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Environmental justice

ROBERT FIGUEROA AND CLAUDIA MILLS

Introduction

The most industrialized nations of the world have produced enough CFCs to genecrate
dangerous holes in the ozone layer of the atmosphere, with deleterious effects on the
health of the entire world’s plant, animal, and human population. One-fifth of the
world’s population consumes four-fifths of the world’s resources, leaving four-fifths of
the world’s population with only one-fifth of the available resources. Indigenous
groups such as the Waipai in Brazil defend the right to their traditional lands and
practices against the invasion of multinational mining operations. The poor and
developing nations around the world (primarily in the global South)-attempt to satisfy
their rights to development as the rich, industrialized nations (primarily in the global
North) call for environmental protection against the same development practices that
they themselves invented and used for decades and which introduced much of the
environmental degradation we see around the world today.

In the United States, Native Americans suffer the negative health and environ-
mental impacts of uranium mining that feeds the nuclear arsenal and sustains the
nuclear power plants of a nation which has displaced their people; meanwhile, several
economically desperate Native American tribes consider the economic benefits of
hosting the nation’s nuclear waste facilities. Places like Love Canal, New York, and
Times Beach, Missouri, struggle to receive just compensation from toxic wastes.
Downstream states along the Mississippi River are over-burdened with industrial
wastes from upstream states: the lower Mississippi, occupied primarily by African-
American residents, is renowned as “Cancer Alley,” indicating the toxic impact on
the health of residents. During the 1980s, several studies disclosed the greater like-
lihood of poor and minority communities suffering toxic landfill and facilities sitings
compared to their white counterparts.

The response to inequities in the distribution of environmental burdens in nearly
every nation around the world, and the failure of mainstream environmental groups
and agencies to address the issues of inequitable distribution and representation, has
culminated in the latest social movement addressing environmental issues — the
environmental justice movement.

Environmental ethics {focuses on the relationship between humans and nature;
environmental justice emerged as a concern for both activists and academics when it
was realized that this relationship is not constant across all humanity. Environmental
practices and policies affect different groups of people differently, and environ-
mental benefits and burdens are often distributed in ways that seem unjust.
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Environmental justice refers to the conceptual connections and causal relationships
between environmental issues and social justice.

A rough distinction can be drawn between domestic and global forms of environ-
mental justice. Environmental policies, laws, and practices, along with political rela-
tions between different societal groups, may be specific to a particular nation-state or
region. But many environmental impacts transcend national boundaries, such as air
pollution, acid rain, toxic waste export, transnational corporation activities, and
global warming. These impacts widen environmental justice to & global scope.

This overview of environmental justice provides a description of the vocabulary and
history of environmental justice in terms of two dimensions of social justice —
distributive justice and participatory justice — applied to both domestic and global
environmental justice. Our discussion of domestic environmental justice will concen-
trate on the history and development of the United States environmental justice
movement.

Two dimensions of environmental justice

Generally speaking, there are two different dimensions to environmental justice. The
first is distributive justice: how are environmental benefits and burdens distributed?
The second is participatory justice: how are these distributive decisions made? Who
participates in their making?

Concerns for the distributive dimension of environmental justice begin with the
observation that people of color, the poor, and under-represented groups such as
indigenous tribes and nations are faced with a disproportionate amount of environ-
mental burdens. The issue here is one of environmental equity. Examples of
environmental burdens include exposure to hazardous materials and toxic wastes,
pollution, health hazards, and workplace hazards, as well as the exploitation and loss
of traditional environmental practices and depletion of local natural resources. Envir-
onmental benefits include a safe workplace, clean water and air, easy access to
natural surroundings or parks, fair compensation for environmental burdens, and
the preservation of traditional environmental practices connected to local natural
resources. Not all inequities are unjust, but where inequitable distribution occurs
according to some morally arbitrary characteristic or principle, we have an instance
of environmental discrimination. Inequities based on racial characteristics are cert-
ainly morally suspect, as are most forms of socio-economic inequities in the distribu-
tion of environmental burdens. In the United States and many parts of the world, the
most discussed and debated form of environmental discrimination is environmental
racism, a concept that we will discuss in more depth below. However, environmental
discrimination often concerns socio-economic discrimination. An individual or group
consistently receiving significant environmental burdens, while others benefit as a
result of circumventing these burdens, is being subjected to a social injustice or
inequity: an individual or group targeted in virtue of moral arbitrary characteristics
is experiencing discrimination.

