing scheme. The note recommends that upon the commencement of 

the scheme:  

55 per cent of revenue raised from the scheme is allocated to household 

assistance (increasing to 60-65 per cent by 2021-22), with the majority 

being channelled towards reducing personal income tax rates at the lower 

end of the income scale.  

30 per cent of revenue is allocated to trade-exposed emissions-intensive 

industries, falling to 20 per cent by 2021-22, depending on assessment by 

an independent agency.  

Substantial funds, rising over time, are directed towards innovation and 

the purchase of offset credits from rural Australia.  

“With careful use, the revenue can fully compensate low- and middle-

income earners for the costs of the scheme while supporting a substantial 

efficiency-improving tax reform,” said Professor Garnaut.  

The second note, ‘Governance arrangements for Australia’s carbon 

pricing scheme’, outlines institutional and administrative arrangements to 

support the carbon pricing scheme.  

It recommends the establishment of three bodies:  

1. An independent committee to advise on targets, coverage, scheme 

reviews, the switch to a floating price and progress on international 

action.  

2. An independent carbon bank to regulate the carbon pricing scheme. 

It would apply the legislated scheme rules and administer assistance to 

emissions-intensive, trade-exposed industries.  

3. An independent agency to develop recommendations for a new 

assistance regime for emissions intensive, trade exposed industries to 

operate after the initial 3 year interim period.  
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“Good governance structures and processes will be critical to the success 

of Australia’s emissions reduction scheme. They will help to protect the 

stability and credibility of the scheme, and support community and 

business confidence,” said Professor Garnaut.  

“The carbon pricing scheme represents an historic opportunity for 

Australia to reboot the era of reform in the national interest. We will be 

leaving very difficult challenges to the Australians who follow us if we 

are not able to seize this opportunity.”   

Media enquiries:  

Anna Freeman, 0417 033 752, anna.freeman@climatechange.gov.au  

Source: www.garnautreview.org.au   

 messages 

_________________________________________________

Climate commission - The Critical Decade: key messages 

Over many decades thousands of scientists have painted an unambiguous 

picture: the global climate is changing and humanity is almost surely the 

dominant cause. The risks have never been clearer and the case for action 

has never been more urgent. Our Earth‟s surface is warming rapidly and 

we can already see social, economic and environmental impacts in 

Australia. 

Failing to take sufficient action today entails potentially huge risks to our 

economy, society and way of life into the future. This is the critical 

decade for action. The following points highlight the key messages arising 

from the accompanying report The Critical Decade: 

1. There is no doubt that the climate is changing. The evidence is 

overwhelming and clear. 

––The atmosphere is warming, the ocean is warming, ice is being lost from 

glaciers and ice caps and sea levels are rising. The biological world is 

changing in response to a warming world. 

––Global surface temperature is rising fast; the last decade was the hottest 

on record. 

2. We are already seeing the social, economic and environmental impacts of 

a changing climate. 

––With less than 1 degree of warming globally the impacts are already 

being felt in Australia. 

––In the last 50 years the number of record hot days in Australia has more 

than doubled. This has increased the risk of heatwaves and associated 
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deaths, as well as extreme bush fire weather in South Eastern and South 

Western Australia. 

––Sea level has risen by 20 cm globally since the late 1800s, impacting 

many coastal communities. Another 20 cm increase by 2050, which is 

feasible at current projections, would more than double the risk of coastal 

flooding. 

––The Great Barrier Reef has suffered from nine bleaching events in the 

past 31 years. This iconic natural ecosystem, and the economy that depends 

upon it, face serious risks from climate change. 

3. It is beyond reasonable doubt that human activities – the burning of fossil 

fuels and deforestation – are triggering the changes we are witnessing in 

the global climate. 

––A very large body of observations, experiments, analyses, and physical 

theory points to increasing greenhouse gases in the atmosphere – with 

carbon dioxide being the most important – as the primary cause of the 

observed warming. 

––Increasing carbon dioxide emissions are primarily produced by the 

burning of fossil fuels, such as coal and oil, as well as deforestation. 

