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Abstract 
This study delineates between sustainable development, an established idea, 
and sustainability management, an emerging discipline. Theoretical and prac-
tical sustainable development is said to call for a sustainability management 
viewpoint that emphasizes safeguarding both man-made and natural assets. 
Management of sustainability comprises all of the actions and steps that must 
be taken to realize the goal of sustainable development. Last but not least, sus-
tainability management is essential for improving environmental and corpo-
rate governance mechanisms that work to ensure that all people, both now 
and in the future, have access to the world’s man-made and natural assets. 
The study also highlights the importance of developing a sustainability man-
agement strategy to guide human actions across the political, economic, so-
cial, technological, and legal domains toward long-term sustainability. 
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1. Introduction 

Despite their similarities, sustainable development (SD) and sustainability man-
agement (SM) differ. For the reasons mentioned in the Brundtland Report, sus-
tainable development is equivalent to generational and intergenerational equity 
(Brundtland, 1987; Kates et al., 2005). Even though the term “sustainable devel-
opment” (SD) can be employed in a variety of contexts (Jabareen, 2008; Ayres et 
al., 2001), SD refers to the deliberate effort to assure subsequent generations’ fi-
nancial, ecological, and social well-being. To clarify the widening variety of col-
laborators committed to enhancing SD and their relationships, SM can be de-
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scribed as an interdisciplinary, cross-practice, and application field. Implement-
ing the adaptive governance mechanisms required for SD requires an SM strate-
gy that prioritizes maintaining both manufactured (or man-made) and natural 
assets, incorporating both robust and debilitated sustainability. In addition, it is 
crucial to emphasize the need to broaden our understanding of SM to match 
unsustainable human actions through the lens of SM. Together with SD, this 
development goes beyond the realm of governance. 

Defining SM in its broadest sense is the first step in the process. The analysis 
starts with a foundational understanding of humanity’s connection to the natu-
ral environment and the accompanying multidimensional efforts to safeguard 
communal resource infrastructures (Starik & Kanashiro, 2013; Seyfang, 2009). 
The cross-disciplinary and interdisciplinary elements of SM theory back a di-
verse and multi-stakeholder strategy for advancing SD. To demonstrate the field’s 
multicentric approach to meeting stakeholder needs, we may investigate SM’s 
propensity for offering SD responses for stakeholders via personal, institutional, 
and systemic means (Kates et al., 2005). Finally, given the appreciation of how 
SM is supposed to work in practice, it necessitates unique and specific strategies 
to SD (Van der Byl & Slawinski, 2015). 

The second step is to establish SM’s foundations within SD. Using a contin-
uum between “debilitated sustainability” (DS) and “robust sustainability”, the 
SM lens contends that SD challenges can be conceptualized more clearly (RS). 
This argument presupposes a two-pronged analysis of contrasting perspectives 
on the relative worth of man-made and natural assets. Initially, it is to demon-
strate the possibilities and confines of DS in terms of supporting SD. The latter is 
to deliberate the dangers RS poses to man-made assets and how to balance it 
with the necessity to safeguard natural assets. By comparing the two opposites of 
DS and RS, an SM perspective argue that it recognizes the necessity for all gen-
erations to have fair access to SD’s man-made and natural assets and that com-
partmentalized strategies, as shown by the DS/RS divide, are unable to do so. An 
SM lens can help find ways to integrate the political, economic, social, technolo-
gical, environmental, and legal (PESTEL) elements of human actions across a 
continuum of sustainability, making both natural and man-made assets safer and 
more in tune alongside one another. 

Now that we have a working definition and theoretical understanding of SM, 
we can turn our attention to the fundamental issues of SM discourse: ecological 
and corporate management. 

1) The SM literature stresses the need for more research and implementation 
of management systems that can find an alignment among social, economic, and 
environmental concerns (Folke et al., 2005, 2011; Dietz et al., 2017; Costanza et 
al., 2000; Westley et al., 2011).  

2) It is evident from the SM literature that there is a gulf between ecological 
academics, who have demonstrated why human behavior adds to the deteriora-
tion of humanity’s processes (Hsiang & Kopp, 2018; Vörösmarty et al., 2010; Steffen 
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et al., 2018), and collaborators, who have predominantly accepted a “business as 
usual” stance. 

