"You cannot escape the responsibility of tomorrow by evading it today." -Abraham Lincoln.

As the 16th president of the United States of America serving from 1861 to 1865 (The White House, n.d.), Mr Lincoln would have had little comprehension of today's sustainability challenges. Despite this, the above quote is relatable to 21st century challenges of conservation and development. In the context of sustainability, this statement poses the question; 'who ought to take responsibility for ensuring intergenerational equity and how can this be done, without compromising the values and necessities of existing populaces?' This multifaceted question is not new, yet still challenges the fabric of modern development models.

To understand the inferred responsibilities of sustainable development, one must first examine the issue and the historical context that surrounds it.

At the time of the Industrial Revolution, both populations and production increased exponentially. To enable this growth, the Industries and Development models of that era increased exploitation of natural systems, whilst simultaneously creating more externalities of waste and pollution (Shi, et al., 2019). These externalities have resulted in such vast changes in the ecological systems that some believe it has created a new unit in geological time, Anthropocene; 'age of human dominance of biological, chemical and geological processes on Earth' (Gardiner & Thompson, 2017). As a result, positivistic approaches to ‘development’ began to be reconsidered through a greater appreciation of finite resources and carrying capacities (Du Pisani, 2006). As an early concept, Thomas Malthus correlated exponential population growth with exceeding natural systems and populations becoming rebalanced through disease, famine and war (Malthus, 1798). Further statements made by Carson (Carson, 1962) and Marsh (the Guardian, 2011) in Week 2's task: 'Voices from the Past'; show a progressing realisation of the relationship between natural systems, anthropogenic growth and human welfare being reversed (Kolstad & Krautkraener, 1993) if we undermine the environment (Neranjan, 2020).

Socio-economic events are also significant when considering the formation of sustainable development concepts. Events like the OPEC crisis, Vietnam War (Swistun, 2020) and US Energy Crisis (Field, 2020) provided National insights into the socio-economic repercussions of natural resource dependency. Significant environmental disasters like Bhopal, Chernobyl, Piper Alpha (Field, 2020) and Exxon Valdez spill (Swistun, 2020) reformed the social expectations of how private and public bodies should manage the externalities of their activities.

Today, the global expectations of 'development' are epitomised by 17 ambitious Sustainable Development Goals, and a call to end poverty, protect the planet and ensure peace and prosperity by 2030. As a Global agenda, these Goals pledge to 'Leave No One Behind' to ensure Action for people, planet and prosperity (United Nations, 2015).

As an outcome of flawed development models and significant socio-economic events, ideas of what constitutes the best form of progress, growth, development and sustainability have evolved from antiquity to postmodernity (Du Pisani, 2006). This essay will go on to explore postmodernity views of Sustainable Development by examining the responsibilities associated with reconciling ecological, social and economic interests. These concepts shall be related to Abraham Lincoln's statement to evaluate the significance of the message.

What is the responsibility for tomorrow?

Intergenerational equity is a rational way to describe the objective of sustainable development, and a good starting point when deciphering responsibilities, as implied by President Lincoln's statement.

In the simplest of forms, intergenerational equity is engrained within humanity and civilisations. There has always been a human-imbued wish of the elderly to ensure their offspring prosper in fair and favourable conditions (Puaschunder, 2020). Intergenerational equity requires humanity to share a common duty for the Earth, and articulates a need for fairness amongst present and future generations (Oxford Public International Law, 2013). Across sustainability literature and definitions, the need for intergeneration equity is almost unanimously championed (Golub, et al., 2013).

