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This report will focus on policy recommendations and proposals for advancing sustainability in the fashion and
textile industries. What is the current state of the art?

The report considers and summarises policy suggestions and proposals that range from specifictobroad--Z
brushproposals.Thematerialassessedincludesacademicresearch, agency and research centre reports and
government sponsored work. The purpose is to highlight what is ‘on the agenda’ in terms of policy for
sustainability in the fashion and textile industries. It is important to state early that the aim is not to
develop an independent argument about what the impact of potential policy proposals might be in
terms of environmental efficacy. That is the work done by environmental scientists, environmental
economists and life--Zycle analysts who generally author the material examined here. The function of this
document is to firstly, identify what policy proposals are currently most salient in the ongoing research
discourse represented by contemporary reports and secondly, engage with these policy ideas in a distinct
manner by evaluating what may be politically achievable and where near--Zuture policy change and advances
are most likely to come.

There is a wide range of definitions of ‘sustainability'. It can be an idea, a property of living systems, a
manufacturing method or a way of life. Most definitions include the following three aspects: (1) living
within the boundaries of what the environment can afford; (2) understanding the complex
interconnections between economy, society and the environment, and (3) the equal distribution of resources
and opportunities. The broadness of the concept entails a challenge for analytical precision, and perhaps even
more so due to the fact that the mostly used definition is from the so--Zalled Brundtland report (WCED
1987). The report focuses on sustainable development and states that sustainable development is
“Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs”. Since the Brundtland Commission first defined sustainable development a numerous of
scholars and practitioners have put forward their own definition; yet a fixed meaning remains elusive.
This has led some observers to call sustainable development an oxymoron “which prompted a number of
discursive interpretations of the weight to be attached to both ‘development’ and ‘sustainability” (Redclift
2005:225). Sustainable development has however become a mainstream concept and has proceeded rapidly
since the publication of the Brundtland Report. The risk of co--Zptation and misuse of the concept has been
discussed repeatedly (see Lél¢, 1991; Luke, 1995; and Fernando, 2003). These discussions has not hampered the
use of the concept and it is now commonly used by governments, companies, NGO:s and financial
institutions. The success of the concept can probably be explained by its ability to providing a common ground
for discussion among a range of actors who are frequently at odds (Pezzoli, 1997). It was early on described as
the “new paradigm for development” (Lélé 1991). Although problematic, it is considered by many researchers to
be a valuable concept since it functions as a guiding institutional principle, a concrete policy goal, and as a focus of
political struggle (Snodder et al 2006:253). Dryzek compares sustainable development with the concept of
democracy and concludes that the fact that the concept is contested does not in any way mean that it should be
dismissed (2005:147). The contestation over the essence of the concept is what makes it interesting. However,
he suggests that it might make more sense to see it as a discourse rather than a concept “which can or should be
defined with any precision” (ibid).

Dryzek’s view is backed and elaborated by Kates et al. who states that: “sustainable development
draws much of its resonance, power, and creativity from its very ambiguity. The concrete challenges of
sustainable development are at least as heterogeneous and complex as the diversity of human societies and
natural ecosystems around the world. As a concept, its malleability allows it to remain an open, dynamic, and
evolving idea that can be adapted to fit these very different situations and contexts across space and time.
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Likewise, its openness to interpretation enables participants at multiple levels, from local to global, within and
across activity sectors, and in institutions of governance, business, and civil society to redefine and
reinterpret its meaning to fit their own situation.” (2005)

Others argue that the ambiguous theoretical basis of sustainable development and the lack of consensus about
its meaning make itsimplementation almostimpossible (Sneddon 2000). Another line of criticism is on how the
concept is used by the powerful to hold on to their privileges. Shiva notes that, in its mainstream guise,
sustainable development is in danger of privileging global environmental problems and global institutions to put
focus, for example, on the problem of poverty rather than the origins of poverty production (1993).
Therefore the prospect for the concept to be an instrument for ‘transformative politics’ is limited. One suggested
solution to counter these limitations is the use of the concept ‘sustainability’ which is considered as not
having been co--%pted into the mainstream hegemony to the same degree (Sneddon 2000; Adams 1990;
Sunderlin1995). ‘Sustainability’ is seen as having a ‘multiplicity’ of meanings, (Paehlke 1999:243), whereas
sustainable development assumes that growth is both possible and desirable. Both terms view the economy, the
environment and society as inevitably bound up with each other; but sustainability does not assume that
economic growth is essential (Paehlke 1999). Like sustainable development, sustainability has a‘complex
conceptual structure’ (ibid 1999:246), and is also criticised for its vague, ill--Zdefined character (Becker et al.
1999). Thereby it is considered to introduce more normatively based obligations to growth and pleas for
justice for future generations - implying that the economic process should be ‘subordinated to social
and ecological constraints’ (Becker et al. 1999:5). Most researchers and practitioners would agree on that
from a more realistic perspective it is difficult to see policy shifts that do not take economic growth into account.
The challenge ahead is rather “de--Zoupling environmental pressures from economic growth” (OECD 2001:9).

Even though the understanding of a concept is essential this is not a report on the genealogy of ‘sustainable
development’ or ‘sustainability’. In this report we will for practical reasons use the concept sustainability in its
broader meaning and consider it to be an umbrella for policy initiatives aiming to lower overall environmental
impact. Since actual policies often are intended for political action they are bound to balance
economical, societal and environmental concerns. In this report less attention will be directed towards the
social dimension of the concept.

disposition of the report
This report contains three parts, each more concrete than the previous. Firstly, a review of policies for
sustainability will be presented. [ from
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