Global Prosperity and Sustainable Development Goals

Abstract: Negotiations around Sustainable Development Goals and the post-2015
development agenda should go beyond just re-writing goals and targets that adhere to
‘sustaining’ the same old economic and social models. Instead, societies and
governments should take this as an opportunity to advance more radical conceptual
and practical approaches that challenge this reductive understanding of
‘sustainability’. The paper argues that we should turn our attention to prosperity
rather than to development per se, recognising the critical role political and social
innovation should have in unleashing individuals’ potential to flourishing in a context
of finite resources. The interwoven, interdependent and ever-evolving nature of socio-
ecological systems, together with the uncertainties and ‘unknowns’ that characterise
contemporary reality, questions the relevance of one-size-fits-all goals. There is no
single route to prosperity; diversity of objectives is essential and fundamental.
Learning from initiatives in the Global South, such as the case of agroecology, might

pave the way towards this paradigm shift.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper argues that we need to rethink how we conceptualize, organize and
transform the societies we live in, and in tandem, we will need to move away from
established notions of development towards broader understandings of prosperity.
Orthodox growth models presume the infinite consumption of finite planetary
resources. We are on an unsustainable trajectory, and we do not seem to know how to
get off. Since the 17th century, our economic models and social and political
institutions have promoted a version of human flourishing and prosperity synonymous
or concurrent with the growth of material wealth. We have now arrived at a historical
turning point, and we need a profound paradigm shift, one that will force us to
abandon some of our overly narrow and outmoded concepts and ideas and
fundamentally rethink our responses to the environmental and social challenges we
face across the globe. This need for change is increasingly widely recognized, and
various new measurements of prosperity (Legatum Institute 2015), well- being
(Gough & McGregor 2010; Holland 2008; Nussbaum 2000; UK Office for National
Statistics 2015; UNDP 2015), happiness (Centre For Bhutan Studies & GNH
Research 2015; Dolan 2014; Thale & Sunstein 2009; The New Economics
Foundation 2015) and social progress (SPI 2015) have been proposed. But new
metrics alone do little to change behaviours and values, and nor do they provide
robust models and mechanisms for envisaging future societies and economies, or for
understanding and addressing the conceptual, social and political barriers to the kinds

of transformations in ways of living and social institutions that will be necessary.

The scale of transformation is daunting, but so too is the time frame for action. In
2015, the new Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) shaping national and
international efforts around the most pressing environmental and social challenges of
the globe in the next 15 years will be announced. But by 2030, world population will
have grown from 6.8 to 8.3 billion, five billion people will be living in cities and the
world will also require 50% more food, energy and fresh water. The years 2015-2030
is thus a time critical period, not only for carbon emissions and environmental change

but also for social innovation.



However, will development theory and practice as we currently understand it provide
the necessary social innovation (e.g. Rist 2007)? Will development lead to prosperity?
Is development the same thing as prosperity? Critiques of development are legion,
both as a discipline and as a practice (Chambers 2012; Hart 2001; Peet & Hartwick
2009). For a good 20 years and more, there has been talk of post-development
(Escobar 2000; Pieterse 2000; Rahnema & Bawtree 1997; Ziai 2007). The major
difficulty here is that while there are critiques, few alternatives are offered (Matthews
2004). If not development then what? If business as usual will not work, then what
will? Economic fragility, armed conflict and now Ebola are all contributing to a sense
of global risk and uncertainty, but such uncertainty is magnified by a lack of clear
direction. There is evident political and theoretical poverty, as well as economic

poverty.

The lack of clear alternatives and uncertainty of direction is reflected in negotiations
over the post-2015 development agenda. In June 2014, the Open Working Group
released the ‘Introduction and Proposed Goals and Targets on Sustainable
Development for the Post 2015 Development Agenda’ (UN 2014), which proposed
17 SDGs to be attained by 2030, with 169 associated targets. This was something of
an own goal! The range and breadth of the SDGs in their current form will generate
real challenges for implementing coherent action (Norton et al., 2014). This wish list
of 17 SDGs with 169 targets may, of course, be whittled down. The deadline
approaches. What is interesting - but perhaps unsurprising - is that the online
consultation on the post-2015 SDGs ‘My World’ produced a clearer set of priorities.
The leading four were education, health care, job opportunities and an honest and
responsive government. All of these came ahead of ‘affordable food and nutrition’
(UN, nd). The fundamentals are clear in many different contexts around the world and
have not shifted. This is not surprising because whatever development is about, it
must in some way be about standards, interventions according to some standard of
improvement in certain areas. This is reflected in the Sustainable Development
Solutions Network’s proposal for action that the SDGs should ‘leave no one behind’

(SDSN 2014; SDSN 2015).



It seems impossible to imagine how there could be change of sufficient magnitude on
so many urgent issues without setting standards and timelines for their attainment. So,
we do need goals, but should the SDGs themselves be our only goals? Looking at the
process of consultation that has gone on concerning the post-2015 SDGs, something
much more hopeful than the enumeration of 169 targets has actually emerged. These
are a series of themes that set out a potentially radical break with current Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs): (1) localizing the agenda and the critical role of local
stakeholders in identifying and investing in local levels of ownership,
implementation, monitoring and accountability (Lucci 2015); (2) embedding citizen
participation in the new agenda for design, monitoring and accountability; (3) the
importance of culture and the need to harness values and diversity; and (4) a refigured
role for government and business. The private sector must act as a major driver for
sustainability—and not a net cost—but, most critical of all, government policy must
reinforce the behaviours of progressive companies that take account of their social

and environmental impacts.