The participatory dimension of environmental justice turns attention to the fact
that people of color and the poor (domestically) and nations and people of the
unindustrialized South (globally) have little representation in the environmental
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movement and in other arenas that bear on how environmental benefits and burdens
are assigned. Lack of opportunity for democratic participation in the environmental
movement can be referred to as ‘‘discriminatory environmentalism.” In discriminat-
ory environmentalism, representation and participation in mainstream environmen-
tal groups, participation in environmental policy-making, representation in local,
national, and international environmental agencies, and decision-making power
over the location of environmental burdens and benelfits are either intentionally or
unintentionally exclusionary.

Although discussions of both dimensions of environmental justice appear together
in the literature, there has been a tendency to favor the distributive dimension of
environmental justice. Peter S. Wenz, for example, defines “‘environmental justice”
exclusively in distributive terms:

chief topics related to environmental justice concern .. .the distribution of benefits
and burdens among all those affected by environmentally related decisions and
actions [including] the division of the burdens of environmental protection between
poor and affluent people in our society, as well as the division of natural resources
between rich and poor nations. (1988, p. 4)

However, other analyses of environmental justice focus on participatory inequities.
Iris M. Young (1983) explicitly argues that what is called for by a community sited for
a toxic waste facility is not distributive but participatory justice. She claims that any
purely distributive theory fails to address the nature of the risks and harms associated
with this type of environmental burden, which is why the decision-making process is
often biased, top-down, and neglectful of democratic rights. Crucial here is a principle
of self-determination which grounds the right of those most immediately affected to
decide if such burdens and remedies are acceptable to them.

Indeed, the Principles of Environmental Justice, adopted by the First National People
of Color Environmental Leadership Summit in 1991, include only 2 references
to distributive justice in the 17 principles. The remaining principles emphasize
participatory justice concerns of rights against discrimination, individual and
group self-determination, and respect for diverse cultural perspectives (Hofrichter,
1993).

Both dimensions of environmental justice are clearly important and will shape the
discussion of domestic and global environmental justice that follows.

Domestic environmental justice in the United States

In the United States the civil rights movement and the environmental movement
experienced separate agendas, until the relationship between social justice and envir-
onmental reforms became the focus of political controversy and citizen protest, and
the environmental justice movement was born.

There were many precursors to the movement, however. During the 1960s Martin
Luther King, Jr., and other civil rights leaders observed that people of color suffer
higher pollution and denigrated environments (Bullard 1993). The 1960s and 1970s
also saw the struggle of Cesar Chavez and the United Farm Workers to protect
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burdens Chicano migrant farmworkers; studies of rural Appalachian living conditions reveal-
nmental ing the connection between poverty and environmental burdens; the 1978 brochure
riminat- Our Common Concern, released by the federal government, indicating the dispropor-
‘onmen- tionate impact of pollution on people of color; and the 1979 City Care Conference in
in local, Detroit, jointly sponsored by the National Urban League and the Sierra Club. How-
I power ever, it is widely agreed that the movement took root at Warren County, North
nally or Carolina, in the community of Afton.

The Afton community had an 84 percent African-American population; Warren
together County had the highest percentage African-American population in North Carolina.
nsion of At the time, Warren County suffered the second highest poverty level of North
justice” Carolina counties, with 13.3 percent unemployment. In 1982, Dr. Charles E. Cobb,

a director of the United Church of Christ's Commission for Racial Justice (UCC-CR]),
spoke out against the Warren County PCB landfill for making African-Americans and

nefits the poor bear heavier environmental burdens than those borne by other commun-
s and ities. This inspired a campaign of non-violent civil disobedience culminating in a
ween protest blocking the trucks hauling PCB-laced soil. which led to more than 500
urces arrests and drew national media attention.