To better ensure the long-term viability of natural and man-made assets, it is 
helpful to view them through an SM perspective that highlights the shortcom-
ings of governance structures based on stringent moral codes and ideologies. 

When SM is used to look at structures of environmental governance that are 
based on technocentrism, the limits of a technocentric strategy to protecting 
natural assets become clear. Technocentrism hinders the transfer of natural as-
sets from one generation to the following. In contrast, the idea of degrowth re-
veals that ecocentrism-based environmental governance structures cannot pre-
serve man-made assets from the SM perspective. In the end, neither approach to 
ecological regulation recognizes the interconnectedness of man-made and natu-
ral assets. Thus, an SM viewpoint divulges the possibilities of increasing research 
on multiple environmental governance models. 

Integrating an SM perspective into shareholder-based corporate governance 
structures demonstrates that corporate governance systems’ utility for the long- 
term protection of man-made and natural assets is diminished. Instead, they 
need to incorporate socio-economic and environmental issues into business ac-
tivities. In contrast, an SM perspective applied to stakeholder theory-based cor-
porate governance systems can show how the private sector can help protect both 
man-made and natural assets. The private sector can aid continuous operations 
and the preservation of both natural and man-made assets through life cycle as-
sessments, ecological sustainability systems, and the development of sustainable 
value. In addition, worries concerning the effectiveness of CSR initiatives, green-
washing, and related campaigns show that corporate governance frameworks may 
not guarantee harmony involving business economic activities and the protec-
tion of man-made and natural assets. In this instance, an SM perspective indi-
cates the need for continuing research on corporate management systems that 
function more effectively throughout a debilitated to robust sustainability con-
tinuum. 

In summary, ecological and corporate management handled separately have 
flaws that make it difficult to protect both natural and man-made assets. It high-
lights the importance of a holistic SM lens in promoting research on responsive 
management and policies that better safeguard natural and man-made assets for 
present and subsequent generations. 

2. Concept of Sustainable Management 

SM helps people, institutions, and systems handle environmental and social is-
sues (Starik & Kanashiro, 2013) and provides a venue for more profound eco-
nomic and social changes (Seyfang, 2009). SM is an ever-evolving field of study 
and practices rooted in the convergence (or connections among) a growing sec-
tor of interested parties committed to mitigating sustainability responsibility and 
sustainable developmental problems, with its origins in the Brundtland Report’s 
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fundamental principles and values of SD (Kates et al., 2005). Hence, “many in-
consistencies and ambiguities” permeate SM (Van der Byl & Slawinski, 2015: p. 
73). First, we will explore humanity’s place in nature and how people protect our 
planet’s resources. 

Divergent views of humanity’s place in nature drive collective resource system 
protection strategies. One view is that society needs heavy-handed government 
meddling and punitive measures to prevent resource hoarding. Submitting to a 
sovereign government’s continuous resource infrastructure protection policies 
could also ensure environmental oversight. People’s destructive tendencies re-
quire discipline to prevent collaborative resource systems from collapsing. Olson 
laments that compact communities can only defend mutual interests by coercing 
people to put the community’s demands before their own (Olson, 1965). Hardin 
elaborates that humanity’s institutions would collapse due to people’s ravenous 
pursuit of material gain, their unconstrained liberty to pursue happiness, and the 
lack of effective coercive methods to limit humanity’s negative impact on the 
earth (Hardin, 1968). Olson and Hardin say human nature makes securing shared 
infrastructure with valued resources hard. There are additional ways to capitalize 
on people’s innate environmental stewardship. 

Alternative view holds that people can establish norms within their communi-
ties to regulate the use of collective resources. From an Ostromian point of view, 
community-based rulemaking is preferable to externally enforced rulemaking 
(Ostrom, 2015; Herzberg, 2020). Without the necessity for Hobbes’s Leviathan, 
this view argues, there are a variety of governance structures that can effectively 
safeguard collective resource systems through the participation of local commu-
nity institutions, the state, and scientific organizations (Dietz et al., 2017). From 
this vantage point, standard environmental protection methods are viewed with 
suspicion. Because “neither the country nor the market is universally successful 
in encouraging people to sustain long-term, effective utilization resource sys-
tems,” Ostrom concludes that individuals are left to fend for themselves (Os-
trom, 2015: p. 1). Given that needs and morality vary between and within com-
munities, a regional and decentralized approach to environmental management 
is consistent with Rittel and Webber’s belief that there is no single objective plan 
to assist the community (Rittel & Webber, 1973). 