These themes, if turned into principles, then models for action, then monitorable
outcomes, could potentially set a whole new framework for action that would
transform the implementation of whatever post-2015 goals are finally selected. They
would change the way in which we all do business. But there is a simple proposition
to be made here and that is that this framework and other changes in theoretical
models, assumptions and framing devices should precede and not follow the setting of
goals or standards. Goals and standards are a necessary, but not sufficient, condition.
The problem in the past is that MDGs - the standards - became both the vehicle for
and the desired outcome of development and of social change more generally,
whereas the multiple challenges we face are not just the self-evident ones of climate
change or environmental degradation or conflict or gender inequality, but a much
more serious crisis of values and of ideas. In this sense, the MDGs worked within a
given set of values and ideas and did not seek to challenge assumptions, but to make

the system deliver.



This will not be radical enough for the period 2015-2030; we need to go beyond
finding technical solutions to managing resource deficits and sustainability gaps and
to speed up processes of socio-economic and political innovation. In discussions
around the SDGs, there is a broad recognition that we need an integrated socio-
environmental framework if we are to further prosperity in an era of growing
environmental risks (e.g. Fitzpatrick 2014; Griggs et al., 2014), but there is little
sustained attention to the social innovations necessary to deliver results. While the
SDGs are of immense importance, not least because they are based on a consensus
that the interconnections between inequality and environmental degradation will
continue to exclude poor people from economic well-being in the future (e.g. Gower
et al., 2012), the framework behind them still gives insufficient impetus to the need to
find new ways of conceptualizing what development should deliver, and consequently
insufficient recognition to the realization that we need new theories of society and of

social change.

2. SHIFTING FROM DEVELOPMENT TO FUTURE PROSPERITY

I argue that we should turn our attention to prosperity rather than to development per
se as a central organizing concept. Prosperity is not wealth or growth in the economy.
It is not measured by gross domestic product (GDP). It is about flourishing, the health
of society, inclusive political institutions, a guarantee of human capital development
and civil liberties. It is about an educated and healthy citizenry who are actively
involved in co-designing and co-producing their own futures within the limits of the
sustainability of the planet’s resources. Prosperity will be the outcome of social and
political innovation. It cannot be limited to technical assessments of the strengths and
weaknesses of development indicators because it must involve a broader examination
of the very kind of development and social progress we would like to promote.

At stake is not only an agreement on the mode of sustaining and producing the
resources required to live next to others but also some understanding of the way in
which we want to live with others. What distinguishes prosperity from development
is a focus on values, on the quality of life and on what makes life worthwhile in

specific contexts. There have been a swathe of recent discussions about the



importance of capturing prosperity beyond GDP (see the preceding texts) and the
importance of focusing on how to account more accurately all of a nation’s human
and physical resources, including leisure time, people’s sense of community, equality
of opportunity and quality of public services. However, these debates have tended to
work with a rather normative and singular view of prosperity and how it could be
achieved. In reality, prosperity is not a single goal because notions of the good life
and the just life are culturally and historically specific. This means that whatever
prosperity is, it will be plural and diverse, and while the challenges of prosperity may

be global, the solutions will not be.

Focusing attention on the diverse forms of flourishing and the differing mechanisms
through which they can be achieved marks a definitive break with dominant
development discourse in two ways. Firstly, it challenges the idea that the
development agenda should be based on a transfer of models or standards from one
mode of flourishing to another, and most especially that this transfer should always
proceed from the global north to the global south (Escobar 2011; Rist 1990; Young
2003). Consequently, it disputes the notion of development as a problem and a goal
only for the global south, with all that this implies about hierarchy, catch-up models,
transfer of knowledge and technology. This view has been under critique from within
development theory for some time, but such critiques have had little impact on either
development practice or development institutions. The challenge of global prosperity
is itself premised on the idea that diversity of objectives is essential and foundational,
and that because there is no single route to prosperity, there can be no single

economic model of development (Leach et al., 2013).

Secondly, because development understood as prosperity is everyone’s problem, we
should use the challenge of sustainability and threats to the environment as an
experimental nexus for the broader reform of values. Tackling SDGs while leaving
current ideas of wealth, value and social progress intact will not deliver the scale and
speed of transformation required in the next 15 years. The redefinition of prosperity
as a set of systemically interlinked political and social projects will require us to

reshape how social and environmental impacts are conceived, measured and



managed. It will potentially change the theory and practice of development by
moving us away from the mainstream models of economic development based on
growth assumptions. A quest for a form of prosperity that incorporates cultural and
moral frameworks understood as diverse ways of tethering what is economically
valuable to what is socially desirable would not involve a turn to tradition or the
ossification of cultural frameworks, but rather a commitment to an approach that
places values at the core of productive life. The focus would be on how to develop
new cultural forms in diverse contexts, socially innovative forms of ethical

engagement, both within and between communities.

3. RETHINKING THE ECONOMY

One point of departure for developing new cultural forms that place values at the core
of productive life is to rethink the idea of the economy. In recent decades, we have
arrived at a vision of the world where the social is crowded out by the economic, and
where the economy flourishes at the expense of the social. The processes and
structures of globalisation and the continual seeking out of cheaper labour and goods
have crafted a situation where spaces of production and consumption are increasingly
separated from each other, and where many communities find that their experience of

labour and effort bears little relation to the quality of their lives.