––Natural factors, like changes in the Earth‟s orbit or solar activity, cannot 

explain the world-wide warming trend. 

4. This is the critical decade. Decisions we make from now to 2020 will 

determine the severity of climate change our children and grandchildren 

experience. 

––Without strong and rapid action there is a significant risk that climate 

change will undermine our society‟s prosperity, health, stability and way of 

life. 

––To minimise this risk, we must decarbonise our economy and move to 

clean energy sources by 2050. That means carbon emissions must peak 

within the next few years and then strongly decline. 

––The longer we wait to start reducing carbon emissions, the more difficult 

and costly those reductions become.  

––This decade is critical. Unless effective action is taken, the global climate 

may be so irreversibly altered we will struggle to maintain our present way 

of life. The choices we make this decade will shape the long-term climate 

future for our children and grandchildren. 

Source: http://climatecommission.gov.au/topics/the-critical-decade/ 
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___________________________________________________________ 

Ministerial statement to the Australian Senate Economics 

Legislation Committee Media statement - Senator Kim Carr 30 

May 2011  

 

Improvements to Excellence in Research for Australia 

(ERA)  

After several years of development, the first round of the Excellence in 

Research for Australia (ERA) initiative was run in 2010, with results 

published by the Australian Research Council (ARC) earlier this year in 

the ERA National Report. The exercise has been an overwhelming 

success in meeting its objective of providing institutions, researchers, 

industry and students with a sound, evidence-based means of identifying 

areas of strength and potential, as well as areas where we need to do 

better. These assessments were made against international benchmarks 

using the indicators that have been developed over time – in many 

instances over many decades – by the disciplines themselves. This has 

underpinned the strong support for the ERA methodology across the 

higher education research sector.  

I have said all along that we are keen to undertake meaningful 

consultation. We remain open to suggestions on enhancements to what we 

know to be a very good scheme. I have been aware for some time of 

concerns within the sector about certain aspects of the exercise, 

particularly the ranked journal lists. These concerns have been 

communicated to me directly, reported in the sector media, and voiced in 

the ARC‟s extensive sector consultations ahead of preparations for the 

second iteration of ERA in 2012. Additional matters that have been raised 

include the strength of the peer review process and the capacity of ERA to 

adequately capture applied and interdisciplinary research.  

The ARC has advised me that consultation has revealed that there is a 

widespread preference for limited change, to ensure that ERA 2010 and 

ERA 2012 outcomes can be compared. Overall, however, the ARC 

considers that making a small number of changes to the ERA 2010 

methodology could substantially enhance the integrity and acceptance of 

the ERA 2010 evaluation exercise, without compromising comparability.  

As always, we are in the business of making refinements that improve the 

operation of ERA. I therefore commissioned the ARC to produce an 

options paper outlining different ways we might be able to utilise these 

indicators to address these concerns, and to consider any implications 
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arising from the potential adoption of alternatives. I placed particular 

emphasis on the absolute need to maintain the rigour of the ERA exercise, 

to ensure the comparability of the results of the next iteration with ERA 

2010, and to pay close attention to the detailed concerns of the sector. 

Within those parameters, however, I wished to explore ways in which we 

could improve ERA so the aspects of the exercise causing sector disquiet 

– especially issues around the ranked journals list – could be minimised or 

even overcome.  

As the result of this process, I have approved a set of enhancements 

recommended by the ARC that deal substantially with those sector 

concerns while maintaining the rigour and comparability of the ERA 

exercise. These improvements are:  

The refinement of the journal quality indicator to remove the prescriptive 

A*, A, B and C ranks [emphasis added];  

The introduction of a journal quality profile, showing the most frequently 

published journals for each unit of evaluation;  

Increased capacity to accommodate multi-disciplinary research to allow 

articles with significant content from a given discipline to be assigned to 

that discipline, regardless of where it is published (this method was 

successfully trialed in ERA 2010 within Mathematical Sciences);  

Alignment across the board of the low volume threshold to 50 outputs 

(bringing peer-reviewed disciplines in line with citation disciplines, up 

from 30 outputs);  

The relaxation of rules on the attribution of patents, plant breeders‟ rights 

and registered design, to allow those granted to eligible researchers to also 

be submitted; and  

The modification of fractional staff eligibility requirements to 0.4 FTE 

(up from 0.1 FTE), while maintaining the right to submit for staff below 

this threshold where affiliation is shown, through use of a by-line, for 

instance).  