Several scholars, including Rittel & Webber, Dietz et al., Herzberg, and Os-
trom have highlighted the importance of capitalizing on humanity’s adaptable 
forms of community-based governance. In contrast, Olson, Hardin, and Hobbes 
urge to preserve collective resource systems by limiting the excesses of human 
nature. SM’s interdisciplinary and multi-stakeholder traits are more accurately 
reflected by the Ostromian environmental stewardship approach, which is based 
on a complex, decentralized system of governance structures. 

Multi-Stakeholder and Multidisciplinary 

As a method of environmental governance, SM involves several different parties 
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(multi-stakeholders). United Nations Office for Sustainable Development (2020) 
calls multi-stakeholder partnerships a “strong vehicle to achieve change” (p. 77) 
because they facilitate the pooling and distribution of expertise and funds to 
achieve Sustainable Development Goals. Stakeholders (individuals and groups) 
in SM come from a wide range of academic fields and government and private 
sector entities at the municipal, regional, and global scale. Instead of relying on a 
centralized authoritarian figure or organization, SM promotes environmental 
stewardship through a decentralized network of various interested parties. 

Since SM aims to solve environmental problems that cut across many disci-
plines, it can be described as interdisciplinary (e.g., ecosphere, commerce, gov-
ernment, and administration). The Anthropocene, a new epoch in earth’s past 
defined by humanity’s apparent influence on planetary systems, including the 
climate, is one of the significant concerns of SM (Steffen et al., 2018). In order to 
properly evaluate the Anthropocene, SM necessitates a multidisciplinary strategy 
for understanding the complexity of the environment via mathematics, science, 
and physics and for analyzing the inputs, activities, and implications of envi-
ronmental issues (Burroughs, 2001). 

When creating a sustainable future, it is crucial to have a strategy that may 
involve various disciplines and stakeholders. However, the 1987 Brundtland Re-
port provides a helpful working definition of “sustainable development” as de-
velopment that fulfills the requirements of today without jeopardizing the ca-
pacity of subsequent generations to gratify their own requirements (Ayres et al., 
2001; Brundtland, 1987). The SDGs are built on a foundation of intergenera-
tional fairness. The SDGs were established in 2015 and detail the measures hu-
manity must take to end poverty, safeguard the environment, and boost eco-
nomic growth by 2030 (United Nations, n.d.). Nilsson et al. note that the 17 
SDGs are intertwined and will be more effective if pursued as a group than 
separately (Nilsson et al., 2016: p. 320). Further exploring those connections, Staf-
ford-Smith et al. emphasize interdependencies between sectors, social actors, and 
nations (including nations with diverse wealth standards) to argue that a systems 
perspective is necessary to facilitate SDG execution (Stafford-Smith et al., 2017). 
Moreover, Gibson exemplifies these connections by emphasizing that, just as 
addressing poverty takes more than an economic analysis, so too makes envi-
ronmental oversight demand more than biophysical (Gibson, 2009: p. 261). 
Therefore, the SDGs’ success or failure depends on the integration of several 
domains and collaborators (e.g., community, corporate, individual, governmen-
tal, non-governmental organizations) to solve a wide range of interrelated prob-
lems (Chan et al., 2019; Burch et al., 2014). 

Although SM is in line with global programs like the United Nations Sustain-
able Development Goals, it is not limited to those goals. Since many stakeholders 
and academic fields constantly influence SM, the domain will expand as new 
threats to shared resource systems are identified and mitigated. As knowledge 
about environmental management and sustainable development grows, so will 
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the fields and actors involved in SM. However, as mentioned earlier, the tenets 
of SM will continue to be central to the practice. These include the encourage-
ment of decentralized forms of governance, as well as the use of interdisciplinary 
and stakeholder-based strategies to promote sustainable development and eco-
logical sustainability. 

3. The Role of Sustainability in Management 

It is essential to build a discerning SM worldview that places equal value on both 
man-made and natural assets. Returning to the SM lens, SD concerns can be ex-
plored along a continuum ranging from debilitated sustainability (DS) to robust 
sustainability (RS). As a result, an outline of DS and RS is necessary to demon-
strate the conceptual distinctions between these two SD solutions, resulting in an 
awareness of the ability and limitations of DS and RS to create intergenerational 
parity. To summarize, an SM lens is proposed to investigate whether human ac-
tivity can improve SD by safeguarding both man-made and natural assets. 

