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Partnership Ethics and Cultural Discourse:
Women and the Earth Summit

CAROLYN MERCHANT

The womer’s tent at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro bustled with
activity.' Stands of colourful scarves and saris from India, intricately deco-
rated bowls and wooden utensils from the Pacific islands, and woven bags
from Africa lined the tent’s entryway. Tables of literature on population,
women’s rights, forest restoration, agriculture, and water purification sur-
rounded the huge central amphitheatre, its rows of chairs occupied by hun-
dreds of brightly dressed women. from afl over the world. A microcosm of
the world’s women, their collective problems, achievements, and energy,
the tent was christened Planeta Fémea (the female planet) by the Brazilian
Women's Coalition. The Coalition had organized the women’s component-
of the Global Foruin, the NGO conference running parallel to the Barth
Summit. Tape-recorders, translation headsets, and microphones hummed
with the sounds of human voices emanating from the speakers’ table in
front. The speakers’ words, processed into many languages and common
understandings, were finally interpreted by those eagerly listening to the
reading of the final women’s documents arrived at after months of prepara-
tory conferences and two hot, exciting weeks of negotiations in Rio (Dazcy
de Oliveira and Corral 1992, 1993).

The Barth Summit altered the discourse of environmentalism in
significant ways. Sustainability, introduced in the 1987 Brundtland Report—
Our Common Future—and enacted in the Rio agreements, became a new and
accepted code word for development. After Rio, sustainability meant both
development as usual and development as enviropmental and social change.
Discourse shifted from promoting the idea of an environmental crisis to
a debate on how to implement long-term sustainability. How would the
various cultural meanings associated with the term ‘sustainable develop-
ment’ be interpreted in North-South negotiations over funding. The debate
fostered a new cultural politics of how humanity should live with nature.
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How can and should sodiety be restructured to create an enduring relation-
ship with the non-human world?

After Rio, a new democratic praxis began to emerge that encompassed
feminism, envitonmental Justice, multicultural concerns, and North-South
conflicts. Most important, the new discourse had to be congruent with
@ mew environmental ethic that recognized the global movements for

- 'women’s welfare and social justice and the global environmental movement

for sustainability. A new cultural politics and a new environmental ethic
arising out of women’s experiences and needs can provide an ethic of sus-
tainability. Many of the goals and gains of feminists are central to that new
discourse and ethic. Women’s interests and nature’s interesis intertwine. The
goal is a sustainable partnership with the natural world,

Partnership as a word is experiencing a renaissance in the discourse of
the business and environmental communities. Successful environmental
partnerships, focused on resolving policy conflicts surrounding local issues,
are forming among corporations, local comimunities, government agencies,
and environmental organizations. Trees, rivers, endangered species, tribal
groups, minority coalitions, and citizen activists may all find represention,
along with business, at the negotiating table. The partnership process offers
a new approach to collaboration, one in which non-human nature itself
can be a partner (Long and Arnold 1994; MIBE 1994 q, b, and ¢, Beckenstein
et al. 1995).

In the new discourse, partnership can refer not only to humans and social
processes, but also to natural entities and natural processes. Domestic part-
ners with legal status may include not only married couples, but also stable
relationships between men and women, women and women, and men and
men. The international Rio environmental conference, the Cairo population
conference, and the Beijing women'’s conference, by building on the idea of
partnership, help to liberate cultural politics from the constraints of older
contestable modes of development underlying industrial society and the
spread of global capitalism. But the term parteer can also refer to gnat-
catchers, coho salmon, grizzly bears, checkerspot butterflies, and even the
unpredictable activities of nature. An ethic of partnership may offer guide-
lines for moving beyond the rhetoric of environmental conflict and toward
a discourse of co-operation. '

Rio’s Planeta Fémea, a remarkable event by one of the most diverse
groups of women yet assembled on a global scale, put forward the human
dimensions of a partnership ethic. The need for a new ethic had been build-
ing out of the experiences of women in Third World countries for over a
decade through the recognition that wormen and natire together bore the
brunt of malconceived development programmes. Women all over the globe
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in both the North and the South began to insist that women’s issues ang
environmental issues be addressed in the same context. Allowed to attend
development conferences, but not involved in policy formation and plan-
ning, women saw vital questions affecting their livelihoods, resources, and
security ignored and neglected. Realizing that women’s concerns would not
be a part of the preparation for the Barth Summit unless they themselves
seized the initiative, they drew on their experiences, history, and political
skills to place their issues on the agenda, Women's issues became integral
to a new global discourse of sustainability. But while women succeeded in
many of their aspirations for inclusion in the process and great sirides have
been taken in the post-Rio and post-Cairo years, concrete results remain
difficult to evaluate. Even with some hopeful changes, much remains the
same and much work remains to be done.

