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The sustainable management of the environment and its embedded resources is one of the most
important, if not the major challenge of the 21st century, which demands from current science and
technology the development of a scientifically sound conceptual framework that is implementable from
an operational point of view for properly tackling this important and complex topic. Although important
steps have been taken in the right direction, nowadays, this type of theoretical framework is far from
being fully achieved or, especially, accepted by the several institutions forming the current democratic
societies. In our view, this theoretical framework should be supported by a plurality of scientific
theories which implies the convergence of knowledge flowing from many disciplinarian fields
like computational sciences, ecology, economics, mathematics, sociology, etc. This convergence of
disciplines, plus its necessary social acceptance, makes its setting highly challenging.

To go deeper into the difficulties associated with the above challenge, it might be useful to
distinguish between what could be called the “old” and “new” sustainability. To address this task,
it makes sense to trace the origins of the idea of sustainability and analyse how this concept has
evolved to its current form. In this sense, we should be aware that the idea of sustainability was
born at the beginning of the 18th century in the field of forestry by von Carlowitz [1]. This illustrious
German nobleman defined a sustainable forest plan as the one which could provide a long-term stable
supply of a flow of timber and timber-linked products (e.g., fruits, firewood, etc.) indispensable
for the welfare of human beings. In other words, this classic or “old” view of sustainability was
conceptualized from a mono-functionality perspective. This approach was similarly applied later
on, to other natural resources, and the term gained visibility after its massive implementation in the
environmental domain [2]. Within this framework, the necessary and sufficient condition for the
sustainable management of a resource is analytically very straightforward: “the use rate must be less
than the rate of biological regeneration of the specific resource studied”. Maintaining this condition
would guarantee the future sustainable management of the resource.

It is important to note that this type of approach implicitly assumes the view that economic systems
interact with the environment in a way which, nowadays, could be considered unrealistic. In fact,
within this orientation, it is accepted that the environment provides two basic functions for economic
activity: first, sources of raw materials to be used as inputs for the different production processes and,
second, the assimilation of all the waste generated by those production and consumption processes.
Moreover, in this old approach to sustainability, it is implicitly assumed that the environment has a
practically infinite capacity to sustain those two basic functions: a source of inputs and a sink for waste.
In other words, this view of sustainability has been established within what is called a linear model,
linking the environment and the economic systems.
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This theoretical and operational approach has worked well for many years, proving to be very
fertile for establishing rational guidelines geared towards an efficient use of the environment and
its embedded resources. In the last quarter of the 20th century, this theoretical orientation was well
established in the economics field with the publication of several seminal and pioneer textbooks,
forming what is known now as the environmental economics discipline.

It is important to insist on the fact that the above conceptualization of sustainability worked well
until the end of the 20th century. Around this period of time, this type of approach became insufficient
for two reasons. First, the assumed almost infinite capacity of the environment as a source of inputs
and as a sink for waste was refuted by the reality. Thus, the mindset of modern societies changed,
and the environment was considered scarce in the above two capacities. To be more specific, it was
recognized that the environment had physical limits, and that it would be necessary to optimize this
type of scarcity. Second, modern societies started to demand multiple goods and services from the
environment and its embedded resources. For some of them there are no markets and, consequently,
they have no exchange value or price; however, their optimal provision is essential to the welfare
of society.

In order to illustrate the above ideas, let us consider, for instance, the case of forestry systems.
Although the sustainability concept in forestry changed between the seventeenth and nineteenth
centuries, for this type of system societies nowadays demand not only a long-term stable flow of
timber products as were required by the old sustainability, but also an stable provision of basic
essential environmental goods and services (e.g., to reduce soil erosion, biodiversity conservation,
carbon sequestration, etc.). The explicit consideration of a multiplicity of functions of very different
natures underlying the management of the environment and its embedded resources makes the old
concept of sustainability clearly insufficient and requiring changes and extensions.

On the other hand, the explicit recognition of the finitude of the environment as well as of the
multi-functionality issue are not the only reasons justifying a new view of the concept of sustainability
and the corresponding changes in the theoretical framework which underpin its efficient management.
In fact, democratic societies demand social participation in the acceptance of the different policies
related to the different aspects of sustainable environment management. In short, this crucial issue
should be dealt with from the perspective of a participatory decision-making process. For an illustrative
example of this type of orientation, see the case of the real urban forest planning problem in Sweden [3].

Briefly, it can be stated that any theoretical framework able to accommodate the above concerns
and critical issues and, consequently, characterizing the so-called new sustainability, will require, first,
to take into consideration in quantifiable terms the multiplicity of functions associated nowadays with
the environment, and, second, to incorporate into it, in one way or another, the manner in which
different segments of society or the stakeholders perceive the relative importance of these functions.

A possible first step towards facing up to the above challenges and to correctly performing a
sustainable management of the environment and its embedded resources would consist of resorting to
the so called “indicator approach” [4,5]. According to this approach, the sustainability of a system is
characterized by a battery of indicators of different natures. In many instances, these indicators are
grouped into three pillars of an economic, environmental and social nature, respectively. Once the
indicators and pillars have been defined, the next step consists of an aggregation process of the
indicators in order to obtain a final composite index whose value is considered to be a proxy of the
degree of sustainability of the system studied.