3.1. Man-Made and Natural Assets 

Depending on the context, the phrase “natural asset” can refer to a limited sup-
ply of raw materials required for the industry. It can also apply to a broader 
range of assets and ecosystems critical to human survival (Dietz & Neumayer, 
2007). A man-made asset can be regarded as the goods, services, and monetary 
gains produced through raw-materials-reliant manufacturing processes. Unlike 
RS, DS holds that man-made assets cannot replace natural assets. DS holds that 
if there is a tangible advantage to future generations, man-made assets can be 
used as a substitute for natural assets. On the other hand, RS thinks that natural 
resources should be made available to subsequent generations and current eco-
nomic models cannot function without ongoing environmental plunder (Dietz 
& Neumayer, 2007). 

3.2. Debilitated Sustainability 

There are benefits and drawbacks to using DS in the defense of man-made as-
sets. For future generations, man-made assets can serve as a suitable substitute 
for natural wealth, as Myanmar has demonstrated. In 2010, Myanmar’s natural 
forest covered 40.1 million acres. An estimated 159 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide were released due to the destruction of forests in 2021, which amounted 
to a loss of 292 hectares (GFW, n.d.). Due to widespread deforestation in the 
early 21st century, the Southeast Asian country’s economy boomed. However, 
the environmental benefits of these gains were outweighed by the costs to hu-
man health and the economy. The events in Myanmar demonstrate the peril of 
DS tactics. Much of Myanmar’s wealth came from deforestation, but the coun-
try’s ecological diversity was wiped out during a period of economic turmoil. 
While DS was implemented in Myanmar, present citizens will not have the same 
opportunities to take advantage of the country’s abundant natural and man-made 
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resources as their ancestors. 
Notwithstanding the dismal conclusion in Myanmar, DS can still help to con-

serve natural capital. For example, Norway’s oil and gas business provides enough 
revenue to maintain the country’s substantial pension system (Richardson, 2011). 
The Norway model demonstrates how natural capital can be utilized in place of 
created capital, potentially resulting in considerable financial rewards for future 
generations. Similarly, carbon markets may pay cash to increase social welfare 
while giving financial incentives to minimize carbon emissions (Spaargaren & Mol, 
2013). To be explicit, carbon exchanges are not intended to eliminate carbon emis-
sions; instead, they are intended to lower emissions by discouraging their usage 
and financially compensating firms and industries that rely substantially on car-
bon-intensive operations (Wang et al., 2017). To summarize, DS is not a cure for 
our planet’s environmental problems. However, by creating man-made wealth, it 
can help future generations compensate for the loss of ecological assets. 

3.3. Robust Sustainability 

To safeguard man-made assets, it is essential to comprehend the practicability 
and architecture of RS systems. Moderate improvements would lessen the wasteful 
utilization of limited ecological resources in favor of man-made ones, which 
could make RS in its extreme variants unsustainable for contemporary society 
(Pelenc & Ballet, 2015; Gray, 2010). The continuation of economic growth de-
pends on protecting essential natural assets, specifically healthy ecosystems (Pe-
lenc & Ballet, 2015). The policy decisions to prevent the building of the Keystone 
XL pipeline in recent years illustrate RS, as the environmental hazards are 
deemed irreconcilable with the United States’ national interests (Monga, 2021). 
Despite these RS frameworks, a practical approach to managing the complexities 
and unknowns of RS transitions has yet to be developed. However, the goal of 
RS, which is to safeguard natural capital, can be accommodated by adaptable in-
stitutional arrangements. Calls to encourage hybrid and multidimensional ap-
proaches to SD align with acknowledging the significance of man-made and natu-
ral assets (Gladwin et al., 1995). Integrating and optimizing DS and RS principles 
across diverse stakeholders, economic sectors, and systems is the function of SM 
in facilitating sustainable transitions. To achieve this goal, an SM lens should 
look for ways to improve sustainability through coordinated action. 

3.4. Utilizing a Framework for Sustainability Management 

Human actions, such as ecological or corporate institutional arrangements, are 
evaluated through the lens of sustainability management to determine if they 
contribute to the long-term sustainability of both man-made and natural resources. 
The usefulness of SM as a research topic and practice resides in self-reflection 
and application. 