Planeta Fémea was the culmination of more than a decade of advance-
ment on the roles of women in environment and development. While
women had barely been acknowledged in development programmes in the
1960s, their contributions to agriculture in Third World households gained
recognition as part of a Women in Development (WID) approach in
the 1970s (Braidotd et al. 1994: 78-80, Boserup 1970). 'The United Nations
Decade on Women, which concluded with a 1985 conference in Nairobi,
brought women into development through access to education, resources,
and grants that would help to eliminate poverty. As development agencies
began to incorporate gender amalysis info their programmes in the late
1980s, women’s concerns were added onto mainstream agency approaches
in a shift to Gender and Development (GAD). An explicit environmental
strand in development, Women, Environment, and Development (WEDO)
gradually emerged from the United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment in Stockholm in 1972 and within the subsequent United

“ Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). After the completion of the
1987 United Nations™ report, Our Common Future, chaired by Norwegian
Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland, and in preparation for the 1992
Barth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, the emphasis changed to sustainable devel-
opment, or development that meets the needs of the present without com-
promising those of future generations (Braidott et al. 1994: 86~7; Charlton
1984; Dankelman and Davidson 1988; Sontheimer 1988; Shiva 1989; Ofusu-
Armaah 1991; Henshall Momsen 1991; Rodda 1993).

In order to present the needs and policy recommendations of women at
the Harth Summit, two back-to-back conferences were held in Miami,
Florida in November 1991. Here the discourse of partnership enters the
working vocabulary of women positioning themselves to engage in
sustainable relationships with the earth. The first conference, the Global
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Assembly of Women and the Environment-Partners in Life, presented envi-
ronmental case studies of the ways in which women throughout the world
were managing and conserving resources to achieve sustainability. The
second, the World Women’s Congress for a Healthy Planet, attended by
1,500 women fom 83 countries, presented case studies of the impacts of
past development projects on women and the environment to an interna-
tional tribunal of female judges. Through an outstanding exercise in co-
operation and consensus, the conference formulated the Women’'s Action
Agenda 21 (an agenda for the twenty-first century), to be brought to the
Barth Summit. A discourse of sustainable partnerships became central to
that agenda (Braidotti et al. 1994: 90-2; WIRPAC 1991).

A prominent plank in the Miami Women's Action Agenda to which a
session ‘was devoted at the Barth Summit’s Planeta Fémea conference was
the ‘Code of Environmental Brhics and Accountability”. The code asserted
that ‘the women’s global environmental model is cooperative rather than
competitive, values women’s roles, work, and participation, and acknowl-
edges the responsibility that accompanies power and is owed to future gen-
erations’. Drawing on the work of women economists, such as Marilyn
Waring’s If Women Counted, it made a number of specific recommendations
for economic and ethical accountability, such as including the full value of
women's labour, the value of environmental resources and pollution, and
the intrinsic value of biodiversity in national accounting systems and inter-
national trade (Waring 1988, TPAC 1991). Here the discourse of a sustainable
partnership among women, men, and the earth takes form.

The Earth Summit’s Planeta Fémea conference, organized in cooperation
with the Women’s Bavironment and Development Organization (WEDO)
in New York City, co-chaired by former US Congresswoman Bella Abzug, .
was attended by representatives from women-and-environment organiza-
tions from all over the world. A constant stream of well- known female heads
of state and local governments flowed through the women’s tent, as ideas
were exchanged between grassroots groups and women of state-power.
After examining and debating the themes of the Miami Women's Action
Agenda 21, the women’s tent adopted the "Global Women’s Treaty for NGOs
Seeking a Just and Healthy Planet’, which was incorporated into the Global
Forum’s final NGO treaty. Partnership was a key concept in the new agenda.
Living with nature-is essential to the health of both humanity and that of
the blue planet.

At the official Earth Summit in Rio Centro, the second document to
emerge from the women’s preparatory process was also adopted. “The
Global Action for Women Towards Sustainable and Equiteble Develop-
ment’, was incladed as chapter 24 of UNCED's final document, Agenda
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21 (the 500-page agenda for the twenty-first century ratified at the
Earth Summit). Additionally women’s interests were part of the Rio
Declaration—the Earth Summit’s 27-point proclamation teplacing the
intended Barth Charter that was to have enunciated far-reaching ethical prin-
dples on human-human and human-—environment relations. Item 20 of the
Rio Declaration stated that ‘women have a vital role in environmental man-
agement and development. Their full pasticipation is therefore essential to
achieve sustainable development’ (cf. Grubb et al. 1993: 137).

The women's ‘Code of Environmental Bthics and Accountability’
exemplifies the first prong of what I have called a partnership ethic of earth-
care; the second, as we shall see, is the autonomy of nature itself as partner.
A ethic of partership is formed from women’s experiences in the post-
Rio/Cairo/Bejing era and from treating nature as a living subject. What are
the three most prominent forms of ervironmental ethics underlying the dis-
course at the Earth Summit and how does a partnership ethic emerge from
that discourse?