The criteria, in which intergenerational equity seeks to conserve, are across an array of ecological and social frontages. Conservation criterion implies that resource base and environmental assets are conserved for future generations (Kolstad & Krautkraener, 1993). Socio-economic perspectives of this concept encapsulate a need to address future inequalities across health, human rights (Coote, 2015), poverty, education and future wealth (Onuzo, et al., 2013). The World Commission on Environment and Development (Brundtland Report) includes elements of intergenerational equity in their definition of sustainable development. It requires generations to bestow to its successor, a 'production base' at least as large as it had inherited itself (Dasgupta, 2010). The inexplicit use of 'production base' to describe generational equity, exemplifies the breadth of criteria to be included within sustainable development as both a principle and responsibility. The concept of intergenerational equity also tells us that if current generations do not recognise the true intrinsic worth of ecological or social systems, it is not 'sustainable'. A true sense of sustainable development recognises that any permanent loss of equity for future generations is irreplaceable and cannot be reimbursed by human-made wealth. Intergenerational equity operates on an acceptance that despite future generations potentially gaining from economic progress, those gains may be offset by environmental damage (Beder, 2000) or loss of 'production base'. The idea that natural systems are irreplaceable and go beyond economic value is especially true when considering the loss of critical natural assets that perform life-supporting and ecological functions (Chiesura & Rudolf, 2002).

Reflecting on modern-day responsibilities, one can draw upon 'strong' and 'weak' applications of sustainability. A 'weak' application of sustainability is neglecting a generational duty to leave behind adequate 'production base' for future generations to prosper. In turn, 'strong' applications of sustainability acknowledge a present-day responsibility for tomorrow’s requirements and prosperity.

The above reference to 'strong' sustainability will allow future generations to prosper. However, this may not be truly sustainable if intra-generational needs are overlooked. To this point, the Brundtland Report states:

"Those who are poor and hungry will often destroy their immediate environment in order to survive: They will cut down forests; their livestock will overgraze grasslands; they will overuse marginal land; and in growing numbers they will crowd into congested cities. The cumulative effect of these changes is so far-reaching as to make poverty itself a major global scourge." (World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987).

Existing inequalities of income and wealth are correlated to loss of opportunity in natural systems, education, and health care. This scenario creates a vicious cycle whereby income and wealth inequity prohibit generational mobility and prospects of economic growth. Inequality also facilitates those at the top end of the income distribution to move the environmental costs of their consumption to those at the lower end (United Nations, 2019). Whilst the above statement is suggestive of so-called 'developing countries', research in the UK shows that deprived areas within the UK are similarly disproportionately affected by environmental problems (Foley, 2004) (Ogden, 2019). 

It is, therefore, critical that intra-generational inequalities are addressed. A failure to address engrained societal problems is self-perpetuating for communities of inequity and will eventually limit intergenerational outcomes associated with sustainability.

Extending President Lincoln's statement, one should be mindful that the 'responsibility of tomorrow' incorporates an obligation to our contemporaries in addition to our successors. Development that treats current and future generations independently could be an evasion of sustainability responsibilities. The interconnection between 'generations' is an extension of the concept of 'Harmony' where all things are related, and the 'wellbeing of one depends on the wellbeing of another' (Emanuel, 2020) (University of Wales Trinity Saint David, 2020).

Who is responsible for sustainable development?

As we now understand what responsibilities are affiliated in sustainable development, this notion shall be examined further to gauge stakeholder accountabilities. 

Three broad stakeholder groups play a pivotal role in sustainable development. A failure of any of these stakeholder groups could be 'evading responsibilities' today.

Within 'Activity 1: How we can make the world a better place', it was stated there is an opportunity for a 'bottom-up/grassroots' approach (Greenwood, 2020) to sustainable development. This reference was made in context to individuals and businesses stepping up to the challenge of sustainability in the absence of adequate government policy. Conversely, this essay argues that the responsibility of 'grassroots' sustainable development is more critical than backfilling negligent political mechanisms.

Rather than being an alternative to state-run sustainability programs, John Ruggie argues that individuals are political agents and societal actions define the success of governmental measures (Micheletti, et al., 2009). His argument notes that traditional political measures alone cannot effectively change environmental and social issues. Instead, they must coincide with behavioural change and trans-governmental action (Micheletti, et al., 2009). A practical example of this is the varied success rate of COVID-19 public health measures. If reciprocal trust between people and governments are lacking, the Collective Action response to public health recommendations was negatively affected (Harring, et al., 2020) (Thwaites, 2020). Policy compliance to COVID-19 is a Collective Action problem (Harring, et al., 2020) where it is not the measures alone that define success, but the uptake within populations. Ruggie and other scholars make a case for 'sustainable citizenship' through individual decision-making and Collective Action.