Figure 1 shows how an SM lens can be used to determine if specific human 
actions (such as acts and behaviors via policies, or governance) adhere to SD (i.e., 
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preserving man-made and natural assets for future generations). Several para-
meters are taken into account when determining DS-RS continuum alignment. 
First, to determine whether or not an activity promotes SD, SM (as a profession-
al field) should consider the influence and motive of human action across polit-
ical, economic, social, technological, environmental, and legal (PESTEL) dimen-
sions. For each endeavor reviewed through the SM lens, a dichotomous question 
is presented to see whether it falls within the DS-RS continuum by maintaining 
harmony between natural and man-made resources. When an activity (action) is 
shown to be unsustainable, the individual interactions of PESTEL elements are 
examined to find significant areas of concern. Finally, when viewed through an 
SM lens, human actions can be evaluated for its impact on future generations, 
and collaborators (actors) can create opportunities for the practical implementa-
tion of SM to improve non-sustainable development approaches. 

The next part examines environmental and corporate governance systems 
through an SM lens to see if they strike a good balance between ensuring the 
long-term sustainability of both environments and businesses. 

4. Understanding Current Governance Structures 

The capacity of actors (such as governments and organizations) to set and ad-
minister rules is called “governance,” and it is an essential topic within the field 
of SM (Fukuyama, 2013; Burch et al., 2014). The purpose here is to focus on two 
sub-disciplines of governance—environmental and corporate—to see how they 
are distinct and may be enhanced. When viewed via an SM lens, environmental 
and corporate governance solutions become siloed, preventing a holistic picture of 
SD that may guarantee subsequent generations’ access to natural and man-made 
resources. 

 

 

Figure 1. Tracing sustainable management implementation. 
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4.1. The Classificatory Power of Environmental Governance:  
Technocentrism and Ecocentrism 

The term “environmental governance” refers to implementing laws and regula-
tions that promote environmental and social sustainability (Bennett & Satter-
field, 2018). It is possible to create ecological strategy from either a technocentric 
or an ecocentric approach. 

4.2. Technocentrism 

Technocentric environmental governance is based on neoclassical economic 
theory and emphasizes the conservation of created capital through a technical 
strategy for sustainable development (Gladwin et al., 1995; Illge & Schwarze, 2006; 
Emetumah, 2017). An optimistic outlook on technology’s capacity to restore the 
harm humans have done to the environment is at the heart of the technocentric 
worldview (Costanza, 1989). When it comes to preventing environmental prob-
lems, technocentrism cannot support the necessary social, ethical, or behavioral 
shifts (Gladwin et al., 1995; Chertow, 2000). Two problems with the technocen-
tric strategy for environmental regulation are highlighted through an SM pers-
pective centered on the conservation of man-made and natural assets: the dis-
counting phenomenon and rebounding. 

The adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) provides a good case study of the re-
bounding effect. Compared to conventional vehicles, the operating costs of elec-
tric vehicles encourage their owners to take advantage of the convenience of 
private transportation (Ivanova et al., 2016). There are worries regarding the 
overall maintenance cost of EVs compared to conventional fuel vehicles, and the 
greater use of EVs counteracts the efficiency gains (Hawkins et al., 2013). Be-
cause of the rebounding effect, technological efforts to safeguard ecological inte-
grity are constrained, and it has been observed that gains in resource efficiency 
are not always met with equivalent gains in productivity (Hertwich, 2005). How-
ever, since this is the case, technological progress may not guarantee any positive 
effects on the environment. 

By depreciating man-made and natural assets, the current generation creates 
intrinsic intergenerational conflict. A higher discount rate favors immediate ex-
penses over future benefits, making policy choices difficult; using a zero-discount 
rate to ensure that investments benefit present and future generations has down-
sides. In order to fund future generations at a zero-discount rate, sacrifices must 
be made now (Pearce et al., 2003). In sum, current generations benefit from high 
discount rates, but those with a discount rate of zero leave future generations 
behind irrevocably. Since discounting allows society to value man-made and 
natural assets for coming generations without considering their preferences, it 
breaches intergenerational equality (Pearce et al., 2003). 