Forms of Environmental Ethics

A partnership ethic differs from the three major forms of environmental
ethics that currently dominate human-environment relations—egocentric,
homocentric, and ecocentric. Bach ethic reflects a different discousse stem-
ming from conflicts among underlying meodernist institutions. The 1992
Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro illustrates the underlying assumptions of
the three ethical frameworks and their associated discourses. The egocentric
ethic is exemplified by GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade); the
homocentric by UNCED and its Agenda 21 programime; and the ecocentric
by many environmental organizations involved in sustainable development.
While conflicts asise from the different discourses associated with the insti-
tutional arrangements of capitalism, the state, and environmentalism, a new
transcendent ethic of partnership may help to resolve them. The concept of
partnership arising out of women's social and environmental experiences
and nature’s inherent worth and activity should include both human-human
and human-nature relationships and interactions.

Egocentric Ethics

The Uruguay round of GAT'T, which began in 1986 and by 1994 was con-
claded and undergoing ratification, assumes a free market model of world
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trade and an egocentric ethic. Based on the idea of tickle-down economic
benefits, an egocentric ethic is the idea that what is good for the individual,
or the corporation acting as an individual, is good for society as a whole.
Here a discourge of individual freedom to act in one’s own selfinterest,
rhetoric that lies at the very heart of modernism, promotes human actions
in which nature is represented as mere ‘raw material’. Nature comprises
resources that can be turned into commodities for trade. It consists of free
goods from an inexhaustible tap whose wastes go into an inexhaustible sink.
Based on the model of a factory, nature is conceptualized as a dead machine,
isolated from its environment, whose parts are manipulated for assembly
line production. Resource depletion (the tap) and environmental pollution
{the sink) are not part of the profitdoss accounts, hence there is no account-
ability to or for nature. Because the individual, or individual corporation, is
free to profit, there are no ethical restraints on nature’s “free” goods or on
free trade. The result is the Hobbesian Good Society, an egocentric ethic,
and a discourse rooted i individual gain.

GATT’s egocentric ethic climinates barriers to trade and with it environ-
mental and consumer-safety measures, despite the possibility of environ-
mental side-agreements. For example, in 1990, the United States, in response
to a consumer boycott of tuna caught in drift nets that trapped and killed
dolphins, enacted an embargo on Mexican tuna. Mexico protested and
a GAT'T review panel ruled that no country can restrict imports on the basis
of .methods of production, essentially invalidating a US law protecting
dolphins (the Marine Mammal Protection Act) (cf. Grefjn 1992). GATT
harmonizes environmental and consumer safety standards to the lowest
common denominator worldwide. It increases corporate control and
decreases local control. Communities and resources are forced to comply
with the demands of the global market. This approach essentially removes
control from local communities, homelands, and indigenous and tribal
peoples over their own resources. In addition, tropical and temperate
old-growth forests suffer along with marine mammals and other com-
ponents of local ecosystems. GATT further externalizes environmental costs
and penalizes sustainable technologies that attempt to internalize
costs. Again the discourse of profit maximization legitimates individual
and corporate actions to treat nature as a passive backdrop to human
achievement. Living with nature is not even an admissible term in the
debate. _

GATT’s egocentric ethic promotes Trans-National Corporations (TNCs)
and limits democracy in these industries. The successful completion of
GATT’s Uruguay Round is the dream of the selfmade man, the darling of
Reagan-Bush—Thatcher economics, and the ethic of capitalist patriarchy.
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The Women’s NGO treaty, adopted by the Global Forum, contains an indict.
ment of GATT as a major cause of environmental degradation.>

i

Homocentric Ethics

In contrast to GAT'Ts egocentric ethic, the ethic of UNCED’s sustainah]e
development programme is a homocentric ethic. Here new terms of dis.
course enter the vocabulary of national representatives. A utilitarian ethic
based on the precept of the greatest good for the greatest number promotes
a discourse whose terms of debate are in potential conflict with those of
individualism. Developed. by Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill in
the nineteenth century, utilitarian ethics became the conservation ethic of
Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot during the Progressive Hra in the
early twentieth century with the addition of the phrase for the longest time’.
The idea of “the greatest good for the greatest number for the longest time’,
is a public-interest, social-interest ethic that considers conservation of
natural resources to be consistent with the needs and interests of the major-
ity over those of the individual. In Bentham and Mill’s formulations it pro-
motes the general good, the greatest happiness for the greatest numbes, and
freedom from pain and suffering. In its purest form, it is the ethic of federal
and state agencies, acting free of political forces and private lobbyists on
behalf of the people for the common good. The utilitarian calculus of
benefits and costs, rather than the bottom Jine of profits, guides the ethical
choices made. In reality, however, the discourse of homocentric ethics is
always in conflict with the egocentric discourse of private individuals and
lobbyists ‘who promote monopoly-capitalist interests. Conflicts of interest
stem from underlying institutions and are expressed in the rhetoric of GATT
versus the rhetoric of UNCED.