The Warren County protest represents the first public mobilization for environ-
mental justice against environmental racism. Although it was unsuccessful at halting

equities. the dumping of the PCB-contaminated soil, it incited the 1983 United States General
sited for Accounting Office (US-GAO) study of hazardous waste landfill siting, which found a
hat any strong correlation between sitings of hazardous waste landfills and race and socio-
sociated economic status (US-GAO 1993). This study spawned later comprehensive studies,
rocess is including the UCC-CR]’s frequently cited Toxic Wastes and Race in the United States, a
rinciple national study which not only confirmed the disparate environmental burdens suf-
ected to fered by minorities and lower socio-economic groups nationwide, but centrally
located race in the disparity: ‘‘Race proved to be the most significant among variables
1 People tested in association with the location of commercial hazardous waste facilities”
ferences (UCC-CRJ 1987, p. xiii). Together with the Warren County protest, these studies
1phasize ' inspired conferences and meetings explicitly devoted to the relationship between
wal and environmental values and the social justice concerns of the poor and people of
frichter, color. Often highlighted is the First National People of Color Environmental
Leadership Summit at Washington, DC, in 1991, which produced the document
1ape the Principles of Environmental Justice, outlining the agenda of the environmental justice |
moveintent.

There is wide agreement that the term “environmental racism” was originally
coined by the Reverend Dr. Benjamin F. Chavis, Jr., in 1987, when the UCC-CR]
presented its findings at the National Press Club in Washington, DC. Chavis offers a

ywement definition of racism that includes the “intentional or unintentional use of power to
«d envir- isolate, separate and exploit others™ (UCC-CRJ 1987, p. x). He described environ-
est, and mental racism as:

s Martin racial discrimination in environmental policy making, and the unequal enforcement

or suffer of environmental laws and regulations. .. the deliberate targeting of people of color
d1970s communities for toxic waste facilities . . . the official sanctioning of the life-threaten-

protect ing presence of poisons and pollutants in people-of-color communities for toxic waste
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facilities. .. the history of excluding people of color from the leadership of the
environmental movement. (US House of Representatives, 1993, p. 4)

Robert Bullard, the leading author on environmental racism, provides a definition of
environmental racism that agrees with that of Chavis: “any policy, practice, or
directive that differentially affects or disadvantages, whether intended or unintended,
groups or communities based on race” (ibid, p. 47).

Bullard and Chavis define environmental racism as involving both intentional and
unintentional social injustices, comprising both the intent and effects of an act.
This has sparked a major debate and a surge of scholarship on environmental racism.
Defining environmental racism to include both intentional and unintentional
racism may appear problematic at first because “racism” is a term of moral condem-
nation, and we generally do not criticize or condemn unintentional actions. But the
1960s civil rights movement in the United States raised consciousness about institu-
tional as well as individual forms of racism that may be observable only through their
effects. Intentional racism is more likely to be found in individual rather than institu-
tional forms of racism, except where laws and policies explicitly discriminate on the
basis of race (such as the Jim Crow laws that once mandated racial segregation of
public facilities in the American South). These laws and policies have been officially
repudiated, but unintentional institutional racism remains in the distribution of
environmental burdens, as well as the exclusion of people of color from full participa-
tion in the institutions that are most responsible for this distribution.

US courts have shown themselves willing to address unintentional as well as
intentional racism. In 1971, the US Supreme Court set a precedent in Griggs v.
Duke Power Company for evaluating racism on the basis of disparate effects, as opposed
to clear intent. The US Civil Rights Act of 1964 contains Title VI, which stipulates
that racially disparate effects violate national laws against racism. However, several
landmark civil cases charging environmental racism, such as Village of Arlington
Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Development Corporation, East Bibb Twiggs v. Macon-
Bibb County Planning & Zoning Commission, and R.LS.E. v. Kay, have been judged
according to the Fourteenth Amendment of the US Constitution, which requires racist
intent for identifying racist acts. Despite precedents for applying the effect-standard to
judge racism using Title VI, the courts in these cases declined the importance of
disparate impact by showing preference for the intent-standard of the Fourteenth
Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause (Godsil 1991). Perceiving the intent-standard
to be nearly impossible to prove in present-day civil courts and the blatant resistance
to utilize the more appropriate effects-standard, proponents of environmental
justice have worked vigorously to increase the awareness and use of Title VI in the
civil courts. For example, the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(US-EPA) has recently established policy using Title VI for interim guidance in
assessing the distributive impacts of emissions-producing facilities sited for minority
commuunities.

A further dimension of the controversy over environmental racism comes in the
objection that environmental benefits and burdens are distributed primarily
according to socio-economic considerations rather than on the basis of racial
characteristics. Critics claim either that environmental burdens are not in fact
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assigned disproportionately according to race, or that, even if they do correlate with
race, market forces best explain their assignment.