4.3. Ecocentrism 

Ecocentric environmental governance is founded on ecological and economic 
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theory and encourages the transformation of economic, political, and social in-
stitutions to address ecological issues (Emetumah, 2017; Illge & Schwarze, 2006; 
Gladwin et al., 1995; Costanza, 1989). Regarding environmental policy, ecocen-
tric governance structures prioritize long-term resource security by protecting 
the planet’s natural capital (Illge & Schwarze, 2006; Gladwin et al., 1995). De-
growth is a movement that espouses this perspective. Degrowth protects natural 
capital but destroys man-made. Degrowth, which limits natural asset replace-
ment, should be promoted if economic growth degrades the environment. Natural 
resource-based industrialization has boosted global economic growth (Smil, 
2017; Schandl et al., 2016). GDP and income per capita are the critical indicators 
of economic expansion (Hammer & Pivo, 2017). A flourishing economy does 
not automatically enhance living and social prosperity. Global economic systems 
that rely on continued economic development through the exploitation of finite 
resources endanger life-sustaining natural systems (Steffen et al., 2015; Hsiang & 
Kopp, 2018). Degrowth advocates say consumption and output must be reduced 
to safeguard planet’s eco-systems and people well-being (Gibbs & O’Neill, 2017). 
In sum, degrowth-mandated environmental governance regimes would improve 
natural capital for future generations, but they might cost governments, organi-
zations, and people a lot. SM shows that degrowth-based environmental gov-
ernance systems cannot secure the long-term survival of man-made assets. 

4.4. Corporate Governance 

The term “corporate governance” refers to the practice of establishing and ad-
hering to standards and guidelines for the interaction between businesses and 
their various constituencies (including their workers, investors, regulators, and 
the general public) (Monks & Minow, 2011). Different perspectives on the public 
good provided by the private sector are at odds with one another in the theories 
of shareholder theory and stakeholder theory. 

4.5. Shareholder Theory 

With the help of shareholder theory, today’s generations can gain access to 
man-made created assets. According to the shareholder hypothesis, firms’ sole 
responsibility is to maximize profits. Further to Friedman’s reasoning, all a 
company needs to do to get its goods to customers is to engage in transactional 
relationships with people like its workers, investors, and vendors (Donaldson & 
Preston, 1995). Although shareholder theory-based corporate governance sys-
tems provide indefinite creation of goods and services (unless natural assets are 
depleted), excessive focus on profit maximization might reduce the amount of 
man-made and natural assets available to succeeding generations. 

4.6. Stakeholder Theory 

The stakeholder theory advocates for forming universal interests between firms 
and society to protect ecological integrity while maintaining existing economic 
structures. For example, suppose a business follows the stakeholder model and 
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succeeds (in line with stakeholder theory). In that case, it must engage in more 
profound, more extensive, and diverse forms of interaction with a broader range 
of stakeholders (such as authorities, organizations, and the community) (Do-
naldson & Preston, 1995). Shared value creation (SVC) provides monetary in-
centives for businesses and social and environmental benefits for the general 
public all at once. Accordingly, businesses can safeguard (and in some cases im-
prove) their financial performance by implementing stakeholder theory-based 
corporate governance systems while also ensuring the long-term viability of their 
natural and man-made assets. Nevertheless, there are doubts about corporate 
sustainability activities’ effectiveness. 

Several authors (Bansal & Song, 2017; Dahlsrud, 2008; Porter & Kramer, 2006) 
have contributed to the multifaceted and ever-evolving concept of corporate so-
cial responsibility. To put it simply, CSR refers to a company’s attempts to ad-
dress social, economic, and/or environmental issues in a way that is separate 
from but not unrelated to the company’s financial interests (Billedeau & Wilson, 
2021). Companies are urged to take action to conserve their manufactured and 
natural capital by CSR activities under stakeholder-theory-based corporate go-
vernance systems, despite such programs usually providing only minimal value. 
CSR projects often lack depth and fail to provide meaningful, long-term results 
(Porter & Kramer, 2011). Research has demonstrated that most CSR initiatives 
are little more than a tax dodge for the companies that run them (Sikka, 2010). 
Sadly, CSR is frequently employed to disguise the actual negative impacts of 
economic activity. 