Habermas (1984, 1987) argued that social well-being depends on a balance between
economic and productive activities necessary for physical survival (the system) and
the social processes that reproduce social structures and relations, cultural traditions
and personal identities (the life world). He envisaged the life world as a space in
which communication and meaning creation connect to identity production, and also
to the setting out and resolution of ethical and normative concerns. In his formulation,
the life world should ideally take precedence over the system, but he suggested that
the advent of capitalist modernity had upset this balance leading to a situation where
the demands of the system - profitability and growth - had started to displace and
distort the values of the life world - community, moral integrity, social relations,

aesthetics and forms of consociation. The result was a form of instrumental reasoning
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fuelled by a false sense of heightened rationality based on profit maximization that
inevitably consumed other forms of reasoning relating to the aesthetic and the ethical.
Habermas termed this take over ‘colonization’, which he understood as the act of the
imposition of one system’s development principles on another. In Habermasian terms,
much of the world is in a state of economic colonization, cultural systems, beliefs,
norms, values and lifestyles that are structured and driven by the economic system’s

demand for growth.

A good example of this is the way in which the issue of sustainability is often treated.
Mainstream models hold that sustainability is the key to future policy but continue to
tackle the issue largely within a new politics of unsustainability (Blithdorn 2013).
Whatever its declared commitments, the politics of sustainability is not powered by
attempts to change individual lifestyles, economic values and societal structures in
ways that sustain environmental integrity and the achievement of authentic well-
being. Instead, its primary concern is to manage the inevitable consequences - social
and ecological - of the resolve to sustain the established order. Sustainability in this
reductive form is about maintenance rather than transformation. The ever-expanding
needs of mobility, technology and shopping have become essentially non-negotiable.
They are constitutive of the experience and meaning of self, identity and the social.
Prevalent notions of well-being and quality of life demand that ways must be found to
meet them. The resolve to sustain what is widely regarded as unsustainable is the
central characteristic of contemporary politics, even eco-politics in many parts of the
globe. The situation is also made much more complicated by the rise of a global
middle class - particularly in China and India - who see no reason why they should
bear either the costs of climate change or a reduction in the newly achieved levels of

consumption.

The politics of unsustainability has many component parts, but a key element is the
ongoing commitment to a model of the global economy based on continuous growth.
Developments in late 2014 demonstrated this forcibly. In November 2014, the USA
and China announced a greenhouse gas global pact ahead of the Global Climate

Summit in Paris in 2015. China, the biggest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world,
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agreed to cap its output by 2030 or earlier if possible. Previously, China had only ever
pledged to reduce the rapid rate of growth in its emissions, but it has now also
promised to increase its use of energy from zero-emission sources to 20% by 2030.
The USA pledged to cut its emissions to 26—28% below 2005 levels by 2025 (The
White House 2014). These commitments followed the European Union endorsement
of a binding 40% reduction of greenhouse gases by 2030 in October 2014 (European
Commission 2014). However, at almost the same moment, the G20 announced their
recommitment to growth. In their Brisbane communiqué, they committed to 2%
increase in their collective GDP in the next 5 years, adding $2trn to the global
economy and creating millions of jobs, including drawing 100 million women
worldwide into the labour force by 2025. Most of this growth is envisaged as coming
from India and China, despite the fact that growth in the emerging economies is
slowing markedly (G20 2014). The International Monetary Fund has revised
downwards its forecast for emerging market growth on six occasions since late 2011
(Financial Times 2014). This raises real questions about not only the attainability of

this growth target but also its very rationality and raison d’etre.

The Brisbane Action Plan (G20 2014), which forms the background to this growth
commitment, contains 800 measures in order to bring about this collective uplift. The
proliferation of measures - like the proliferation of SDG targets - is not an indication
of reservoirs of opportunity but rather of a form of desperation as to how the
economic in its current formulation can be maintained. The challenge here for the
international community is one about what the dream of a better future will look like
if it is not based on unsustainable economic growth. Models privilege certain
relationships and processes of transformation over others; consequently, there are
likely to be very serious consequences of this complete failure to imagine what an
economic system without growth or with very low rates of growth would look like
(Heinberg 2011; Hepburn et al., 2014; Jackson 2011). Much more intellectual and
policy attention, and resources, need to be focused on how to run economies in
situations of sustained low growth, but given the connection between growth, jobs
and votes, there seems to be little incentive for many governments to provide these

inputs or to advocate for them in the international arena. However, perhaps more



worrying is the absolute resistance to rethinking dominant understandings of the
economy, what it values and what drives economic change even in the face of the

challenges of the environment.

Can we think about the economy differently? A starting point here is the recognition
that the economy does not pre-exist economic models or actions but rather is
constituted by them (Caliskan & Callon 2009; Caligkan & Callon 2010). The
economy itself is a construct, a set of values and framing devices, animating
particular practices and institutions. Selecting certain practices in the world, labelling
them as the ‘real’ economy and then theorising the interactions between these selected
practices as ‘the economy’ inevitably privilege certain trajectories and parameters of
change. Anthropology has long argued that the separation of the economic from the
social is historically and culturally specific. The current financialisation of the
social—for example, the dependency of family and household reproduction on
mortgage debt—is an example of economic colonisation, and also of the historical
character of the shifting dependencies and overdeterminations of the economic and
the social. Financialisation as a form of colonization or economisation changes how
social institutions function and for what purpose (Davis & Kim 2015). The scale of
concern with how the international economy functions, and with dominant notions of
what constitutes the economic, as we move into the determination of the SDGs is
readily apparent in the many efforts to recast the economy and to privilege different
practices and processes of change: the diverse economy (Gibson-Graham 1996;
Gibson-Graham 2002), the care economy (Eisler 2008), the foundational economy
(Manchester Capitalism 2015; Williams et al., 2013), the circular economy (Ellen
MacArthur Foundation 2015), the green economy (Green Economy Coalition 2015),
the doughnut economy (Raworth 2015), the sustainable economy and the dignity
economy (Lindner 2012). Many of these productive ways of thinking through
humanly sustainable lifestyles draw on older anthropological arguments about the
embedded nature of economic practices and their connections to issues of social form.
Such ideas have been around in different guises for a very long time, but it is sadly
the case that none of these reformulations, or the alternative views of the economy