A University of Massachusetts study by Doug Anderton et al., sponsored by Chem
Waste Management in 1994, claims that the UCC-CR]'s 1987 report fails to provide
definitive evidence for the conclusions linking race to environmental burdens (Ander-
ton et al. 1995). According to the Anderton study, Hispanic-Americans are the ethnic
group most consistently located by hazardous waste facilities, not African-Americans,
and the population most impacted are industrial workers, regardless of race or
ethnicity. Anderton argues that in areas with higher populations of minorities, we
should not be surprised to see more minorities living near hazardous waste facilities.

The Anderton study differs in crucial respects from the UCC-CRJ study. The latter
observed both commercially controlled facilities and uncontrolled facilities, while the
former observed only commercially controlled facilities. Moreover, Anderton’s study
does not measure communities with populations of fewer than 50,000 residents.
Many communities making charges of environmental racism have populations of well
below 50,000. Interestingly, by failing to include populations under 50,000, Ander-
ton omits two of Chem Waste's largest hazardous waste facilities, in Kettleman City,
California, a Latino community, and in Emelle, Alabama, a predominantly African-
American community. Finally, the question remains why minorities are more often
located by hazardous waste sites in areas of both high and low minority populations.
Robert Bullard (1994) has written in rebuttal. He essentially argues that Anderton’s
study reveals only that different measuring tools reveal different results.

Other critics acknowledge that minorities are disproportionately assigned environ-
mental burdens, but contend that the distribution of environmental burdens and
benefits is nonetheless best explained by market forces, rather than by any kind of
racism. Corporations determining where to place a hazardous facility may cite evi-
dence that they based their decisions only on socio-economic factors, which form a
legitimate basis for decision. An example of this is a 1984 report, Political Difficulties
Facing Waste-to-Energy Conversion Plant Siting, written by Cerrell Associates, a private
consulting firm for government planners in California. According to this report,
opposition to hazardous waste facilities is most likely to come from liberal, college-
educated, young residents, within high income brackets, living in urban areas. Non-
opposition would likely be characteristic of lower socio-economic communities with
high unemployment and lower levels of education (Bullard 1993; Russell 1989). For
this reason, ‘‘communities that conform to some kind of economic need criteria
should be given high priority” (Russell 1989, p. 26) and ‘“‘middle and higher socio-
economic strata neighborhoods should not fall within the one-mile and five-mile
radius of the proposed site” (Bullard 1993, p. 18). Because the Cerrell Associates
report provides evidence of discriminatory targeting of the poor, the corporation may
claim that race was irrelevant.

Moreover, corporations focusing on socio-economic factors may claim that on
balance they benefit the communities targeted for environmental burdens by provid-
ing adequate compensation, including community improvement plans and employ-
ment opportunities for local residents. According to law professor Vicki Been (Been

1995), there is a crucial difference between siting decisions that bring the nuisance of
hazardous waste facilities to the communities and siting decisions in which the
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community chooses to come to the nuisance. Where communities come to the
nuisance, Been argues that economic decisions made by minority populations in a
competitive market better explain the results than racist practices.

We contend, however, that these lines of defense against environmental racism
charges are often inadequate. First, even if it is true that corporations base their siting
decisions explicitly on socio-economic rather than racial factors (and there is certainly
ample opportunity for disingenuousness here, not to mention outright deception), we
may nonetheless be deeply troubled about the disparate effects of the use of such
factors on communities of color. The premise that minority communities are often
economically disadvantaged and unable to offer organized resistance to the imposi-
tion of environmental burdens does not entail the conclusion that minority commun-
ities should suffer the disproportionate siting of hazardous waste facilities.

Second, the compensation argument faces the problem that economically desperate
communities may be under considerable pressure to accept the package offered,
however ultimately disadvantageous. This charge is one of environmental blackmail.
The compensation argument can escape this charge only if those involved are aware
of the nature of the risks and benefits to be traded off and participate in a genuine
process of negotiation. But this seldom occurs. For instance, in compensation for the
siting of the *“‘Cadillac of toxic waste dumps” in Emelle, Alabama, Chemical Waste
Management promised to provide more than 400 jobs and to pour millions of dollars
into the community through paychecks and community support. However, the
community was not involved in any of the negotiations leading to this compensation
package. In fact, members of the community had no idea the dump existed, and
rumors suggested it was a brick factory.