Stakeholder theory-based corporate governance solutions have avoided green-
washing and lobbying and brought private sector operations into harmony with 
natural assets protection. “Greenwashing” is using communication to hide envi-
ronmental irresponsibility (Delmas & Burbano, 2011). Greenwashing often makes 
use of eco-labels. No significant changes in operations or environmental reper-
cussions like deforestation were detected in a case study using intermediary 
eco-labels in Indonesia and Brazil’s forestry industries (van der Ven et al., 2018). 
The tendency of corporations to eschew neutral environmental certifications 
from third parties in favor of their own eco-brands as promotional tools instead 
as SD strategy has compounded the problem of eco-ineffective labeling. Corpo-
rations deploy lobbyists to denigrate environmental experts and policies (Oreskes 
& Conway, 2015). If not scrutinized by corporations, stakeholder corporate go-
vernance systems may help sustainability. However, stakeholder theory-based 
corporate governance systems fail to relate company operations to preserving 
man-made and natural assets. Hence more study is needed to connect private 
sector interests with SD better. 

5. Discussion 

Taking an SM lens to corporate and environmental governance systems demon-
strates that the existing fragmented approaches need to provide adequate sup-
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port for SD. From an SM stance, it is clear that there is a need for new forms of 
adaptive governance to help preserve natural and man-made assets. The poten-
tial for SM implementation in practice is likewise revealed through an SM lens. 
To be effective, SM requires that all facets of human activity (political, economic, 
social, technological, environmental, and legal) be in sync with SD. Since no one 
stakeholder or set of skills can adequately assess these challenges, nor can they hope 
to address them effectively, SM must be an interdisciplinary and multistakeholder 
discipline of research and practice. 

Applying an SM lens to environmental governance revealed the inadequacy of 
both technocentrism and ecocentrism in protecting both natural and man-made 
assets. With the help of technocentrism, the effects of human activity on the en-
vironment can be lessened, but this does not mean that the environment will not 
worsen in the future. The rebounding effect and worries about discounting make 
it harder for a technocentric approach to sustainable development to help pro-
tect both man-made and natural wealth reasonably. On the other hand, ecocen-
trism focuses on preserving natural capital for future generations by recognizing 
that people are inextricably linked to the natural environment. Even though 
ecocentrism focuses on the causes of environmental constraints, it may not be 
able to keep man-made assets in good shape if degrowth measures are put in 
place. So, an SM lens encourages more research on mixed methods of SD that 
can be used in environmental governance systems because it is hard to protect 
both types of assets simultaneously. 

An SM approach to corporate governance to safeguard both man-made and 
natural assets has revealed the limitations of systems based on shareholder and 
stakeholder conceptions. The lack of assurance that future generations will have 
access to both natural and man-made assets is a significant flaw in shareholder 
theory-based governance systems. In contrast, stakeholder theory-based gov-
ernance systems help harmonize corporate, environmental, and societal inter-
ests. For example, some companies are adopting SVC and environmental man-
agement systems to align with stakeholder theory. However, the weakness of 
enforcement mechanisms across corporate governance systems is evidenced by 
the inefficiency of CSR programs, the prevalence of greenwashing, and the per-
sistence of corporate influence. Thus, the SM lens can be used to promote and 
enhance research on governance structures and SM policies that address the dis-
crepancies between the SD and private sectors. 

6. Conclusion 

This paper argues that environmental and corporate governance structures in-
tended to provide present and subsequent generations with improving accessi-
bility towards natural and man-made assets can benefit from an SM lens, which 
is predicated on the conservation of man-made and natural assets and incorpo-
rates concepts of debilitated and robust sustainability. 

In addition, the paper emphasized the significance of sustaining the compet-
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ing needs of many actors within the theory and practice of SD and SM. The au-
thor then argued that an SM lens conceptualized SD issues through the conti-
nuum of DS and RS and established that an SM lens prioritizes the preservation 
of both man-made and natural assets, as both are essential to assuring the needs 
of future generations. In order to connect the SM lens, which identifies sustaina-
ble and unsustainable development activities, with the practical application of 
SM, which attempts to address unsustainable development practices, additional 
research will be required as SM continues to evolve. 

This paper suggests that an SM lens reveals the difficulty of segregated envi-
ronmental and corporate governance structures that promote a holistic under-
standing of sustainable development. Therefore, there is an opportunity to im-
prove research on flexible forms of governance that promote transitions from a 
condition of deterioration to a continuum of sustainability, in which stakehold-
ers safeguard man-made and natural assets for coming generations. To ensure 
the cumulative growth of SD, flexible governance models must continually in-
corporate and maximize DS and RS concepts and practices among diverse stake-
holders, sectors of the economy, and ecosystems. 
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