I have also asked the ARC to continue investigating strategies to 

strengthen the peer review process, including improved methods of 

sampling and review assignment.  

As with some other aspects of ERA, the rankings themselves were 

inherited from the discontinued Research Quality Framework (RQF) 

process of the previous government, and were developed on the basis of 

expert bibliometric advice. Patterns of their utilisation by the RECs and 

detailed analysis of their performance in the ERA 2010 exercise, however, 

have made it clear that the journal lists themselves are the key contributor 

to the judgements made, not the rankings within them.  
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There is clear and consistent evidence that the rankings were being 

deployed inappropriately within some quarters of the sector, in ways that 

could produce harmful outcomes, and based on a poor understanding of 

the actual role of the rankings. One common example was the setting of 

targets for publication in A and A* journals by institutional research 

managers.  

In light of these two factors – that ERA could work perfectly well without 

the rankings, and that their existence was focussing ill-informed, 

undesirable behaviour in the management of research – I have made the 

decision to remove the rankings, based on the ARC‟s expert advice.  

The journals lists will still be of great utility and importance, but the 

removal of the ranks and the provision of the publication profile will 

ensure they will be used descriptively rather than prescriptively.  

These reforms will strengthen the role of the ERA Research Evaluation 

Committee (REC) members in using their own, discipline-specific 

expertise to make judgments about the journal publication patterns for 

each unit of evaluation.  

It is important to note that these changes will be exposed to public 

comment during July as part of the draft submission guidelines. I am 

confident that these improvements will strengthen the ERA methodology 

and minimise the unintended consequences arising from inappropriate 

external use of the indicators, while maintaining the comparability of 

future rounds with the ERA 2010 results.  

I would like to thank the ARC, led by Professor Margaret Sheil, for the 

extensive development work that went into producing these 

improvements, and the ERA 2010 REC members and other key academic 

leaders for their invaluable advice. I particularly thank the university 

research sector, whose detailed feedback informed the work, and whose 

support for ERA overall has been so positive.  

Media contact: Aban Contractor, Minister‟s office, 0457 989 842 

 

Source: 
http://minister.innovation.gov.au/Carr/MediaReleases/Pages/IMPROVEMENTST

OEXCELLENCEINRESEARCHFORAUSTRALIA.aspx 
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Joint media release with the Hon. Greg Combet AM MP, 

Minister For Climate Change And Energy Efficiency 

And The Hon Bill Shorten MP, Assistant Treasurer 

Minister For Financial Services And Superannuation  

Productivity Commission Study Shows World Acting on 

Climate Change Brisbane 9 June 2011 

The Productivity Commission's comprehensive study of carbon policies in 

key economies confirms the world is increasingly acting on climate 

change and a carbon price is the lowest-cost way to cut pollution. 

The research highlights that far from striking out on its own, Australia 

risks falling behind the rest of the world if we fail to put a price on 

pollution. 

The Commission examined action taken in seven of our top ten trading 

partners – China, Germany, Japan, New Zealand, South Korea, the United 

Kingdom and the United States. It found that all the countries examined 

had adopted major policies to reduce pollution and support the move to 

clean energy. 

Including Australia, the Commission identified over 1,000 policy 

measures to reduce pollution, showing yet again that the world is moving 

towards a cleaner energy future. 

For electricity generation, the report finds Australia is now significantly 

behind the United Kingdom and Germany in terms of the resources 

devoted to policies to reduce emissions, and the effectiveness of those 

policies. In these respects, Australia is broadly in line with actions being 

taken by countries like China and South Korea. 