derived from them, have as much traction as they should in policies or politics around
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the world.

4. THE EXAMPLE OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE GLOBAL SOUTH

A predominant concern within much of development practice and thinking is about
rural households. Over the last 50 years or so, rural households and their hoped for
processes of development have been set within a framework of mechanization,
marketisation, proletarianisation and rural migration. This framework has set the
parameters for understanding what should be the key drivers of change in rural
economies, and within the terms of development policies, it has been envisaged as
both unidirectional and globally applicable. However, recent work on diverse
economies has emphasized - and not for the first time - that such frameworks for
change obscure the fact that change processes in rural areas are not unidirectional and
are situated within diverse economies, which change in different ways at different
times (Gibson-Graham 2008). Despite these insights, in much development thinking
and policy, the orthodoxy has continued that rural economies must connect
themselves to markets and to global growth to pull themselves out of poverty. While
it is clear that the eradication of poverty in the context of growing inequalities is a
rising, not diminishing, challenge, despite improvements in human capital
development, the idea that global growth is the only solution to poverty eradication
continues to be maintained. The key here is a set of assumptions underpinning the
idea of what constitutes economic progress or development. Broadly stated, these
include a move from non-market to market, from farm work to non-farm work, rising
agricultural productivity and the release of surplus labour into a diversified non-farm
sector (Gibson-Graham 2008). In other words, a model of progress and economic
development largely drawn from the historical experiences of Europe. Rural
development policy is further based on ideas about an agency that assumes atomistic
rational decision-making, maximisation, optimisation and profit. As Escobar has
pointed out, the current models of development and the theories of economic
transformation behind them erase the complexity and diversity of individuals,
aspirations, experiences, capacities and circumstances, so that ‘... a squatter in

Mexico city, a Nepalese peasant and a Tuareg nomad become equivalent to each other
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as poor and underdeveloped’ (Escobar 2011: 53). In short, the dominant development
models for rural areas in the global south can be classified as an example of
economisation or the colonisation of thinking by economic models associated with
pre-theoretical assumptions about human motivation and agency. Worse still, if we
look at those countries in the global south that adopted trade liberalisation,
privatisation and fiscal discipline through the 1990s, their economic growth rates have
turned out to be low not only in absolute terms but also relative to other countries that
did not follow such reforms or only partially. China is a classic case in point. The
World Bank’s own review of policy in the 1990s pointed out that there was no single
growth model or formulae or best practice (World Bank 2005). And yet, despite
evidence and the widespread recognition that one model with a unified theory of key
drivers for change and economic development was neither pulling large enough
numbers of people out of poverty nor guaranteeing sustained growth, the mantra that
the path to development was well understood and associated with continuous growth

remained and remains relatively undented.

In fact of course, to counter such thinking, we have many resources to draw upon,
including not only the critiques of market economics in anthropology alluded to
earlier but also the work of Robert Chambers and others (Chambers 1988; Chambers
& Conway 1991) in development theory in the 1990s on sustainable livelihoods, and
recent work on sustainability and innovation (e.g. STEPS Centre 2010). The key to
recent thinking on diverse economies in a number of disciplines has been the idea of
reframing what counts as the economic to include many things such as unpaid
domestic labour and care—here again we return to old debates in feminist thinking—
as well as a huge diversity of non- market transaction practices that sustain rural
households, including those concerned with ritual, aesthetics, poetics and aspiration.
These arguments are not new, but they need re- making afresh, and repurposing for a

new approach to prosperity and flourishing.

The framing of system dynamics and the delineation of processes of change is
actually an area in which we academics play a key role, alongside our interlocutors

around the world. This is in essence because such discussions are all about what
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constitutes an economy, what drives an economy and what drives change. The World
Social Forum’s byline is ‘Another world is possible’. The issue then is how can we
make another world possible, what it might take to build on existing work to generate
new insights, new conceptual and theoretical frameworks for imagining and enacting
different futures? The key to this might be to envisage new conduits and forms of
transactions through which resources are captured, used and passed around in rural
communities to ensure well-being and sustainable prosperity. Rural communities
around the world already provide lots of examples—in-kind labour remuneration,
reciprocal labour exchanges, local currencies, neighbourhood care networks and ritual
practices—that are well documented and well understood. There is an urgent need to
rethink the singular dominant model of the economy that has underpinned rural
development policies, and to work with local communities to enhance diverse
mechanisms and pathways for the transformation of rural and urban communities in

the future.