For the homocentric ethic of UNCED, as for the egocentric ethic of
GATT, nature is viewed primarily as a resource for humans and as a source
of commodities. But in contrast to GAT'T, the United Nations is dedicated
to promoting the general good of all nations and all peoples in the wosld
comumunity. Its policies reflect the principle of the greatest good for the
greatest mumber. Like the Progressive Bra’s conservation ethic, UNCED'’s
sustainable development ethic adds the principle of the longest time. Sus-
tainable development is development that fulfills the needs of the present
generation without compromising the needs of future generations. This
principle brings future generations into the accountibility calculus. The
Harth Summit’s goal is to promote greater democracy for more people for
a longer time by developing and conserving resources sustainably. Yet a cul-
tural politics of social good conflicts with a cultural polidics of individual
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good, expressed through opposing homocentric and egoceniric discourses,
interests, and ethics.

f

Ecocentric Ethics

Many (but not 2ll) environmentalists attending the Barth Sumimit, sub-

scribed to the assumptions of a third ethic-—ecocentrism. Here a new dlis-

course of what is good for non-human entities enters the conversaton.

Developed by ecologist Aldo Leopold, who formulated the land ethic in the

1940s, and elaborated as ecocentric (and biocentric) ethics by environmen-

tal philosophers over the past three decades, ecocentrism includes the entire

biotic and abiotic world. Leopold’s land ethic had expanded the human com-
munity to inchade “soils, waters, plants, animals, or collectively the land’. A
thing is right’, Leopold said, “when it tends to preserve the integrity, beauty,

and stability of the biotic commupity. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.”

Bcocentrism, as elaborated in the 1970s and 1980s, went a step further to
assert that all things have intrinsic worth——value in and of themselves—not
just instrumental or utilitarian value. Because bidta have evolved over mil-
lennia, all organisms have a right to exist and should be preserved for future
generations. Biodiversity is necessary not only for udlitarian and humani-
tarian reasons (for maintaining the present and future health of the entire
biosphere, for enhancing the quality of life, and for aesthetic enjoyment),
but for its own sake. Ecocentrism expands the good of the human commu-
nity to embrace and include within it the good of the biotic community.
From an ecocentric point of view, accountability must include the rights of
all other organisms, as well as humans, to continue to exist (cf. Leopold 1949,
Baird Callicott 1989, Holmes Rolston 1986).

Bihical dilemmas occur when reat world situations produce conflicts
among the three forms of ethics. Acting on the basis of GATT’s egocentric
ethic, with the goal of maximizing profits through free trade in natural
resources, transnational corporations harvest rainforests for timbers and
turn cut-over areas into range lands for grazing cattle. Acting on the basis of
ecocentric ethics, with the goal of saving rainforests and endangered species,
environmentalists engineer debt-for-nature swaps that preserve and value
whole ecosysteins. Both ethics, however, can negatively affect communities
of indigenous peoples by forcing them out of long-inhabited areas onto mar-
ginal lands, where they increase their populations to obtain the labour to
survive, or migrate to cities where they end up jobless and homeless. In this
example, the social-interest ethic of these communities to fulfll their basic
needs conflicts with the egocentric ethic of transnational corporations
and the ecocentric ethic of nature preservationists. From one point of view
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nature is victimized at the expense of people, from another people are vic-
timized at the expense of nature (Gilliam 19%4).

The three dominant forms of environmental ethics all have conceptual
and practical shortcomings. Hgocentric ethics are criticized for privileging
the few at the expense of the many (narcissistic, cut-throat individualism),
homocentric ethics for privileging majorities at the expense of minorides

" (tyranny of the majority, emvironmental racism), and ecocentric ethics for

privileging the whole at the expense of the individual (holistic fascism)
(cf. Regan 1983: 262, Baird Callicott 1994: 53, 1989: 92-4). Egocentric and
homocentric ethics are often lumped together as anthropocentrism (by deep
ecologists, for example). But this approach masks the role of economics
and particularly of capitalism, placing the onus on heman hubris and
domination rather than the capitalist appropriation of both nature and
labour. Moreover, it fails to recognize the positive aspects of the social-
justice approach of homocentric ethics. On the other hand, the ecocentric
approach of many environmentalists suggests the possibility of incorporat-
ing the intrinsic value of nature into an emancipatory green politics (cf.
Eckersley 1992).

Partnership Ethics

An alternative that transcends many of these problems is a partnexship ethic.
A partnership ethic sees the human community and the biotic community
in a mutual relationship with each other. It states that ‘the greatest good for
the human and the non-human communities is to be found in their muatual,
living interdependence’.

A partnership ethic.draws on the principles and advantages of both the
homocentric socialinterest ethic and the ecocentric environmental ethic,
while rejecting the egocentric ethic associated with capitalist exploitation
of people and nature. The term partpership avoids gendering natare as a
mother or a goddess (sex-typing the planet), avoids endowing either males
or females with a special relationship to nature or t0 each other {essential-
ism), and admits the anthropogenic, or human—generat&ﬁ (but not anthro-
pocentric, or human-centred) nature of envirormental ethics and metaphor.
A partnership ethic of earthcare means that both women and men can enter
into mutual relationships with each other and the planet independently of
gender. Tt does not hold women responsible for ‘cleaning up the mess’ made
by male-dominated science, technology, and capitalism, or individual men
responsible for creating it.