As a concept, the positive outcomes of Collective Action are already being recognised through an increasing civic preference for ethical goods. Consumers have a growing ambition to become 'responsible citizens of the world', which is shaping corporate approaches to sustainability. Conscious consumers are avoiding products or services associated with negative impacts; instead, making bold choices for amenities that have positive outcomes for social justice, animal welfare, human rights and the environment (Smithers, 2019). A 2020 survey found that 61% of consumers expect 'sustainability' from companies they associate with (Briggs, 2020). The 2019 Ethical Consumer report indicates a four-fold expansion of UK ethical consumer markets from 1999 – 2019 (Ethical Consumer, 2019). Echoing the trend of conscious consumerism, corporations are adjusting to customer expectations. 82% of company executives recognise the long-term commercial benefits of sustainability, and 63% of businesses state their attitude towards the subject is driven by customers (Briggs, 2020).

These statistics linking individual consumer choices to a larger societal expectation of business is an example of Collective Action. The concept of 'Collective Action' allows individuals and society to be part of the sustainable development discussion by entering the political arena through their actions and habits. Collective Action becomes a form of decision making, whether it is by boycotting goods, veganism or choosing a ‘staycation’. Environmental commentators see the role of 'Collective Action' as a crucial component to the sustainability challenge (Adams, 2018), but this is not necessarily a new idea. Success has already been seen through this cooperative approach, with significant improvements made in women's suffrage and abolitionist movements (Adams, 2018). These types of socio-cultural changes come from a collective choice not to accept the status quo and to engage in difficult conversations. Collective Action in this sense is as much about a change of consumption as it is 'learning, voting, writing, protesting, divesting and investing, taking a stand and seeking out others to do it with; coming together, to demand societal and cultural change' (Adams, 2018).

In this discussion, one must acknowledge that the universal ability to 'vote' for sustainability through consumption or action is confined by conflicting values, intra-generational inequalities and other socio-political constraints. The universal duty that must not be evaded by individuals should not therefore be orientated around individual actions of consumption or environmentalism. Individuals should be more concerned with the concept of Collective Action.  Cumulatively, individual actions become societal movements. These societal movements through Collective Action are market-based political efforts that have socio-political and business ramifications. Individuals and society, have a responsibility towards their actions as political agents who can change the fabric of their surroundings for better or worse. This responsibility extends not just to individuals' voting with their dollar' (Wynne, 2020), but becoming sustainability change agent securitising governments, business and our own decisions (Schumm, 2020). 

Similar to President Lincoln's statement, Benjamin Franklin's quote of "do well, by doing good" has taken on new meaning and relevance. For business, this statement implies that enterprises have to balance capitalism with philanthropy in society (McClimon, 2020). The historical misalignment of these two principles has evolved into an increasing social expectation of business ethics and responsibility.

The Kantian Model provides a thought-provoking ethical framework in which the distinct interactions of business and society can be evaluated. A fundamental principle employed by Kantian thinking is that employees are moral agents and form a conscience in which the business represents through its actions. Business is responsible for ensuring the morals of the organisations are both transparent and representative of its workforce as a critical stakeholder. The Kantian model also suggests that business is accountable to society through being a beneficiary of specific civil outcomes such as an educated workforce, infrastructure and sanitation (Bowie, 2017). Companies, therefore, have more than just a duty to pay their corporation taxes and serve shareholders through creating profit. 

It is argued that businesses are moral communities (Bowie, 2017) (Field, 2020), have a collective consciousness and are contingent on the cooperation of the communities in which it operates. Failing to meet societal values is counterproductive to an organisation, both commercially and morally. The Kantian principle of obliging societal expectations and acting as a moral community is a business responsibility. In terms of Sustainable Development, this concept could be extended further. It may be reasonable to assume that enterprises have to consider future generational requirements rather than just current societal needs. This type of extended morality fits more comfortably in the aforementioned intergenerational sustainability models and the idea of 'Harmony'.