Finally, market forces can hardly be understood apart from the underlying racism
of most contemporary societies. Been herself recognizes that race and socio-economic
issues are interrelated. She points out that racist practices in loan agencies, housing,
education, employment, and health care generate the socio-economic conditions that
bring poor minorities to industrial centers where unemployment is greater and
property values are less. Been accepts that racism exists, but secondarily to market
forces: “‘as long as the market discriminates on the basis of race, it would be remark-
able if LULUs (locally unwanted land uses) did not eventually impose a dispropor-
tionate burden on people of color’” (Been 1995, p. 41). Part of the confusion here is
where Been separates market forces from racism. Her argument can succeed only if
we accept racism in nearly all institutions that are relevant to people’s
migration toward and away from environmental hazards. In effect, a socio-economic
defense against the environmental racism charge only accentuates the complex
relationship between race and class in the United States and other contemporary
societies.

Beyond this particular environmental racism debate, which is most prominent in
the literature, the US environmental justice movement addresses a myriad of con-
troversies overlapping distributive and participatory dimensions of justice, such as
women's leadership roles in the grassroots organizations, the plight of Native
Americans in attempting to preserve environmental values in the face of economic
challenges, the impact of lead poisoning on children of color, and the working
conditions of many immigrants and poor people.
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e to the Concerns for environmental justice generally and environmental racism in parti-
fons in a cular have culminated in numerous conferences, academic publications, protests, and
grassroots mobilizations. Federal responses have also indicated the centrality of
il racism environmental justice to environmental concerns: the US-EPA now maintains an
eir siting Environmental Justice Commission. These efforts at addressing environmental justice
certainly culminated with President Clinton’s Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address
tion), we Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed Feb-
s of such ruary 11, 1994. This Executive Order calls for federal commissions, interagency
are often cooperation, policy overhaul, research development, enforcement of right-to-know
g imposi- laws, and judicial review. While its impact is yet to be assessed, it does represent a
omun- clear legitimation of the charges from the environmental justice movement in the
United States.
desperate
> offered, . . e
lackmail Global environmental justice
re aware Global environmental justice refers to the examination of distributive and participa-
genuine tory inequities among nations, in addition to emphasizing a variety of global political
n for the issues which grow out of environmental concerns that transcend national boundaries
:al Waste and defy the control of individual nation-states. There will, of course, be crossover
of dollars between domestic environmental justice and global environmental justice, as in the
ever, the case of environmental justice issues between the US and Native-American nations.
Jensation During the 1980s, environmenta} concerns began to appear as primary concerns
sted, and on the global political agenda. By the 1990s, “the global environment had emerged
as the third major issue area in world politics, along with international security and
1g racism global economics” (Porter and Brown 1996, p. 1). The concept of the global “com-
sconomic mons,”’ those parts of the earth’s environment that all humans share and in principle
housing, cannot be owned (e.g., the ozone layer, oceans, and climatic systems), emerged
tions that during the 1980s. The first global summit on the environment in 1992, the United
;ater and Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED or “Earth Summit”),
‘0 market : is a testimony to this level of interest in the global environment. Many commend this
2 remark- i shift in perception to a view of the earth as a system of environmental interactions
lispropor- ~ belonging to and affecting all the earth’s creatures. However, defenders of global
n here is environmental justice have grown increasingly suspicious of the social and political
ed only if implications of this global ecological outlook.
people’s A first criticism is that global environmental problems are increasingly managed by
economic the few political powers that have what Vandana Shiva (1993) has called the “global
complex reach.”’ Global players include national entities, multinational entities such as UN
emporary agencies, transnational corporations, major non-governmental organizations, and
global institutions such as the World Bank. In addition, research in global ecology
minent in is conducted by a group of relatively few scientists who assist global political entities
«d of con- in making policy decisions. Thus, the politics of global ecology become another
,, such as instance of the very few ruling and making decisions for the very many.
of Native : Shiva argues that the “‘global” in “‘global environmentalism’’ does not refer only to
economic concern for the health of the entire planet, but instead to “the political space in which
working a particular dominant local seeks global control and frees itself of local, national, and

international restraints’’ (Shiva 1993, pp. 149-50). She argues that a focus on global
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ecological issues such as desertification, cLIMATE change, acid rain, and ozone deple-
tion ends up turning over the world’s environmental management strategies,
trade control, and political power to elite institutions and political entities which
determine the fate of the rest of the world. Unless participatory justice becomes a
primary concern, the shift to global ecology may lead only to further de-democratiz-
ing of global politics.