5. RETHINKING THE ENVIRONMENT

There are interesting parallels when we turn to the issues of environment. It is evident
that we need to bring about social change and social transition to meet the challenges
of resource sustainability and the environment (Leach et al., 2012). The scale of
change is daunting, and a reconfigured environmental policy should act as an
experimental nexus for a broader social innovation. The redefinition of prosperity as a
political and social project—rather than a notion of development based on income and
indicators—will require us to reshape how environmental and social impacts are
measured. As we head into the SDGs, very little work has actually been carried out on
the social and economic changes needed for sustainability, which are still poorly
understood. There is continuing political and conceptual poverty in how we envisage
and conceive of change, and the drivers of change in relation to future sustainability

of planetary resources and social systems.

Much of the discussion on environment and resilience talks of planetary boundaries,

resilience and sustainability. These discussions often focus on keeping ecosystems
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within the range of their natural equilibrium, both social and ecological. Resilience is
all about the ability to respond to change, especially sudden, unpredictable change,
and then return to a stable state. In the academic literature, but rarely to be found in
policy initiatives, or development projects, is the recognition that ecosystems are not
organised around a unique ‘natural’ equilibrium, so the aim of ecosystem protection
should not necessarily be to stabilise it or protect it from change and keep it close to
equilibrium. Living systems cannot be isolated from change, and many of their future
developments will be nonlinear and complex, providing not only new challenges and
constraints but also new opportunities. Resilience in socio-ecological systems is often
figured as if it were simply an attribute of existing systems that can be identified and
improved. In reality, resilience is both an historical feature—arising out of previous
system states—and an emergent property that is produced and performed when
systems confront change (Cutter et al., 2008; Da Silva et al., 2012; Johnson &
Blackburn 2014; Satterthwaite 2013).

Present and future socio-ecological systems are thus not characterized by stable states
that represent the normal but by complex processes of transformation and adaptation
that work through contingency, connectivity and multiplicity. This does not mean that
all change is nonlinear or that all processes of extrapolation from the past to future
states are invalid, but that the complex interdependencies within socio-ecological
systems are constantly changing in ways that cannot be fully predicted or controlled.
Considered alongside the anticipated and unanticipated impact of human agency, this
ensures that transformability is a pervasive feature of all resilient socio-ecological
systems. Prosperity and long-term sustainability will depend on the management of
resilience that recognises complexity, keeps options open and enhances learning
capacity in the face of these challenges (Bahadur et al., 2010; Mitchell & Harris
2012). A key issue here is how we envisage processes of change and seek to control

them through policy implementation, trade-offs and other measures.

Prevalent models of economic development and social change continue to emphasize
prediction and unilinear models of development based on focusing on known risks—

deriving in large part from an economisation of socio-ecological systems. An obvious
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example here would be carbon trading (Lohmann 2005; Newell 2008). Following the
most recent crisis in 2008, it is evident that there are major difficulties in predicting
behaviour using mathematical models and monitoring change using a command and
control approach, resulting in quantitative predictions of likely future outcomes.
Dominant models of socio-ecological systems implicated in policy development are
still based on economic optimisation under assumed conditions where variables are
held constant. The only problem is that in living socio-ecological systems, variables
are not constant, and so these systems cannot be managed effectively by trying to
maximise outputs and ensure optimal use of resources while staying within

sustainable limits or resource boundaries.

Many smaller projects and nongovernmental organisations do work with local
communities to ensure self-organisation based on local logics, values, adaptability
and social and environmental transformations. But at the national and international
policy levels, there is little recognition that change in socio-ecological systems is
ubiquitous and that it might be better to focus on managing change rather than
predicting known outcomes. This will mean acknowledging that the allocation of
resources is unlikely to be optimal at any one point in time because sustainability and
resilience will depend more on local social actors being able to interpret and respond
to challenges. Models of sustainability and resilience - like those of the economy -
will need to depend on diversity and on enhancing the potentialities of diversity
(Leach 2008; Leach et al., 2013). Future prosperity, understood as well-being in the
context of functioning socio-ecological systems, will be based on diversity, and on
the role that agency, intentionality, conceptualisation and learning play in people’s
motivations and decisions. In other words, prosperity will depend on culture, values

and diverse forms of social innovation.

6. LEARNING FROM THE GLOBAL SOUTH: THE EXAMPLE OF AGRO-
ECOLOGY

Diversity, nonlinear complexity and non-optimal use of resources do not mesh well

with the current understandings of target attainment. Yet, established developments in
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the global south offer ways forward that are not currently as well integrated as they
should be into scenario-planning for future prosperity and sustainability. One very
straightforward example is agroecology. Agroecology in Latin America and the
Caribbean draws on scientific thinking and indigenous knowledge and management
systems to enhance food security, biodiversity, resource conservation and social
equity. It develops and deploys the diversity and complexity of farming systems,
maintaining native seeds and local livestock, improving soil activity and water
retention, and recycling nutrients and energy on the farm rather than relying on
external inputs. It guarantees access to land, decent food and work. It aims to be both
productive and resource conserving. In response to problems caused by agribusiness,
including contamination of natural resources, soil infertility and rising food prices,
agroecology has emerged as a collaboration between science, local farmers and social
movements (e.g. Altieri & Toledo 2011; Ferguson & Morales 2010; Petersen et al.,
2013; Rosset et al. 2011). Agroecology has a long history - including in Europe -
(Wezel et al., 2011), but an international conference in Rome in 2014 was the first
time that the Food and Agriculture Organization acknowledged and provided official
support for agroecology globally (FAO 2014).