With this orientation in mind, a crucial task will be to establish a sound and pragmatic procedure
for undertaking the above-mentioned aggregation procedure. In this Special Issue, and supported by
recent, extensive literature, it is postulated that the most promising and fertile procedure would be to
link the concept of an indicator with that of a criterion as it is used within the multi-criteria decision
making (MCDM) theory. In this way, all the concepts and techniques of this well-known and widely
used theory could underpin a fertile framework for dealing with the so-called new sustainability.
Thus, it is important to recall that the main purpose of the MCDM theory consists of proposing sound
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methods for aggregating criteria (objectives, goals, attributes) in conflict. In this way, compromises
among the criteria considered with a clear preferential interpretation are obtained [6,7]. In the last
ten years or so, practically all the methods within the MCDM theory, with their particular merits
and flaws, have been applied for solving different problems associated with sustainable environment
management. This issue has been illustrated in some critical reviews [8]. These embryonic ideas
would seem to be a promising outline for building a theoretically sound and computationally efficient
framework for addressing these types of problems.

In keeping with these ideas, this Special Issue of Sustainability aims to take a step in the direction
of linking the conceptualization and measurement of the degree of sustainability of a natural system
with the MCDM theory. Thus, we present a collection of ten papers dealing with recent theoretical and
applied issues of the so-called new sustainability within the MCDM framework. We hope that this
material will reinforce this type of orientation.

The origin of this volume was a kind invitation made by the Editors of Sustainability to organize a
Special Issue with this orientation. A call for papers was announced, calling for submissions dealing
with theoretical as well as applied aspects of sustainability, understood as a multi-criteria concepts.
After a thorough blind review process, ten papers were finally accepted.

As is well known, characterizing and measuring the sustainability of a specific natural system has
been the focus of research in many scientific fields, in many cases by resorting to several multi-criteria
decision making approaches. This pluridisciplinary perspective is present in the ten papers which form
this Special Issue. We have ordered the papers into five blocks according to the area of application.
The first block is devoted to the energy planning area and comprises two papers. The first one,
by Papapostolou et al. [9], deals with problems related with the potential decarbonisation of the
countries forming the European Union. In this way, several alternatives are evaluated by resorting
to the Preference Ranking Organisation Method for Enrichment Evaluation (PROMETHEE) method
within a fuzzy context. The second paper in this block, by dos Santos Martin et al. [10], deals with the
determination of the optimal combination of wind and thermal energy units. The authors apply a
hybrid approach combining goal programming with the progressive bound constraint method.

The second block comprises two papers dedicated to agricultural issues. Thus, Segura et al. [11]
deal with the problem of sustainability for a supplier evaluation within a food supply chain management
perspective. The authors resort to Multi-Attribute Utility Theory (MAUT) and PROMETHEE methods.
The other paper in this block, by Gómez-Limón et al. [12], proposes a new composite indicator for
measuring environmental sustainability at the farm level by resorting, with a comparative purpose,
to three different weighting methods.

The third block comprises papers devoted to the analysis of different issues related with the
sustainable management of the environment and its embedded resources. Thus, Ezquerro at al. [13]
deal with a sustainable forest management problem in a Spanish forest. The authors propose a
lexicographic goal-programming model with two priority levels grouping six goals of economic as well
as environmental nature. Barinaga-Rementeria and Etxano [14] address the debate regarding weak
versus strong sustainability in the field of rural land use planning. The authors deal with a specific
case study in the Basque Country (Spain), implementing a social multi-criteria evaluation by resorting
to an outranking orientation.

The fourth block groups two papers that explore the measurement of sustainability at the aggregate
level of the countries forming the European Union. In the paper by Garcia-Bernabeu et al. [15],
a circular economy composite index is proposed, in order to benchmark the European Union countries’
performance. To achieve this purpose, the authors resort to the Technique for Order Preferences by
Similarity to Ideal Solutions (TOPSIS) methodology. In the second paper of this block, Stanujkic et al. [16]
provide a ranking of these European countries, adopting the Sustainable Development Goals considered
in the “Agenda 2030”. The authors combine compromise multi-criteria distance function models with
Shannon entropy methods.
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The last block comprises two papers combining case studies for dealing with different
environmental issues. Thus, André et al. [17] address a problem related to the adoption of an
environmental certification in Costa Rica. To achieve this purpose, the authors resort to the Analytic
Hierarchy Process (AHP) approach. Finally, Babalola [18] addresses the problem of the sustainable
management of home biodegradable waste. In this way, the author presents a case study in Japan,
defining and ranking different lines of treatment of the waste by resorting again to the AHP approach.

It is important to remark upon the ample variety of MCDM techniques employed in dealing with
the problems analysed in all the papers. Thus, the reader can find applications using PROMETHEE,
several variants of goal programming, MAUT, TOPSIS, Combined Compromise Solutions, etc. The very
different nature and great social interest in the sustainable problems presented are also remarkable.
At any rate, we hope that this material will encourage academic and practitioners to orientate their
future research towards this hot and vital topic.

Finally, we would like to thank all the authors for their patience and friendly cooperation
throughout the review process. Special gratitude is due to all the referees for their invaluable help.
Last but not least, we want to acknowledge the continuous technical support of Ms. Jilian Liang
from MDPI.
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