Following World War II, the leading nations of the world initiated a policy of
“development’”’ that shaped the political purposes and identities of nations around
the world. The first step was to label nations as ‘‘developed” versus ‘“‘underdevel-
oped,”’ labels which later grew into the divisions of “first world,” “‘second world,” and
“third world”’ nations. Today, ‘‘underdeveloped nations’ are standardly referred to as
“‘developing nations” to suggest that all nations are moving and should move toward
the same goal of first-world-style ‘‘development.”

Wolfgang Sachs points out that the implied meaning behind such labeling is that
“‘development”’ becomes identified with “‘civilization,” and "society’’ becomes synon-
ymous with “‘economy” (Sachs 1993). Thus, the maturity level of a society’s civiliza-
tion is measured according to its stage of industrial development and the strength of
its political economy.

Once the development paradigm became widely accepted throughout the world,
developing nations shifted their domestic political emphasis to try to achieve the
benefits that wealthy industrial nations seemed to enjoy, such as rich economies,
advanced technologies, high levels of consumption, and greater international political
and military power. But in this paradigm shift, long-standing cultural traditions of
indigenous groups, localized trade and agriculture, and many environmental values
are sacrificed. Moreover, it is exceedingly unlikely that developing nations will ever
achieve the lifestyle of the wealthy industrial nations. The South entered the devel-
opment race when the North had already secured dominance in the global political
economy. The figures illustrating the futility of the South’s attempt to achieve equal-
ity with the North are devastating: “‘during the 1980s, the contribution of developing
countries (where two-thirds of humanity live) to the world’s GNP shrank to 15%,
while the share of the industrial countries, with 20% of the world population, rose to
80%'" (Sachs 1993, p. 5). As a result, the South is in real danger of being left behind
in the global political economy and continuing to suffer the consequent vulnerability
to exploitation.

The development paradigm has several critical implications for global environmen-
tal justice. First, it helps to explain the creation and maintenance of power differences
between the global North and South. The South must struggle with the terms set by
the North and must speak the vocabulary of economic and industrial “progress”
rather than of other cultural and environmental values. Second, as economic and

industrial development became central to nations, other interests such as indigenous
environmental values and traditional resource management suffer. This has dimin-
ished the rights of indigenous peoples around the world and encouraged the exploita-
tion of many resources they rely upon. Third, in order to keep up with the global
political economy, the South has adopted many harmful environmental practices,
such as reliance on mono-agriculture and excessive resource extraction. And as
export markets wane, like cotton during the 1970s, developing nations attempt to
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recover by increasing export production at lower rates of return. Fourth, the South
has become increasingly suspicious of the North, as shown by its insistence on its
right to development and its resistance to environmental protection enforced by the
North. Documents such as the ‘‘Declaration of Principles,” adopted at the United
Nations Conference on the Environment at Stockholm in 1972, Our Common Future,
the report of the Brundtland World Commission on Environment and Development
published in 1987, and the “Rio Declaration on Environment and Development’ of
1992 express the sovereign right of nations to manage development practices, a right
which developing nations charge has been curtailed, although the same right has
been exercised for decades by the North. Clearly, these implications indicate that
the development paradigm works against environmental preservation and manage-
ment.

The main tension between the North and South arises from their different perspect-
ives on how best to address pressing global environmental concerns. The North
expects the South to recognize the global environmental issues that threaten the
world’s population such as ozone depletion, climate change, acid rain, and species
depletion. It looks with alarm at the environmental implications of the South’s
growing industrialization, for example, the massive destruction of the tropical rain
forests. The South, while recognizing these issues as a global responsibility, believes
the North should respond by reducing its excessive level of consumpTiON (Which
ranges from 28 times more in cars, 13 times more in paper, and 45 times more in
oil) and providing the South with compensation in the form of economic support and
environmental technologies for its destruction of the global commons (Porter and
Brown 1996). Moreover, the South has been reluctant to join in global environmen-
tal agreements to reduce the use of CFCs and carbon emissions, because it tends to
perceive them as another way for the North to secure power over the world’s natural
resources, the majority of which lie in the South, and thus to retain northern
hegemony.

