
I International Conference on Sustainibility Measurement and Modelling 
ICSMM 06 

E. Carrera, J.J. de Felipe, B. Sureda, N. Tollin (Eds) 
© CIMNE, Barcelona, 2006 

THE ROLE OF VALUES IN SUSTAINABILITY EVALUATION:  

INSIGHTS FROM THREE DUTCH APPROACHES 

Joop de Kraker* and Ron J.M. Cörvers 
School of Natural Sciences, Open University of the Netherlands 

P.O. Box 2960, 6401 DL Heerlen, The Netherlands 
*E-mail: joop.dekraker@ou.nl 

Key words: sustainability, sustainability evaluation, values, policy support. 

Summary. This paper reviews three recent approaches to sustainability evaluation by Dutch 
scientists. Conclusions are drawn with respect to the possibility and desirability of excluding 
normative and subjective elements from the evaluation of sustainability. Suggestions are 
given on how such elements can best be handled by sustainability scientists supporting policy 
makers. 

 
 

 
1 INTRODUCTION 

About 25 years ago, the concept of ‘sustainable development’ was introduced and defined 
for the first time in an international context in the World Conservation Strategy1: “For 
development to be sustainable, it must take account of social and ecological factors, as well as 
economic ones; of the living and non-living resource base; and of the long-term as well as the 
short-term advantages and disadvantages of alternative action.” The most widely cited 
definition, however, comes from the Brundtland-report2: “Sustainable development is 
development that meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability 
of future generations to meet their own needs.” Many other definitions have been proposed 
since, but together these two early definitions express the essence of sustainable development, 
i.e. development that fulfils the needs of all people, here and elsewhere, now and in the future, 
in the economic, ecological, as well as the socio-cultural domain. The major ambition 
underlying the concept is to achieve balanced development and to prevent negative external 
effects of improvements in one domain or for one group of people to other domains or groups. 

Due to its multi-dimensional approach, sustainable development is an extremely complex 
challenge, requiring the input from many different disciplines, from scientific as well as 
practical knowledge. At the same time, there is considerable uncertainty and diversity in 
scientific knowledge on sustainability problems because of their complexity. However, 
sustainable development is not only a complex concept, it can also be characterized as 
normative, subjective and ambiguous3.  The normative principle in the concept is that of inter- 
and intra-generational equity. Although this principle as such is broadly agreed upon, its 
interpretation varies, and consensus is often lacking when more specific standards are derived 
from this general principle. The concept is also of a subjective nature, as in particular the 
interpretation of human needs depends on personal views or preferences. People are bound to 
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differ in opinion as to what important needs are and when these needs are sufficiently 
fulfilled. As a consequence they will also differ in their choice of indicators and targets for 
sustainable development. Finally, the concept of sustainable development is also ambiguous, 
as it does not contain a clear statement on the relative priority or weight of the ecological, 
economical and socio-cultural aspects of development. This makes it rather difficult to 
determine whether developments are sufficiently balanced to be called sustainable.  

These four characteristics, complexity, normativity, subjectivity and ambiguity, make 
operationalization of the concept of sustainable development in policies at all levels a value-
laden affair. Depending on one’s value system and world view, different attitudes are 
displayed towards the risks associated with the uncertainty that surrounds complex 
sustainability problems. Different standards will be advocated on the basis of the core values 
of intra- and intergenerational equity. Different aspects of development will be preferred, and 
different weights will be attached to the various pros and cons of a development. As a 
consequence, in the evaluation of the sustainability of development pathways, values play an 
equally dominant role. Value judgments pertain to all crucial elements of the evaluation 
procedure: the formulation of the goals of sustainable development, the selection of indicators 
and establishment of concrete targets, and the construction of a mechanism to weigh 
qualitatively different aspects of sustainability. This raises questions about the role science 
can play in the evaluation of sustainability, as scientists often claim and strive for objective, 
rational, and fact-based judgments. 

In this paper, three recent approaches to sustainability evaluation by Dutch scientists are 
reviewed and lessons are drawn with respect to the possibility and desirability of excluding 
normative and subjective elements from the evaluation of sustainability. We conclude with 
suggestions on how such elements can best be handled by sustainability scientists supporting 
policy makers. 

 

2 THREE RECENT EXAMPLES FROM THE NETHERLANDS 
In recent years, three distinct ‘evaluation tools’ were developed by Dutch scientists to 

support policy makers in ex post and ex ante evaluation of sustainability. Their approaches 
differ strongly in the way value judgments are handled in the construction of the evaluation 
tool. The ‘Sustainable National Income’, an overall index developed upon request by the 
national parliament, represents an attempt to ban subjective normative values and to arrive at 
an objective index4, 5. The ‘Sustainability Balance’ is a multi-indicator monitor developed for 
regional and local policy makers and the outcome of a participatory inter-subjective 
consensus approach6. Finally, in the development of the ‘Sustainability Index’ for the national 
strategy for sustainable development, an explicitly pluralistic approach was followed, 
resulting in different indices based upon different epistemologies or ‘world views’7. 