Agroecology has a local focus but involves about 500 million people worldwide, and
research suggests that agroecological farmers produce more food. In South America,
household-based agroecology farming takes place on 18% of the territory but
produces about 40% of food required. In Ecuador, agroecological farming increased
from 23,000 ha (56,810 acres) in 1996 to 403,000 ha in 2008, generating $395million
(£23 1million) and creating 172,000 jobs. To put agroecological technologies into
practice requires technological innovations, agriculture policy changes and socio-
economic changes, but above all a deeper understanding of the complex long-term
interactions among resources, people and their environment. Agroecology is a very
good example of processes of sustainable change driven by local circumstances but
linked to transformations on a regional - and potentially global - scale. Its great
strength is that it ties economic value to social value. Social progress is a political
task. It involves the collective elaboration of a social project, as the involvement of

social movements in successful agroecology initiatives in Latin America and the
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Caribbean suggests.

The SDGs are about the delivery of global public goods, and for targets to be met,
there will need to be new forms of political coalitions and collaborations formed
around good ideas that can deliver social, economic and environmental value for
communities across the globe. There is no suggestion here that agroecology will be
the only, or even the primary, solution to certain global challenges, but its clear value
lies in its capacity for innovation across several dimensions. It incorporates scientific
and technological innovations, offering new possibilities and opportunities for
communities. It links local diversity and social agency to societies at scale. And, it
depends on repurposing social institutions to meet changing circumstances, including
new forms of collaboration between scientists, local farmers and social movements. It
is a working example of how environmental challenges and enhanced human well-
being require the reorganisation of social values and institutions. Culture plays a key
role here, but it is not about a return to tradition or the safeguarding of unchanging

life ways.

Also key here is a framework of collaborative experimentation and south-to-
south/south- to-north learning. Historically, development has depended on exporting
and imposing models with ‘known outcomes’ as solutions to the challenges in the
global south. The prosperous societies of the future will be very diverse, because the
principles of the good life, morality and values are diverse, as are the definitions of
success, well-being, sustainability and aspiration. In such contexts, learning will not
be about the transferability of whole models with ‘known outcomes’ - even with
retrofitting for local circumstances - but about incomplete learning, experimentation
and collaboration. This will involve social, economic and political experimentation,
as well as scientific and technological experimentation. Sustainable prosperity for the
future will require new cultural forms because it will require social innovation that
begins from a reconceptualization of aims and means, outcomes and processes. This
process will involve a new kind of public debate, based on a diversity of voices.
Diverse opinions mean better ideas, and all good ideas need to be tested and subjected

to critique. But, many new technological and social innovations are already arising in
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the global south—for example M-Pesa in Kenya—with the potential for global-scale

impact.

7. CONCLUSION

Human activity is the major driver of environmental change, and the SDGs offer a
unique possibility for societies and governments around the globe not just to hit
targets and bring human activity back into ‘safe operating spaces’ but also to institute
social innovation to shape what the new human condition of the future might be. This
will involve a broader examination of the kind of social, economic, political and
technological progress we would like to promote. Taking global prosperity - diverse
forms of sustainable flourishing - as a goal rather than development as it has
historically been understood means focusing on how the examination of values that
are constitutive of the good life informs the structures and processes of political
communities at local, national and international scales. Localising the agenda,
increasing citizen participation in design, monitoring and accountability, and
refiguring the values and models through which we design change will be key. Social
and economic innovations are essential and must themselves become the drivers of
change because we can no longer deliver growth under the old model, nor do we have
the mechanisms to deal with the obvious and undeniable planetary threats we face.
Rather than focusing on the global south and improving its condition through target
attainment—important though these things are—a much more serious engagement
with the new forms of participation, the diverse models of flourishing and an
experimental nexus for a new global political economy should be the focus of

renewed effort as we work towards 2030.

REFERENCES

e Altieri MA, Toledo VM. 2011. The agroecological revolution in Latin
America: rescuing nature, ensuring food sovereignty and empowering

peasants. Journal of Peasant Studies 38(3): 587-612.

18



Bahadur AV, Ibrahim M, Tanner T. 2010. The resilience renaissance?
Unpacking of resilience for tackling climate change and disasters, Brighton.
Available at: http://community.eldis.org/.59e0d267/resilience-
renaissance.pdf.

Blithdorn I. 2013. The governance of unsustainability: ecology and
democracy after the post- democratic turn. Environmental Politics 22(1): 16—
36.

Caliskan K, Callon M. 2009. Economization, part 1: shifting attention from
the economy towards processes of economization. Economy and Society
38(3): 369-398. Available at: http://www.
tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03085140903020580

Caligkan K, Callon M. 2010. Economization, part 2: a research programme
for the study of markets. Economy and Society 39(1): 1-32. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/ 03085140903424519

Centre for Bhutan Studies & GNH Research. 2015. Gross National
Happiness. Available at: http:// www.grossnationalhappiness.com/ [Accessed
February 12, 2015].

Chambers R. 2012. Provocations for Development. Practical Action
Publishing: Warwickshire.

Chambers R. 1988. Sustainable Livelihoods, Environment and Development:
Putting Poor Rural People First. IDS: Brighton.

Chambers R, Conway GR. 1991. Sustainable rural livelihoods: practical
concepts for the 21st century, Available at:
https://www.ids.ac.uk/files/Dp296.pdf.

Cutter SL, Barnes L, Berry M, Burton C, Evans E, Tate E, Webb J. 2008. A
place-based model for understanding community resilience to natural
disasters. Global Environmental Change 18(4): 598—606. Available at:
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0959378008000666.

Davis GF, Kim S. 2015. Financialization of the economy. Annual Review of
Sociology 41(1).