Just as egocentric ethics is grounded in the principle of self-interest, homo-
centric ethics in the concept of utility, and ecocentric ethics in intrinsic value,




from another people are vic-
1.
za} ethics all have conceptual
are criticized for privileging
dc, cut-throat individualism),
at the expense of minorities
m), and ecocentric ethics for
individual (holistic fascism)
1989: 92—4). Egocentric and
15 anthropocentrism (by deep
tasks the role of economics
smms on human hubris and
miation of both pature and
asitive aspects of the social-
e other hand, the ecocentric
the possibility of incorporat-
incipatory green politics (cf.

‘oblems is a partnership ethic.
ty and the biotic community
‘es that ‘the greatest good for
; to be found in their mutual,

- and advantages of both the
centric environmental ethic,
1 with capitalist exploitation
avoids gendering nature as a
voids endowing either males
e or ta each other (essential-
n-generated (but not anthro-
mmental ethics and metaphor.
th women and men can enter
. the planet independently of
“cleaning up the mess’ made
apitalism, or individual men

inciple of selfinterest, homo-
ntric ethics in infrinsic value,

AR AT

PARTNERSHIP ETHICS AND CULTURAL DISCOURSE 213

so partnership ethics is grounded in the concept of relation. A relation is
a mode of connection. This connection may be between people or kin in
the same family or community, between men and women, between people,
other organisms, and inorganic entities, or between specific places and the
rest of the earth. A relation is also a narrative; to relate is to narrate. A nar-
rative connects people to a place, 1o its history, and to its multi-levelled mean-
ings. It is a story that is recounted and told, in which connections are made,
alliances and associations established. A partmership ethic of earthcare is an
ethic of the connections between a human and a non-human community.
The relationship is situational and contextual within the local community,
but the community is also embedded in and connected to the wider earth,
especially national and global economies.”
A partnership ethic has the following precepts:

Hquity between the human and non-human communities.

Moral consideration for humans and non-human nature.

Respect for cultural diversity and biodiversity.

Inclusion of women, minorities, and noa-human natare in the code of
ethical accountability.

5. Beologically sound menagement is consistent with the continued
health of both the human and non-human communities.

L

A partership ethic goes beyond egocentric and homocentric ethics in
which the good of the human community wins out over the good of the
biotic community (as in egocentric and homocentric ethics). It ikewise tran-
scends ecocentric ethics in which the good of the biotic community may
take precedence over the good of the human community. In contrast to
I.eopold’s extensionist ethic, in which the community is extended to encom-
pass non-human nature, partnership ethics recognizes both. continuities and
differences between lumans and non-human nature. It admits that humans
are dependent on non-human. nature and that non-human nature has pre-
ceded and will postdate human nature. But also it recognizes that hurnans
now have the power, knowledge, and technology to destroy life as we know
it today. -

For millennia, nature held the upper hand over humarns, People were sub-
ordinate to nature and fatalistically accepted the hand that nature dealt. Since
the seventeenth centary, the balance of power has shifted and humans have
gained the uppesr hand over nature. We have an increasing ability o destroy
nature as we know it through mechanistic science, technology, capitalism,
and the Baconian hubris that the human race should bave dominion over
the entire universe. In the late twentieth century, however, the environ-
mental crisis and developments in postmodern science and philosophy have
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called into the question the efficacy of the mechanistic world-view, the idea
of Enlightenment progzess, and the ethics of unrestrained development as
a means of dominating nature.

A partnership ethic calls for a dynamic balance in which both humans
and nonhuman nature are equal parmers, neither having the upper hand,
yet interacting cooperatively with each other. Both humans and nature are
active agents. Both the needs of nature to continue to ezist and the basic
- needs of human beings must be considered. As George Perkins Marsh put
it in 1864, humanity should become a co-wozker with nature in the recon-
struction of the damaged fabric’, by restoring the waters, forests, and
bogs ‘laid waste by human improvidence or malice’. While thunderstorms,

tornados, volcanos, and earthquakes represented nature’s power over

humanity to rearrange elementary ‘matter, humans equally had the power
“irceparably to derange the combinations of inorganic matter and of organic
life, which through the night of aeons she had been proportioning and bal-
ancing’ (Perkins Marsh 1864: 35, 36).

In the 1970s Herbert Marcuse conceptualized nature as an opposing
partner, emphasizing the differences, as well as the continnities that people
share with nature. Nature is an ally, not mere organic and inorganic matter—
a Tife force in its own right’, appearing as ‘subject-object’. Nature as subject

“may well be hostile to man, in which case the relation would be one of
struggle; but the struggle may also subside and make room for peace,

tranquility; fulfillment’. A non-exploitative relation would be a ‘surrender,
“letting-be,” acceptance’. (Marcuse 1972: 65, 6%)

Partnership Ethic and Environmental Politics

A parmership ethic draws on both homocentric, social-interest ethics and
ecocentric ethics. The human dimension, the idea of a partnership among
human groups, is reflected in both the preamble to UNCED’s Agenda 21 of
“a global partership for sustainable development’ and in the opening para-
graph of the "Rio Dedaration on Bnvironment and Development’ pro-
claiming; that the conference met “with the goal of establishing a new and
equitable- global partnership through the creation of new levels of coopera-
tion among states, key sectors of societies, and people’. Article 7 of the Rio
Declaration asserts that “States shall cooperate in a spirit of global partner-
ship to conserve, protect, and restore the health of the the Earth’s Ecosys-
tem’. The concept of partnership is also called forth in the title of the Miami
‘GGlobal Assembly of Women and the Bnvironment—Partners in Life” (cf.