Thus the dilemma of development. If the desire for development is a primary cause
of both massive environmental degradation and massive inequities between North
and South, it seems self-defeating of both North and South to look to standard forms of
development to remedy the problem of global environmental degradation. Attempts
to solve the dilemma usually come in the name of “sustainable development”;
however, not only is this term unclear and vague, but the strategies to achieve
sustainable development are not always successful (see sustaiNaABILITY). In order to
achieve global environmental justice, an alternative to the development paradigm
must be sought. Identifying and implementing such an alternative is an overarching

. goal of global environmental justice.

As with domestic environmental justice, one way of dealing with an inequitable
distribution of environmental burdens is through compensation, in the form of needed
economic and technological resources, provided by first world to third world nations.
But such compensatory strategies face problems of their own, as when wealthy
nations impose conditions on the transfer of resources to poor nations (Jamieson
1994). For instance, the South already suffers excessive economic debt to nations of
the North and global lending institutions. Lenders often put environmental conditions
on loans in order to persuade the recipient to adopt more environmentally safe
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technologies, practices, and policies. The recipient’s interests, however, may not
match those of the lender. Recipients may wish to exercise rights to choose develop-
ment strategies that overcome poverty, while lenders prefer loans to be spent on other
environmental advances. Jamieson argues, however, that unconditional transfers
may be both dangerous to the environment and ineffective in helping those who
need the economic resources the most. This practice pits distributive justice against
participatory justice, as the transfer of monies for loans or compensation constrains
the power of self-determination.

Domestic and global environmental justice come together in the environmental
justice struggles of indigenous peoples. For centuries, indigenous groups which have
maintained traditional, non-industrialized, self-subsisting, environmentally friendly,
and spiritual lifestyles in their natural environments have experienced waves of
colonial and industrial conquest, carried out for the explicit purpose of wresting
away control over their natural resources.

In 1975, 100 percent of uranium mining in the United States was carried out on
indigenous land. Winona LaDuke reports that worldwide, “Over one hundred million
indigenous people will be relocated to allow for the development of hydroelectric dam
projects in the next decade; and over fifty million indigenous people inhabit the
world’s resources’” (1993, p. 99). Oil and mining companies are constantly discover-
ing deposits on indigenous lands, and pharmaceutical corporations expand upon the
environmental conquest of indigenous peoples through the usurpation of traditional
environmental knowledge and other indigenous resources. Many global trade agree-
ments provide patent protection for corporations which succeed in acquiring tradi-
tional environmental knowledge. Patenting imposes restrictions on indigenous
groups that discovered the patented knowledge in the first place. Vandana Shiva
(1997) refers to this as ‘‘biopiracy.”

Since indigenous peoples are nations w1th1n nations, although they are often
referred to as sovereign, they are actually only quasi-sovereign or domestic depen-
dents. The sovereignty of indigenous peoples is recognized when treaties are
made, since in principle treaties can be made only between two self-determining,
sovereign powers. However, the quasi-sovereign status of indigenous peoples emer-
ges when such treaties presume that indigenous nations have transferable title to
their resources. Thus, in a patronizing double-speak on sovereignty, indigenous
peoples frequently end up transferring their resources by treaties -assuming equal
sovereignty or their resources are taken away by allegedly legitimate governmental
statutes which fail to recognize their sovereignty (Goldtooth 1995: see INDIGENOUS
PERSPECTIVES).

Conclusions

The inequities in the distribution of environmental burdens, both domestically and
globally, are often the result of a failure to respect participatory justice. Policies for
global environmental justice are lagging behind domestic efforts in the United States,
largely because the non-governmental organizations defending the natural environ-
ment and environmental rights lack the power of national governments and transna-
tional corporations. However, there is increasing effort to create and implement
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global policies that address the overlapping problems of development, indigenous
rights, human rights, environmental practices, transboundary environmental bur-
dens, and the transportation of toxic hazards. But significant progress is unlikely to be
achieved without explicit recognition of the importance of both domestic and global
distributive and participatory justice.
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