In this section, the three examples of sustainability evaluation will be briefly described in 
terms of their context, definition of sustainability, choice of indicators and targets, and the 
differential weights attached to the various aspects of sustainability. The section concludes 
with a comparison of how value-laden aspects of evaluation were dealt with in the examples. 
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2.1 Sustainable National Income 
The Sustainable National Income (SNI) is a concept proposed by the environmental 

economist Roefie Hueting. The Dutch parliament commissioned an independent research 
group to operationalize Hueting’s concept8, because the politicians felt the need for a welfare 
indicator that was broader than the commonly used Gross National Product (GNP) or Net 
National Income (NNI). SNI is intended as a tool to evaluate the sustainability of the nation’s 
welfare, and, when calculated over a period of several years, to assess whether the nation 
developed into a more sustainable direction. 

In this approach, sustainability is defined as the use of vital environmental functions in 
such a way that these remain indefinitely available4. Environmental functions are possible 
uses of our biophysical surroundings, such as provision of fresh water, clean air and natural 
resources. Sustainability involves preserving the regenerative capacity of renewable 
resources, compensating the use of non-renewable resources by substitutes and prevention of 
pollution-associated risks for future generations. The goal of conservation of vital functions is 
founded upon the normative principle of intergenerational equity, but, according to Hueting 
and Reijnders4, these vital functions can be identified and defined in an objective, purely 
scientific way. The same applies to the selection of indicators for these functions and the 
establishment of the associated target values that indicate sustainable use, the so-called 
‘sustainability standards’. 
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Figure 1: Trend in Sustainable National Income (●) and Net National Income (o)  
for the Netherlands, 1990-2000 9 

  
Hofkes and colleagues9 calculated the SNI for the Netherlands, using an economic model 

and historical data of the Dutch economy (Figure 1). In this calculation, the conventional NNI 
of a given year is corrected for ‘unsustainability’ by subtracting the costs of technological 
measures to reach the sustainability standards, and, when available technology is not 
sufficient, by reducing the volume of production and consumption of certain goods. The 
calculation is based on the assumption of an absolute preference for the conservation of vital 
environmental functions. Welfare in economic terms is adjusted to meet this objective. There 
are no independent economic goals, nor are social aspects of sustainability considered. SNI 
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indicates the ‘sacrifice’ in consumption levels and patterns required to achieve sustainable 
welfare. It is up to the political process to weigh and decide whether society is willing to pay 
this price for ecological sustainability. This decision-making process is outside the realm of 
objective natural science. 

2.2 Sustainability Balance 
The Sustainability Balance (SB) was developed by Telos, a scientific center for sustainable 

development, at the request of the government of the Dutch province of Brabant. The SB is 
intended as a tool to evaluate and monitor sustainable development at a regional level6. The 
development of the SB was shaped as a participatory process, involving policy makers and 
other stakeholders. 

The SB is founded upon the three pillars approach to sustainability, giving equal weight to 
the ecological, economic and socio-cultural aspects. These aspects are viewed as three forms 
of ‘capital’, and sustainable development is defined accordingly as harmonious and balanced 
growth of these three forms of capital. In this tri-capital model, each capital is conceived as 
made up of various stocks. Examples of stocks are infrastructure, biodiversity and education. 
The condition of these stocks is characterized by a set of indicators. To evaluate whether 
stocks develop into the desired direction, the general normative principles of economic 
efficiency, social justice and ecological resilience, are translated into stock-specific normative 
requirements and target values for the indicators. The current condition of a stock is expressed 
in percentage values of the various indicators, relative to their targets. In a stepwise weighing-
and-combining procedure, the current condition of the three forms of capital is determined, 
relative to the desired situation of sustainability (Figure 2). In the SB, deliberately no overall, 
integrated index of sustainability is calculated, as the purpose is not only to show ‘distance to 
target’, but, more importantly, to indicate how balanced the current state of development is.  

 

 
 

Figure 2: The Sustainability Balance for the city of Eindhoven in 2003 15 

 

2.3 Sustainability Index 
The Sustainability Index (SI) was constructed by the Netherlands Environmental 

Assessment Agency (NEAA) as part of their ‘Sustainability Outlook’7, which was conducted 

 4



Joop de Kraker and Ron J.M. Cörvers. 

at the request of the Dutch government, to support the development of a national strategy on 
sustainable development. The government specifically asked for a set of transparent and 
traceable indicators to monitor sustainability at the national level. 