nechanistic world-view, the idea
of unrestrained development as

balanice in which both humans
neither having the upper hand,
>z, Both humans and pature are
continue to exist and the basic
l. As George Perkins Marsh put
-orker with nature in the recon-
oring the waters, forests, and
‘malice’. While thunderstorms,
resented nature’s power over
huinans equally had the power
inorganic matter and of organic
ad been proportioning and bal-

1alized nature as an opposing
‘as the continuities that people
organic and inorganic matter—
ibject-object’. Nature as subject
: the relation would be one of
le and make room for peace,
elation would be a ‘surrender,
69)

‘ofitics

ntric, social-interest ethics and
e idea of a partnership among
nble to UNCED’s Agenda 21 of
nent’ and in the opening para-
ment and Development” pro-
zoal of establishing a new and
itlon. of new levels of coopera-
1d people’. Article 7 of the Rio
te in a spirit of global partner-
alth of the the Earth’s Ecosys-
Horth in the title of the Miami
ymment—Partners in Life” (cf.

© PARTNERSHIP ETHICS AND CULTURAL DISCOURSE 215

Grubb 1993: 101, 87). The document from the second Miami conference,
the World Women’s Congress for a Healthy Planet, exemplifies ways of
actually putting the human side of the parinership into practice. -

First, as they would apply to the sphere of production, the Women’s
Action Agenda 21 and its Code of Environmental Bthics and Accountability
hold (among other things) that: -

A

* Fulfilment of basic needs takes precedence over profit.

* Depletion and pollution are part of individual and corporate accounts and
should be paid by the producer and polluter,

» Resources should be replenished, environments restored, and biodi-
versity maintained by all industries and businesses, especially transnational
corporations. .

* Air, water, and soil should be left clean and healthy.

* Corporations, institutions, organizations, states, and nations are account-
able to the public.

* Bnvironmental audits and impact assessments must be made for all pro-
posals before funding.

Second, as they would apply to the sphere of reproduction, the Women’s
Action Agenda 21 and its Code of Environmental Ethics and Accountability
hold (among other things) that:

* Voluntary birth control should be managed by women for women. Con-
traception should be safe and legal.

* Reproductive healthcare and family planning should be available to all
wornez.

* Education, sex education, job education, and old age security should be
available to all women. '

* Men should participate in childcare.

The women’s code of ethics thus exemplifies the human dimension of an
active partnership. But a partnership ethic also recognizes nature as sub-
ject and actor leading to a new consclousness of and discourse about
nature. Living with and communicating with nature as a partner, rather
than a passive resource, opens the possibility of a non-dominating, nion-
hierarchical mode of interaction between humanity and nature. Rather than
speaking about nature as a machine to be manipulated, a resource to be
exploited, or an object to be studied and transformed, nature becomes a
subject. Nature’s voice is heard through winds and waves, sounds and smells,
and the changing play of shadows on hillsides. As in any parinezship, nature
will sometimes win out; in other cases, huimanity’s needs will receive greater
consideration. But both will have equal voice and both voices will be heard.
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The new postmodern sciences of ecology, chaos, and complexity theory help
to make this partnership possible.

Poétmodern science reconstructs the relationship between humans and
nature. While mechanistic science assumes that nature is divided into parts
and that change comes from external forces (a billiard ball model), ecology
emphasizes nature as contimious change and process. Chaos theory goes
a step further, suggesting that the human ability to predict the outcome of
those processes is limited. Disorderly order, the world represented by chaos
theory, becomes a component of the partnership ethic (cf. Hayles 1990, 1991;
Abraham 1994; Waldrop 1992).

While a certain domain of nature can be represented by linear, deter-
ministic equations, and is therefore predictable (or can be subjected to prob-
abilities, stochastic approximations, and complex systems analysis), a very
large domain can be represented only through nonlinear equations that do
not admit of solations. The closed systems and determinism of classical
physics described by Isaac Newton and Pierre Simon Laplace gives way to a
postclassical physics of open complex systems and chaos theory. These the-
ories suggest that there are limits to the knowable world. This is not the
same as saying there is a non-knowable noumenal world behind the phe-
nomena. It says there is a real, material, physical world, but a world that can
never be totally known by means of mathematics. It is a world that is
primarily chaotic and unpredictable and therefore canmot be totally con-
trolled by science and technology. Science can no longer perform the god-
trick—imposing the view of everything from nowhere. It cannot offer the
totalizing viewpoint associated with modernism, the Enlightenment, and
mechanistic science. The real world is both orderly and disorderly, pre-
dictable and unpredictable, controllable and uncontrollable, depending on
context and situation.®