As introduced in Activity 1: Socio-cultural change and sustainability, Tony's Chocolonely is an example of deontological business ethics and Kantian thinking. The company's mission is centred on eradicating slavery in chocolate production (Field, 2020). However, their moral duty encompasses more than just the company's footprint. Tony Chocolonely's mission statement is to create progress across the broader industry by making "100% slave free the norm in chocolate" (Chocolonely, 2020). Tony's Chocolonely's recipe for slave-free chocolate includes; paying a 'fair pricing' premium, working with cooperatives to empower local farmers, providing greater financial security to farms through service agreements, creating traceability in raw materials and inspiring others to act.  Deontological ethics are being applied to Tony Chocolonely’s Business, whereby cocoa bean farmers are being treated with dignity and respect in a moral duty-based approach. There is a centrality of morals, sovereignty, rights between the business actions and local communities. Moreover, these activities seek to change the entire chocolate industry by empowering farmers, changing consumption and disrupting conventional business models. As a result, these business interactions are likely to have long-lasting effects for cocoa farmers that produce intra and intergenerational sustainability outcomes.

Tony's Chocoloney is a practical example of a social enterprise acting as a 'moral community', delivering both profitability and social outcomes (Chocolonely, 2019). This example creates a compelling argument that; "Perhaps we should view profits as a consequence of good business practices rather than as the goal of business." (Field, 2020). However as a general 'responsibility', it is utopian to suggest that all businesses should prioritise social and environmental outcomes over profitability. The Social Enterprise model does not necessarily lend itself to always being ethical, nor does it equate to intergenerational prosperity. Instead, a paradigm shift is needed away from Shareholder Capitalism as the 'true north' for business. A model of Stakeholder Capitalism and Kantian ethics is required, where social, environmental outcomes are pursued, and business realises their interdependency within the ecosystems they operate. It is then that business purpose and profitability (BlackRock, 2019) can be inextricably linked through acting as a 'moral community' and aligning to sustainable development.

Continuation with business models that consider only the bottom line is not in the best interest of Shareholders either. Investors largely reflect on the management of Environment, Social and Governance (ESG) risks in their portfolios (UBS, 2020) (BlackRock, 2019) and two-thirds of touchpoints that lead to purchase are associated with a ' reputational factors' (Sorenson Impact, 2020). Conceptualising and communicating ESG risks to stakeholders is no longer an option, and the cliché of “doing well, by doing good” is ever more apparent in the marketplace. Shareholder Capitalism is an evasion of responsibility both in the traditional sense of maximising profitability, and by sustainable development terms through not accounting for ESG risks.

In sustainable development, many responsibilities of business are expected by society, but not required by law. Acting as a 'moral community', adopting an approach of stakeholder capitalism and adding social or environmental value are strategic imperatives applied only when it benefits the business. The significant change that is required, so as not to evade the responsibilities of tomorrow, is to escalate sustainability from a business strategy to unwavering liabilities through socio-economic and political means.

One of the most decisive roles of government in sustainable development is the application of strong governance and democracy. Strong governance is vital, given that sustainability is not a normative concept and may be open to interpretation within civic society. Those who are being 'governed' by sustainable development policies require effective channels of bottom-up communication, debate, competency in the institutions involved and the rule of law (Nair, 2018). Fundamental to this is the availability of correct, transparent and high-quality information (Ohashi, 2010) for civic debate and review. The pursuit of sustainability is also contingent on democratic political systems that can address disharmonious development, acknowledge individual sovereignty and generate surpluses on a sustained basis (Wydra & Puzl, 2015).

Like private bodies, the government is also charged with responsibility to act as a catalyst of change. Through their involvement, the state can influence the pace of transformation. This can be the extent to which the environment is protected or the facilitation of economic growth in particular areas. Ultimately, these decisions determine the 'steady-state' of the economy (Waldt, 2016) and its alignment to the carrying capacity of natural systems. 