In NEAA’s approach, sustainability was broadly defined as the possibility to continue the 
currently preferred quality of life, in which ‘quality of life’ is the extent to which ultimate 
human goals, such as good health and personal development, are being achieved. The three 
domains of sustainability are viewed as a pyramid of means and goals, in which the (ultimate) 
ecological means form the supporting physical base, the (intermediate) economical means and 
goals the middle part, and the (ultimate) socio-culturally defined goals the top. Depending on 
their value-orientation, people prefer different goals and have different ideas about the 
desirability and efficiency of alternative economic systems. These different perspectives on 
the goals of sustainable development and the means to achieve it are called ‘world views’.  

In a pluriform, democratic society multiple ‘world views’ co-exist, which are internally 
consistent but externally conflicting. NEAA therefore took a pluralistic approach, and 
constructed different indices of sustainability, based on different world views. First, they 
identified on the basis of public polls four qualitatively distinct world views. For each world 
view a set of sustainability indicators was selected, partly based on a world view’s value-
orientation (for the socio-cultural and economic domain) and partly based on scientific 
insights (for the ecological and economic domain). By means of a public poll differential 
weights were attached to each indicator. Subsequently, the indicators were combined into an 
integrated index of sustainability (SI), one for each of the four worldviews. The four SI’s were 
calculated for the Netherlands over a period of 30 years, to evaluate the sustainability of the 
current situation and past trends (Figure 3). The values of the indicators comprising the SI 
were taken relative to their most favorable value during this 30-year period. Combining 
ecological, socio-cultural and economic indicators into a single index implies the view that 
there is no absolute preference for any of the domains. Progress in either domain is thus 
considered interchangeable. 

 
 

 
 
 

Figure 3: Sustainability Indices for the four world views 7
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2.4 The role of values 
The three approaches described above obviously differ strongly in the way value 

judgments are handled in the evaluation procedure. Hueting and Reijnders stand out with their 
claim that the sustainability standards on which the calculation of the Sustainable National 
Income (SNI) is based, are objective ‘to the extent that natural science is objective’4, 10. They 
make a sharp distinction between normative goals of sustainability and political choice on the 
one hand, and objective scientific evaluation on the other hand.  

The developers of the Sustainability Balance (SB) acknowledge that the process of 
translating widely accepted normative principles into context-specific requirements, 
indicators, weights and targets, involves many normative and subjective choices. This applies 
in particular to the socio-cultural and economic aspects of sustainability, but also in the 
ecological domain many arbitrary decisions are made. Therefore they conduct the whole 
evaluation procedure in close cooperation with policy makers, and also involve other 
stakeholders in the formulation of context-specific sustainability requirements. 

In the development of the Sustainability Index (SI) no inherent normative principles or 
goals of sustainability are assumed, but these are accepted to differ between different world 
views in a pluriform democracy. In this pluralistic approach, also the selection and weighing 
of indicators is recognized to be largely governed by world view-dependent normative and 
subjective choices. The values and preferences underlying the world view-specific indices of 
sustainability were determined through public polls. The procedure results in four different, 
subjective perspectives on sustainability. 

 

3 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The three examples raise a number of fundamental questions with regards to the role of 
value judgments, i.e. normative and subjective choices, in sustainability evaluation. Can 
normative and subjective elements be excluded, as Hueting and Reijnders claim4? If not, how 
can scientists best deal with these elements in sustainability evaluation? 

Whereas the developers of the Sustainability Balance (SB) and Sustainability Index (SI) 
acknowledge that evaluation of sustainability is essentially a normative and subjective 
procedure, Hueting and Reijnders argue for the contrary in the case of the Sustainable 
National Income (SNI)4, 10. However, their attempt to make evaluation a matter of objective 
science is founded upon a series of normative and subjective choices. These include not only 
their choice for intergenerational equity as the normative point of reference, but also 
narrowing down sustainability to its ecological aspects (narrow versus broad sustainability), 
and their absolute priority for environmental interests over economic and social interests 
(strong versus weak sustainability). Furthermore, their position that environmental risks 
cannot be accepted to any extent is a subjective, normative choice, resulting in a preference 
for conservative standards in case of scientific uncertainty and widespread application of the 
precautionary principle. There is, however, no objective, scientific reason against a less risk-
averse attitude and accepting a bit more risk in exchange for lower economic or social costs. 

Our conclusion therefore must be that value-based normative and subjective choices 
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cannot be excluded from an evaluation of sustainability. This poses a dilemma to scientists, 
who are usually involved in the evaluation procedure on the grounds of their objective and 
interest-free position and contribution. In case of both SB and SI a similar way out of this 
dilemma is chosen. Normative and subjective choices are made explicit as much as possible, 
so that they can be identified and criticized by others and modified if needed. These choices 
are not made by scientists, at least, not alone, but by multiple relevant societal actors, either 
through direct participation in the process (SB) or through public polls (SI).  