But the Commission emphasises that its report is a snapshot in time, and 

other countries are introducing significant new policies in this area. For 

example, China is trialing a carbon trading pilot in key cities and 

provinces and has set a target of lowering its carbon emissions per unit of 

GDP by 40-45 per cent by 2020, compared to the 2005 levels. South 

Korea will introduce mandatory economy-wide emissions trading from 

2015. 

The report completely debunks any scare campaigns suggesting Australia 

is acting alone and provides more evidence that putting a price on carbon 

pollution is the best way to cut pollution and protect our economy. 
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The Commission's report provides further evidence that a market 

mechanism is the best way to cut emissions and support Australia's 

transition to a clean energy economy. It is consistent with the support for 

a carbon price expressed in the Garnaut Review, senior market 

economists and business groups such as the Business Council of Australia 

and Australian Industry Group. 

While approaches vary from country to country, the Commission makes 

clear that a price on carbon is by far and away the most efficient way to 

reduce pollution. The report explains that: 

...the incentive provided for demand-side abatement is a 

major reason for the relative cost-effectiveness of carbon-

pricing mechanisms. (Overview, page xxxi) 

The report notes that policies of the type advanced by the Coalition 

impose much greater costs on taxpayers while achieving much smaller 

emissions reductions, and points out that: 

… the consistent finding from this study is that much 

lower-cost abatement could be achieved through broad, 

explicit carbon pricing approaches, irrespective of the 

policy settings in competitor economies. (Page 155) 

These conclusions add to the weight of authority showing that Mr 

Abbott's so-called 'direct action' is not a viable means of addressing 

climate change – it will cost Australians more, deliver no assistance to 

households, and will be much less effective because it will do little to 

encourage demand-side abatement. 

By contrast, a carbon price in Australia will make dirty energy more 

expensive and clean energy, like solar, gas and wind cheaper. 

It will only apply to the biggest polluters in our economy, of which there 

are less than 1,000, requiring them to pay for every tonne of carbon 

pollution that they emit. 

This is the most effective and cheapest way for us to build a clean energy 

economy and protect our precious natural environment for future 

generations. 

Copies of the report will be available from the Commission's website: 

http://www.pc.gov.au/  

Source: 
http://www.dpm.gov.au/DisplayDocs.aspx?doc=pressreleases/2011/064.ht

m&pageID=003&min=wms&Year=&DocType=0 
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Carbon Emission Policies in Key Economies 

Key points 

These key points were released with the Carbon Emission Policies in Key 

Economies research report on 9 June 2011. 

More than 1000 carbon policy measures were identified in the nine 

countries studied, ranging from (limited) emissions trading schemes to 

policies that support particular types of abatement technology.  

As policies have been particularly targeted at electricity 

generation and road transport emissions, the Commission 

analysed major measures in these sectors. 

While these disparate measures cannot be expressed as an equivalent 

single price on greenhouse gas emissions, all policies impose costs that 

someone must pay. The Commission has interpreted 'effective' carbon 

prices broadly to mean the cost of reducing greenhouse gas emissions - 

the 'price' of abatement achieved by particular policies. 

The Commission's estimates essentially provide a snapshot of the current 

cost and cost effectiveness of major carbon policies.  

The subsidy equivalent, abatement achieved and implicit 

abatement subsidy have been calculated for policies and 

aggregated by sector in each country. 

As a proportion of GDP, Germany was found to have allocated more 

resources than other countries to abatement policies in the electricity 

generation sector, followed by the UK, with Australia, China and the US 

mid-range. 

Estimates of abatement relative to counterfactual emissions in the 

electricity generation sector followed a similar ordering, with Germany 

significantly ahead, followed by the UK, then Australia, the US and 

China. 

The estimated cost per unit of abatement achieved varied widely, both 

across programs within each country and in aggregate across countries.  

Emissions trading schemes were found to be relatively 

cost effective, while policies encouraging small-scale 

renewable generation and biofuels have generated little 

abatement for substantially higher cost. 

The relative cost effectiveness of price-based approaches is illustrated for 

Australia by stylised modelling that suggests that the abatement from 
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existing policies for electricity could have been achieved at a fraction of 

the cost.  