Dolan P. 2014. Happiness by Design: Change What You Do, not How You

19



Think. Hudson Street Press: New York.

Eisler RT. 2008. The Real Wealth of Nations: Creating a Caring Economics.
Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Ellen MacArthur Foundation. 2015. Circular economy. Available at:
http://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation. org/circular-economy [Accessed
February 13, 2015].

Escobar A. 2000. Beyond the search for a paradigm? Post-development and
beyond. Development 43(4): 11-14.

Escobar A. 2011. Encountering Development: The Making and Unmaking of
the Third World. Princeton University Press: Princeton.

European Commission. 2014. 2030 framework for climate and energy
policies. Available at: http:// ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/2030/index_en.htm.
FAO. 2014. International symposium on agroecology for food security and
nutrition. Available at: http://www.fao.org/about/meetings/afns/en/ [Accessed
February 11, 2015].

Ferguson BG, Morales H. 2010. Latin American agroecologists build a
powerful scientific and social movement. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture
34(4): 339-341.

Financial Times. 2014. Emerging markets enter slow growth era. Available
at: http://www.ft.com/ cms/s/0/c64c6944-5118-11e4-b55¢-
00144feab7de.html#axzz3RU31gq80.

Fitzpatrick T. 2014. Climate Change and Poverty: A New Agenda for
Developed Nations. Policy Press: Bristol.

G20. 2014. Brisbane action plan, Available at: https://g20.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/12/brisbane _ action_plan.pdf.

Gibson-Graham JK. 2002. A diverse economy: rethinking economy and
economic representation, Available at:
http://cscs.res.in/dataarchive/textfiles/textfile.2007-11-30.8 16823805 1/file.
Gibson-Graham JK. 2008. Diverse economies: performative practices for
“other worlds”. Progress in Human Geography 32(5): 613-632.
Gibson-Graham JK. 1996. The End of Capitalism (as We Knew It): A

20



Feminist Critique of Political Economy. Blackwell: Cambridge, USA.
Gough I, McGregor JA (eds). 2010. Wellbeing in Developing Countries:
From Theory to Research, Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge
University Press.

Gower R, Pearce C, Raworth K. 2012. Left behind by the G20. How
inequality and environmental degradation threaten to exclude poor people
from the benefits of economic growth. Oxfam Policy and Practice:
Agriculture, Food and Land 12(1): 35-80. Available at:
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/oxpp/oppatl/2012/00000012/000000
01/art00002.

Green Economy Coalition. 2015. The big picture. Available at:
http://www.greeneconomycoalition. org/big-picture/big-picture-—overview
[Accessed February 13, 2015].

Griggs D, Stafford Smith M, Rockstrom J, Ohman MC, Gaffney O, Glaser G,
Kanie N, Noble I, Steffen W, Shyamsundar P. 2014. An integrated
framework for Sustainable Development Goals. Ecology and Society 19(4):
49. Available at: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss4/art49/.
Habermas J. 1984. The Theory of Communicative Action. Volume 1: Reason
and the Rationalization of Society. Beacon: Boston.

Habermas J. 1987. The Theory of Communicative Action. Volume 2:
Lifeworld and System. Beacon: Boston.

Hart G. 2001. Development critiques in the 1990s: culs de sac and promising
paths. Progress in Human Geography 25(4): 649—658.

Heinberg R. 2011. The End of Growth: Adapting to Our New Economic
Reality. New Society Publishers: Gabriola Island.

Hepburn C, Beinhocker E, Farmer JD, Teytelboym A. 2014. Resilient and
inclusive prosperity within planetary boundaries. China & World Economy
22(5): 76-92.

Holland B. 2008. Justice and the environment in Nussbaum’s “capabilities
approach”: why sustainable ecological capacity is a meta-capability. Political

Research Quarterly 61(2): 319-332.

21



Jackson T. 2011. Prosperity Without Growth: Economics for a Finite Planet.
Routledge: London.

Johnson C, Blackburn S. 2014. Advocacy for urban resilience: UNISDR’s
Making Cities Resilient campaign. Environment and Urbanization 26(1): 29—
52. Available at: http://eau.sagepub.com/
cgi/doi/10.1177/0956247813518684 [Accessed July 14, 2014].

Leach M. ed. 2008. Re-framing resilience: a symposium report, Brighton.
Available at: http:// stsclimate.soc.ku.dk/papers/resilience.pdf.

Leach M, Rockstrom J, Raskin P, Scoones I, Stirling AC, Smith A,
Thompson J, Millstone E, Ely A, Arond E, Folke C, Olsson P. 2012.
Transforming innovation for sustainability. Ecology and Society 17(2): 11.
Available at: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/voll7/iss2/art11/.

Leach M, Raworth K, Rockstrdm J. 2013. Between social and planetary
boundaries: Navigating pathways in the safe and just space for humanity. In
ISSC & UNESCO (eds). World Social Science Report 2013: Changing
Global Environments. Paris: OECD Publishing and UNESCO Publishing, pp.
84-89. Available at:
http://www.oecdilibrary.org/docserver/download/0113101ec010.pdf?expires=
1423591478 &id=id&accname=ocid 195693 &checksum=F6F52383D7479F34
DF6A683CBA470A40.

Legatum Institute. 2015. Legatum Prosperity Index. Available at:
http://www.prosperity.com/ [Accessed February 12, 2015].