Chaos theory challenges two basic assumptions of ecology as it developed
in the 1960s and 1970s and formed the basis of environmental management:
the ideas of the balance of nature and the diversity-stability hypothesis.
The historical concept of a balance of natare which humans could disrapt
implied that people could repair damaged ecosystems with better practices.
The idea that biodiversity led to ecosystem stability meant that species con-
servation and ecological restoration could improve ecosystem health. Yet
chaos theory suggests that natural disturbances and mosaic patches that do
not exhibit regular or predictable patterns are the norm rather than the aber-
ration. Moreover, the seemingly stable wotld that is the object of socially-
constructed representations can be destabilized by human social practices
(as when pesticides produce mutant insects or antibiotics produce resistant
bacteria). Such. theories undercut assumptions of stability at the root of
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Leopold’s land ethic and holism as a foundation for ecocentrism. They rein-
force the idea that predictability, while still vseful, is more limited than
previously assumed and that nature, while a human construct and a repre-
sentation, iis also a real, material, autonomous agent. A postclassical, post-
modern science is a science of limited knowledge, of the primacy of process
over parts, and of imbedded contexts within complex, open ecological
systems.”

This disordesly, ordered world of non-human nature must be acknowl-
edged as a free antonomous actor, just as humans are free autonomous
agents. But nature imits human freedom to dominate and control it, just as
human power limits nature’s and other humans’ freedom. Science and tech-
nology can tell us that an event such as a hurricane, earthquake, flood, or
fire is likely to happen in a certain locale, but not when it will happen.
Because narure is fundamentally chaotic, it must be respected and related to
as an active partner through a partnership ethic.

If we know that an easrthquake in Los Angeles is likely in the next 75
vears, a utilitarian, homocentric ethic would state that the government
ought not to license the construction of a nuclear reactor on the faultline.
But a parmership ethic would say that, we, the homan community, ought
to respect nature’s autonomy as an actor by limiting building and leaving
open space. If we know there is a possibility of a 100-year flood on the
Mississippi River, we respect human needs for navigation and power, but
we also respect nature’s autonomy by limiting our capacity to dam every
tributary that feeds the river and build homes on every flood plain. We
leave some rivers wild and free and leave some flood plains as wetlands,
while using others to fulfil human needs. If we know that forest fires are
likely in the Rockies, we do not build dties along forest edges. We limnit
the extent of development, leave open spaces, plant fire-resistant vegetation,
and use tile rather than shake roofs. If cutting tropical and temperate
old-growth forests creates problems for both the global environment
and local commmunities, but we cannot adequztely predict the outcome
or effects of those changes, we need to conduct partnership negotiations
in which non-human nature and the people involved are equally
represented,

Each of these difficult, time-consuming ethical and policy decisions will
be negotiated by a human community in a particular place, but the outcome
will depend on the history of people and nature in the area, the narratives
they tell themselves about the land, vital human needs, past and present land-
use patterns, the larger global context, and the ability or lack of it to predict
nature’s events. Each human community is in a changing, evolving rela-
tionship with a non-human community that is local, but also connected to
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gldbal environmental and human patterns. Each ethical instance is histozi-
cal, contextual, and situational, but located within a larger environmental
and economic system. - .

Consensus and negotiation should be attempted as partmers speak
together about the short and long-term interests of the interlinked human
and nonhuman communities. Seated at the table, participating in the dis-
course, are not only representatives of human concerns, but also those of
non-human entities. The meetings will be lengthy and may continue over
many weeks or months. As in any partnership relationship, there will be give
and take as the needs of each party are expressed, heard, and acknowledged.
If the partners identify their own egocentric, homocentric, and ecocentric
ethical assumptions and agree to start anew from a pastnership ethic
of murual obligation and respect, there is hope for consensus. A partnesship
ethic does not mean that all dams must be blasted down, electrical pro-
duction forfeited, and irrigation curtailed for the sake of redwoods or
salmon. It means that the vital needs of humans and the vital needs of trees
and fish along with their mutually-linked terrestrial and aqueous habitats
must both be given equal consideration. Indeed there is no other choice, for
failure means a regression from consensus, into contention, and thence into
litigation.

A partnership ethic offers new approaches to relationships between busi-
ness and the environment that can transcend the egocentric ethic’s empha-
sis on the domination of nature and the get-ahead individualistic mentality.
Environmental partnerships are “voluntary collaborations among organiza-
tions working toward a common objective’. Partnerships are formed, often
among formerly contesting parties, to solve a specific problem and to
avoid the acrimony and costs of litigation. Furthermore, the co-operative
agreement that emerges from. the process is one to which all parties have
agreed and in which they have a stake. Hence the outcome may have the
prospect of lasting longer than one settled through a courtroom battle
(MIBE 19944 3). : ,

For example, a manufacturing company in the midwestern United States
is approached by a wildlife conservation organization about creating a
wildlife reserve on 3,200 acres of company-owned grounds. The company
has recently decided not to use the area for a formerly planned expansion.
Employees are enthusiastic about developing the land for jogging, wildlife
viewing, photography, and perhaps limited scasonal fishing and hunting.
Schools and local Audubon societies are eager to have an educational wildlife
viewing area. The business and the conservation organization agree to form
a voluntary partership and begin to hold regular meetings with the specific
goal of ‘protecting, restoring, and enhancing the 3,200 acres as a wildlife
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conservation area with recreational facilities”. Seated at the table (located
away from each of the partners” home grounds) are not only company rep-
resentatives, wildlife biologists, planners, and employees who wish to hunt
and fish, but also people who speak on behalf of deer and trout.* The dis-
course begins by asking questions:

. Will the partnership project solve or significantly impact a problem?

