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Comments and Questions

This paper discusses the rise of the ‘rich’ North as a result of draining the riches of the South, and, in light of these implications, discusses three different views of sustainable development (contest, astronaut, home).  This bears resemblance to the notion of “the development of underdevelopment”.

The consequences mentioned in the paper, in relation to the unification of the North, are seen as hindrances to the North.  Traditionally, the advantage has been in the North and the disadvantaged in the South.  However, the consequences mentioned in the paper, such as the increasing strength of third world countries, backfiring of aid to the south (i.e. Hussein, bin Laden in a very current context), and the flux of immigrants to the north in hopes of a better life, are also beneficial.  For example, the increasing strength of the economies of the South should be seen as a good thing, rather than a consequence per se.  The arrival of immigrants as a result of poor conditions in the South should not be viewed as a hindrance in the context of people seeking a better existence, however this is also a consequence in terms of immigration (or lack of) policies in the north.

I do agree with the crises of North / South relations (i.e. justice and nature), however these polarizations occur contained in the South as well as comparing the North to the South.  There is much evidence to suggest polarizing dynamics within the South.

The fact that the global economy has ‘outgrown the earth’s capacity as a dumping ground’ is a very true statement.  Perhaps a good linkage here, in a social geographic context, is the habits of societies in different geographic areas, in terms of their consumption of goods and services and the impacts made on the environment.  A good example here is the proposed dumping of Toronto’s garbage to the Kirkland Lake area, in terms of transferring the impact and responsibility of this issue to a non-GTA area.  Another implication here is to consider the economic impact made by cities such as Toronto, Ottawa, Vancouver and Montreal, in contributing to the economy of the country, and take that into account as well.  Conservation and development are certainly opposing views when those who ask for resources are in contradiction with the environment.

Sachs’ comment about “needing development that uses less nature and includes more people” is surely a supported one.  However, some questions arise a) how? b) would this not have been pursued previously?

Sachs defines sustainable development as a type of development that promotes both ecological sustainability and international justice.  The three different views about sustainable development brought forth in this paper are contest, astronaut, and home.  While all three perspectives are worthy ones, I find it difficult to believe that economics and ecology are indeed agreeable components.  Economy and power is a very powerful component, which does not take into account many other non-economic factors, such as ethics, social issues, and likewise the environment.  One item, which will indeed help, however, is the new society and globalization, which can promote further and extended awareness of issues.

In conclusion, I believe the concept of sustainable development is a very important issue in global environmental responsibility, for our future generations.  However, the limitations and reality in such a goal should be considered, in the context of dynamics at many geographic levels: north/south, inter-city, provincial/state and inter-continental.