Authorities also need to tackle sustainable development as a global problem, with cross-border integrative strategies. The 'Norwegian Paradox' is an example of sustainability not being considered a 'global challenge'. Domestically, Norway has progressed significantly in weaning its citizens from fossil fuel dependency. Fiscal policies making electric vehicles attractive to residents and the generation of almost all electricity from hydropower makes curbing carbon emissions by 40% seem a reasonable commitment (Sengupta, 2017). Contrary to claims of being a 'global leader in climate action', Norway's exports of oil in 2017 were ten times higher than its domestic emissions. The paradox between cutting emissions domestically, and facilitating global fossil fuel consumption embodies the need for government to cooperate and tackle sustainability in a global context. Government accountability to frameworks such as the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals plays an essential role in coordinating national endeavours and establishing global standards for sustainable development (Waldt, 2016).

This essay recognises the multitude of methods that the government can directly and indirectly influence sustainability. The above research indicates casual factors associated with strong governance and democratic processes to be as important as interventionism in creating a society in which sustainability can thrive. There is a palpable responsibility on governments to harness strong governance and democracy as a tool for sustainable development (Nair, 2018). Another principle responsibility for the government is the coordination of national policies in conjunction with international treaties such as Agenda 2030. A failure of the developed world to share technology and best practices with economically less developed countries is counterproductive to global development (Field, 2020). As a constituent of the global community, national governments are responsible for cadence and governance in both their own countries, as well as developing global vision for sustainable development.

The repercussions of the government shirking the above responsibilities are considerable. If left unchecked challenges such as climate change, energy security and poverty will perpetuate violence in economically less developed countries (Mommers, 2016) (Schumm, 2020) (United Nations Security Council, 2020) as well as confounding democracy and global peacekeeping efforts (Wydra & Puzl, 2015) (Mommers, 2016).  

Summary and Discussion

Responsibility for sustainable development cannot be solely confined to either private or public actors. As sustainability issues are intertwined with complex interactions, feedback loops, interdependencies, uncertainty (Van Poeck, et al., 2017) and normative values, there is a need for multi-stakeholder governance and accountability. 
 
The evolution of development models indicates that we cannot assume societal choices (Greenwood, 2020) and business self-regulation will lead us to sustainable outcomes. There is a requirement for the 'visible hand of the state' to promote sustainable development as a feasible option to society. The state has a significant responsibility for the cadence in which these objectives can be achieved through their policy decisions, the strength of governance and ability to engage stakeholders across national and international platforms. National governments need to cooperate in order to create a global vision for sustainable development, rationalising otherwise contradictory development and preservation concepts. Similarly, there is a responsibility bestowed upon private actors for bottom-up, and grassroots sustainability approaches. Individuals and society have an inherent responsibility through the persuasive influences of Collective Action. Societal consumption patterns, debates and communal demands for change shall directly influence the feasibility, scale and pace in which sustainability outcomes can be realised by government or business.  As a responsibility, businesses need to be conscious of a more expansive range of stakeholders, acknowledge the ecosystems they rely upon, act with purpose and add value as a constituent of a 'Moral Community'. These grass-root contributions formulate the 'invisible hand of the market', that can determine intergenerational production base or re-orientate the 'visible hand of the state' through being a sustainability change agent. Indifference or inaction across any of these stakeholder groups can be considered evasive of sustainability duties and detrimental to intergenerational prosperity.

[bookmark: _GoBack]As a current responsibility, the need for sustainable development and intergenerational equity is almost unanimously accepted. Still, there is a disconnection between the seemingly positive societal attitude towards sustainability and behaviours. The fabled gap between pro-sustainability attitude and actions has created a state of incrementalism and idleness in sustainable development. Sustainability inaction is perhaps the most significant disservice to intergenerational equity. The repercussions of such a massive evasion of responsibility will be catastrophic to both existing and future population inequalities if natural and social capital is neglected. We have to address the structural and behavioural barriers that stand between our attitude and our behaviours. Remediation of this requires no less than a global-cooperative approach, where top-down and bottom-up responsibilities coincide as positive change agents. Continuing on the road of passive-action will be evocative of another of President Lincoln’s quotes:

“If the people turn their backs to a fire they will burn their behinds, and they will just have to sit on their blisters.” – President Lincoln
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