The lesson to be drawn from these three examples can also be formulated in more general 
terms with regards to the role of scientists in sustainable development. Clearly, the issue of 
sustainability as a whole cannot be objectified and thus not solved by science in the way 
mathematicians solve problems. In the end, there are hard choices to be made, and as these 
choices are value-laden, they should be made in the political process. So how can scientists 
support this process? Hueting and Reijnders’ position as ‘scientists speaking truth to power’11 
ignores that their ‘truth’ is not objective and that science is not univocal. When the problem of 
sustainability is not ‘scientifically solvable’ it should be made ‘politically decidable’. 
According to the Netherlands Scientific Council for Government Policy this requires that 
conflicting goals, alternatives, trade-offs and dilemmas must be made explicit and 
transparent12. Otherwise, the process of political decision making and policy making, in 
which advantages and disadvantages are weighed and priorities are assigned, cannot function 
properly. The role of scientists in the evaluation process is thus primarily to provide a 
structured, integrated approach for policy makers and to ensure a transparent process for all 
citizens, in which subjective choices and (scientific) knowledge sources are made explicit and 
relevant scientific information is selected and included in the process. In case the scale of the 
evaluation and the diversity of perspectives preclude a consensus approach, ex post and ex 
ante evaluations should be conducted from multiple perspectives. International examples of 
this approach can be found in the approach of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change13 (IPCC) and the recently completed Millennium Ecosystem Assessment14. 

 

REFERENCES 

1. IUCN, UNEP, WWF, World Conservation Strategy. Living resource conservation for 
sustainable development, Gland, Switserland, (1980). 

2. WCED (World Commission on Environment and Development), Our Common 
Future, Oxford University Press, (1987). 

3. J. Grosskurth and J. Rotmans, “New knowledge for sustainable governance: the 
SCENE model”, in: F. Biermann, S. Campe, K. Jacob (red.), Proceedings of the 2002 
Berlin Conference on the Human Dimensions of Global Environmental Change 
“Knowledge for the Sustainability Transition”, 32-41, Amsterdam, Berlin, Potsdam 
and Oldenburg, The Challenge for Social Science”, Global Governance Project, 
(2004). 

4. R. Hueting, and L. Reijnders, “Sustainability is an objective concept”, Ecological 

 7



Joop de Kraker and Ron J.M. Cörvers. 

Economics, 27, 139-147, (1998). 
5. R. Gerlagh, R. Dellink, M. Hofkes and H. Verbruggen,  “A measure of sustainable 

national income for the Netherlands”, Ecological Economics, 41, 157-174, (2002). 
6. W. Haarmann, F. Hermans and I. Overeem, Monitoring van provinciale duurzame 

ontwikkeling: de Duurzaamheidsbalans getoetst in vier provincies [Monitoring 
provincial sustainable development – a test of the Sustainability Balance in four 
provinces], Telos – Brabants Centrum voor Duurzaamheidsvraagstukken, Tilburg, 
(2004). 

7. MNP (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency), Quality and the future; 
sustainability outlook (Summary), Milieu- en Natuurplanbureau, RIVM, Bilthoven, 
(2005). Retrieved from: www.mnp.nl 

8. F. den Butter, “De betekenis van het dni volgens Hueting” [The meaning of DNI 
according to Hueting], Economisch Statistische Berichten, 86, D17-D19, (2001). 

9. M. Hofkes, V. Linderhof and R. Gerlagh,  “Trend analysis of sustainable national 
income for the Netherlands, 1990-2000”, Paper for the EcoMod conference, 
September 2-4, 2004, Brussels, (2004). Retrieved from: 
www.ecomod.net/conferences/ iioa2004/iioa2004_papers/hofkes.pdf 

10. R. Hueting, and L. Reijnders, “Broad sustainability contra sustainability: the proper 
construction of sustainability indicators”, Ecological Economics, 50, 249-260, (2004). 

11. R. Hoppe, “Rethinking the science-policy nexus: from knowledge utilization and 
science technology studies to types of boundary arrangements”, Poiesis Prax, 3, 199-
215, (2005). 

12. WRR (Netherlands Scientific Council for Government Policy), Sustainable 
Development: Administrative Conditions for Activating Policy, Rapport nr. 62, SDU, 
The Hague, (2002). 

13. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC Third Assessment Report: Climate 
Change 2001: Synthesis Report. Summary for Policy Makers, (2001). Retrieved from: 
http://www.ipcc.ch/pub/un/syreng/spm.pdf 

14. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, Ecosystems and human well-being: synthesis, 
Island Press, Washington, DC, (2005). 

15. Telos, De Duurzaamheidsbalans van Eindhoven 2003 [The Sustainability Balance of 
Eindhoven 2003], Tilburg, Telos – Brabants Centrum voor 
Duurzaamheidsvraagstukken, (2004). 

 8


