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ABSTRACT

This paper explores and compares two approaches to accounting and sustainability
to understand why different implications for practice, research and education are
drawn. We attempt to forge a bridge of communication and understanding between
the critical social accounting and the pragmatic sustainability accounting approach,
which represent apparently incompatible, views on the nature of sustainability, the
interactions between sustainability and business and how accounting can, could or
should be deployed in support of the development of our understandings of (un-
)sustainable businesses. The paper is derived from — and retains the form of - a
debate between the two authors. The debate struggles from the outset with
differences in language and conception. This, in turn, leads to confusions over the
nature of the theoretical allegiances of the two authors and what sustainability can
(or cannot) mean at the organisational level. The debate is structured around four
key points concerned with agency, process, language and time. The conclusion offers
both agreement and disagreement. It offers points of rapprochement, points of
strong agreement but also identifies some continuing disagreement and seeks to
identify the reasons for that remaining disagreement. Conclusions are drawn for
turther research.
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