Lindner E. 2012. A Dignity Economy. Creating an Economy that Serves
Human Dignity and Preserves Our Planet. Dignity Press: Doerzbach.
Lohmann L. 2005. Marketing and making carbon dumps: commodification,
calculation and counterfactuals in climate change mitigation. Science as
Culture 14(3): 203-235. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09505430500216783 [Accessed
February 12, 2015].

Lucci P. 2015. “Localising” the post-2015 agenda: what does it mean in
practice? London. Available at: http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-

22



assets/publications-opinion-files/9395.pdf.

Manchester Capitalism. 2015. The Foundational Economy. Available at:
http://www. manchestercapitalism.co.uk/foundational-economy [Accessed
February 13, 2015].

Matthews S. 2004. Post-development theory and the question of alternatives:
a view from Africa. Third World Quarterly 25(2): 373-384.

Mitchell T, Harris K. 2012. Resilience: A Risk Management Approach,
London. Available at: http:// www.odi.org/publications/6271-resilience-risk-
management-climate-change.

Newell P. 2008. The marketisation of global environmental governance:
manifestations and implications. In Park J, Conca K, & Finger M(eds). The
Crisis of Global Environmental Governance: Towards a New Political
Economy of Sustainability. London: Routledge, pp. 77-96.

Norton A, Scott A, Lucci P, Avis W. 2014. Taking the Sustainable
Development Goals from “Main Basis” to Effective Vision—What’s the
Roadmap? London. Available at: http://www.odi.org/
sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/9166.pdf.
Nussbaum M. 2000. Women and Human Development: The Capabilities
Approach. Cambridge University Press: New York.

Peet R, Hartwick ER. 2009. Theories of Development: Contentions,
Arguments, Alternatives, 2nd edition. Guilford Press: New York, London.
Petersen P, Mussoi EM, Dal SF. 2013. Institutionalization of the
agroecological approach in Brazil: advances and challenges. Agroecology
and Sustainable Food Systems 37(1): 103—-114.

Pieterse JN. 2000. After post-development. Third World Quarterly 21(2):
175-191. Rahnema M, Bawtree V(eds). 1997. The Post-development Reader,
London: Zed Books.

Raworth K. 2015. Exploring doughnut economics. Available at:

http://www kateraworth.com/ [Accessed February 13, 2015].

Rist G. 2007. Development as a buzzword. Development in Practice 17(4-5):
485-491. Available at:

23



http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09614520701469328

Rist G. 1990. “Development” as a part of the modern myth: the Western
“socio-cultural dimension” of “development”. European Journal of
Development Research 2(1): 10-21.

Rosset PM, Machin Sosa B, Roque Jaime AM, Avila Lozano DR. 2011. The
Campesino-to-Campesino Agroecology Movement of ANAP in Cuba: social
process methodology in the construction of sustainable peasant agriculture
and food sovereignty. The Journal of peasant studies 38(1): 161-191.
Satterthwaite D. 2013. The political underpinnings of cities’ accumulated
resilience to climate change. Environment and Urbanization 25(2): 381-391.
SPI. 2015. Social Progress Index.
http://www.socialprogressimperative.org/publications

SDSN. 2014. An action agenda for sustainable development, Available at:
http://unsdsn.org/ resources/publications/an-action-agenda-for-sustainable-
development/.

SDSN. 2015. Indicators and a monitoring framework for Sustainable
Development Goals. Launching a data revolution for the SDGs, Available at:
http://unsdsn.org/resources/publications/indicators/.

da Silva J, Kernaghan S, Luque A. 2012. A systems approach to meeting the
challenges of urban climate change. International Journal of Urban
Sustainable Development 4(2): 125-145. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/19463138.2012.718279
STEPS Centre. 2010. Innovation, Sustainability, Development: A New
Manifesto, Brighton. Available at: http://steps-centre.org/anewmanifesto/wp-
content/uploads/steps-manifesto_small- file.pdf.

Thale RH, Sunstein CR. 2009. Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health,
Wealth and Happiness. Penguin Books: London.

The New Economics Foundation. 2015. Happy Planet Index. Available at:
http://www. happyplanetindex.org/ [Accessed February 12, 2015].

The White House. 2014. U.S.—China joint announcement on climate change.

Available at: http:// www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/11/us-

24



china-joint-announcement-climate-change. UK Office for National Statistics.
2015. Measuring national well-being. Available at: http://www.
ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/well-being/index.html [Accessed
February 12, 2015].

UN. My world. Available at: http://vote.myworld2015.org/ [Accessed
February 11, 2015].

UN. 2014. Sustainable Development Goals, Available at:
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/ focussdgs.html.

UNDP. 2015. Human Development Index. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human- development-index-hdi [Accessed
February 12, 2015].

Wezel A, Bellon S, Doré T, Francis C, Vallod D, David C. 2011.
Agroecology as a science, a movement and a practice. In Lichtfouse E, et al.
(eds). Sustainable Agriculture Volume 2. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 27-43.
Williams K, Bentham J, Bowman A, de la Cuesta M, Engelen E, Erturk I,
Folkman P, Froud J, Johal S, Law J, Leaver A, Moran M. 2013. Manifesto for
the Foundational Economy.

World Bank. 2005. Economic growth in the 1990s: learning from a decade of
reform, Washington DC. Available at:
http://www1.worldbank.org/prem/lessons1990s/.

Young RJC. 2003. Postcolonialism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford
University Press: Oxford.

Ziai A. 2007. Exploring Post-development: Theory and Practice, Problems
and Perspectives. Routledge: New York.

25