However, the estimates cannot be used to determine the 

appropriate starting price of a broadly-based carbon 

pricing scheme. 

The estimated price effects of supply-side policies have generally been 

modest, other than for electricity in Germany and the UK.  

Such price uplifts are of some relevance to assessing 

carbon leakage and competitiveness impacts, but are very 

preliminary and substantially more information would be 

required. 

Background information: 

Paul Belin (Assistant Commissioner) 03 9653 2177 

Source:  

http://www.pc.gov.au/projects/study/carbon-prices/report/key-

points 

__________________________________________________ 

Corporate Progress on Environmental and Social Issues is 

Tangible, But Far from Sufficient, Global Survey Shows 
New York, 7 June 2011 

When it comes to broad implementation of responsible business practices, 

company size matters most. And while businesses around the world seem 

to be making tangible progress in addressing environmental concerns, 

many continue to struggle in the human rights and anti-corruption arena. 

These are among the findings of the UN Global Compact‟s latest 

Implementation Survey, one of the most comprehensive global surveys on 

corporate sustainability performance. Completed anonymously by more 

than 1,200 companies participating in the UN corporate responsibility 

initiative, the survey forms the basis of the 2010 Global Compact Annual 

Review, which was launched at UN Headquarters today.  

 

Among the key findings: 

Large and publicly traded companies are performing at higher levels on 

all of the Global Compact‟s issue areas (human rights, labour, 

environment and anti-corruption) than small and medium-size enterprises 

(SMEs), pointing to the availability of greater financial and human 

resources to support extensive sustainability programs.  
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Reflective of the growing relevance of sustainability issues to business 

performance, more than 70 percent of all respondents indicate the active 

involvement of their chief executives in policy and strategy development. 

Nearly 60 percent of all publicly traded companies report active 

involvement of their boards of directors.  

Companies across the board report having anti-discrimination and equal 

opportunity policies in place – one of the few issues to transcend size or 

sector. Yet, less than 20 percent of all respondents report conducting 

human rights impact assessments and less than 30 percent record 

instances of corruption, with dramatic differences between SMEs and 

larger companies.  

Concerning supply chain implementation of sustainability principles, 

widely seen as critical in order to bring corporate responsibility to true 

scale, 65 percent of companies report some measure of supplier 

involvement, with 12 percent requiring their suppliers to be Global 

Compact participants.  

Likewise, 79 percent of companies spread their commitment to the Global 

Compact principles to their subsidiaries, with nearly half of those (44 

percent) creating separate sustainability functions at the subsidiary level.  

Increasingly, businesses are recognizing the role of the private sector in 

advancing UN development objectives. Over half (56 percent) of survey 

respondents are engaged in some form of public-private partnership at the 

global or local level. Reflecting a broader trend by business to build on 

the growing sustainability market, 42 percent of all respondents said that 

they are developing products and services or designing business models 

that seek to contribute to UN priorities. 

“While the sustainability movement has taken great strides in recent 

years, significant challenges remain,” said Georg Kell, Executive Director 

of the UN Global Compact. “Helping smaller companies close 

performance gaps, stimulating collective action on all fronts and making a 

stronger case for human rights and anti-corruption engagement will be 

critical if we are to bring corporate responsibility to scale.”  

 

Overall, the Global Compact continued to grow in 2010 and now includes 

more than 6,000 business participants, as well as more than 3,000 non-

business signatories. More than half of all businesses in the initiative are 

small and medium-size enterprises. The countries with the highest 

numbers of participants are France, Spain, the US and Brazil. 

 About the Global Compact Implementation Survey 

Launched in 2008, the Global Compact Implementation Survey is an 

annual, anonymous online survey of Global Compact participants 

worldwide to take stock of environmental and social performance and 
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identify trends and developments related to corporate sustainability issues. 

All 6,000+ companies participating in the Global Compact were invited to 

take the 2010 survey - available in multiple languages - which was 

conducted in November/December 2010. The survey was administered 

and analysed by a team of MBA and doctoral candidates at The Wharton 

School of the University of Pennsylvania. 

The survey received 1,251 responses from 103 countries - a response rate 

of over 20 percent. The 2010 survey is generally representative of the 

Global Compact participant base, especially in terms of region and year 

that a company joined the initiative. 

About the Global Compact Annual Review 2010 
The Annual Review 2010 is organized following the three dimensions of 

the Global Compact Blueprint for Corporate Sustainability Leadership, a 

model for achieving higher levels of sustainability performance. This 

review assesses how – and to what extent – participating companies are 

implementing the ten principles; taking action in support of broader UN 

goals and issues; and engaging with the Global Compact locally and 

globally. At the centre of the review are the findings from the 2010 Global 

Compact Implementation Survey. 

 

In addition, the Annual Review provides detailed updates on the Global 

Compact‟s growth, strategic and operational priorities, governance and 

finances.  

Matthias Stausberg Spokesperson stausberg@un.org  

Source: United Nations Global Compact at 

http://www.unglobalcompact.org/news/127-06-07-2011  
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Calls for papers 

Sustainability Accounting and Management Policy 

Journal  

Special Issue Call for Papers (submission deadline: 29 February 2012) 
 

Sustainability Accounting for the Industrial Use of 

Biomass 

 
Guest Editors 

Prof. Dr Stefan Schaltegger, CSM Leuphana University Lüneburg, 

Germany 

Prof. Dr Roger L. Burritt, CAGS University of South Australia 

Adelaide, Australia 

Prof. Dr Rob Bailis, Yale University, New Haven, USA 

 
The environmental impacts of oil use are increasing and oil reserves are 

decreasing. This has led to the development of plant oil based biofuels 

such as bioethanol, biodiesel, biokerosene. Plant oils, such as palm oil, 

soy oil or rape seed oil, have furthermore “conquered” global food and 

cosmetic production. 

However, biofuels have been heavily criticised for not necessarily 

guaranteeing positive ecological or social benefits. Conflicts have been 

reported between agribusinesses, local communities and smallholder 

farming discussed as “fuel versus food” and “land grabbing”. In response, 

numerous sustainability certification schemes and guidelines have 

emerged, leading to a complex set of regulations and standards. LCAs, 

however, have indicated substantial reduction in emissions if producers 

follow good land use practices.  

It is thus timely to analyse the relevant factors which influence whether, 

under which conditions and with which production systems biofuels can 

actually create a real contribution to a more sustainable or less 

unsustainable oil based economy.  

Accountants face a new set of challenges to account for and communicate 

the issues of plant oil production for key stakeholders such as airlines, the 

food industry, or agricultural supply chains. Conventional accounting 

systems and lifecycle assessments face unprecedented physical and 

monetary measurement challenges. Management accounting will be 

critical to providing internal decision support for managers, non-

government organizations and governments to identify, measure and 
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prepare information that assists decision makers about the industrial use 

of biomass. Issues about units of measurement, data quality and its 

sources cannot be neglected if purpose-orientated information is to be 

provided. 

Accounting for sustainability performance is critical because, if biofuels 

and plant oil production systems are not confirmed to be sustainable, 

redesign of current paths of development would be necessary.  

Issues to be addressed in submissions could include, but are not limited 

to: 

 Sustainability accounting, accountability and reporting of plant 

oil production and related agricultural systems, incl. supply chain 

issues and comparison with conventional fuels, oils and fats 

 Case studies and empirical analysis of plant oil and biofuels 

 Analysis of fuel versus food issues, or large agribusiness versus 

smallholder farming issues, etc. 

 Methodological issues of sustainability performance 

measurement, accountability and reporting, incl. environmental 

impact assessment, LCA, LCC, EMA and other methods 

 Stakeholder issues in the assessment and reporting of the 

sustainability of biofuels and plant oils 

 Comparative case studies with biofuels and plant oils used in 

transportation (including aviation, shipping and road transport), 

or the food and cosmetics industry 

 Assessment of emerging sustainability certification systems and 

their relevance for EMA  

For a more encompassing Call for Papers see: 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/products/journals/call_for_papers.htm?id=

3369  
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