. Are the goals consistent with the company’s mission and objectives?

. Are co-operation and collaboration needed to do the project?

. Do the partners all have a reason to participate in the partmership?
Has the partnership indentified all groups needed for the project to
succeed? :

6. Will the partnership be voluntary and equitable? (MIBE 19944: 11-12)

After mmch discussion, the partners decide that a wildlife area will be

Vs W

established on the 3,200 acre plot for a minimum of twenty years.

The company’s image will be enhanced within the compumity; employees
will have an area for jogging and hiking; wildlife viewing areas will be
set aside. The interests of deer and fish have been heard and, after an
intensely passionate discussion, their needs for survival are made compati-
ble with limited hunting and fishing through a well-defined management
plan. The conservation group has acquired an addition to a migratory bird
flyway, an educational site for school children, a refuge for birdwatchers,
and a recreational area for the surrounding community. While it has not
set aside the area in perpetuity, it has achieved a green zone in place of
potential concrete and pollution and time to become involved in and
respond to a longer-term company and community planning-process (MIBE
1994a: 12).

The following are some examples of successful partnership negotiations
and how has business participated in them:

* On the Cooper River, near Charleston, SC, the Wildlife Habjtat Enhance-
ment Coundl (WHEC) worked with the Amoco and DuPont Chemical
companies to develop wildlife management programmes on company
lands. Landholders in the vicinity then developed a “wildlife cortidor’
running 10 miles between the two companies (MIBE 1994b: 11).

« In 1989, a group of leading corporations that use CFCs as solvents
collaborated with each other and the US Environmental Protection
Agency in order to become CFC-free in advance of the time-lines
established by regulaton. Several companies have used the new technolo-
gies to replace CFC use in plants in developing countries (Long and Arnold
1994: 5).
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« In the Columbia River Basin, where salmon runs have declined from 16
million per year in the 1800s to less than two million in the early 1990,
thé Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) initiated a partnership
negotiating group comprising American Indian tribes, environmental
groups, corporations, and agendies to plan and implement harvesting
reductions, habitat restoration, hatchery projects, water flow changes,
and other means of enhancing the salmon’s survival (Long and Arnold
1994: 5). '

« The Hast Bay Conservation Corps of the San Francisco Bay Area formed
a partnership with public agencies that resulted in funds for developing
an environmental ethic in minority and lower fncome youth through a
summer programme employing young people to assist with public land
maintenance work. (MIBE 1994b: 32).

In these egamples, the partnership process focuses mainly on human-human
interactions, but it opens the way for the inclusion of persons representing
non-human entities and the chaotic patterns of nature. Partnerships are a
new form of co-operative discourse aimed at reaching consensus rather than
creating winners and losers, Partnerships can be formed between women
and women, men and 1nen, women and men, people and nature, and North
and South to solve specific problems and to work toward a socially just, envi-
ronmentally sustainable wotld.

The partnership process draws on maty of the skills and goals long
advocated and practised by women’s groups. While not essentialist (i.e. the
position that co-operation is an essential trait of being female), partnership
discomsse is nevertheless rooted in many women’s sodal experiences and
attitudes toward problem-solving. But this co-operative discourse does not
clajm that women have a special knowledge of natuse or a special ability to
care for pature. Nor is it a case of ‘some’ women speaking for ‘all’ women
or for ‘other’ women who ase capable of speaking for themselves. Here
women and minorities participate in the process. But ‘pature’, which often
speaks in a different voice, is also heard at the table.

In addition to feminist discourse, a partnership ethic draws on social and
socialist ecology in making visible the connections between economic
systems, people, and the environment in an effort to find new economic
forms that fulfil basic needs, provide security, and enhance the quality of life
without degrading the local or global envirorument. Pinally, a partnership
ethic draws on work in the sciences of chaos and complexity that suggest
possibilities for non-dominating relationships between humans and non-

human nature.
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Implementing a Partnership Ethic

Many difficulties exist in implementing a partnership ethic. The free market
economy’s growth-oriented ethic that uses both natural and human
resoutrces inequitzbly to create profits presents the greatest challenge. The
power of the global capitalist system to remove resources, espedially those
in Third World countries, without regard to restoration, reuse, or recycling
is a major roadblock to reorganizing relations between production and
ecology. Even as capitalism continues to undercut the grounds of its own
perpetuation by using renewable resources, such as redwoods and fish, faster
than the species’ or stock’s own recruitment, so green capitalism attempts
to slow down the decline by submitting to some types of regulation and
recycling, Ultimately new economic forms will need to be found that are
compatible with sustainability, intergenerational equity, and a partnership
ethic (Merchant 1997).

Another source of resistance to a parinership ethic is the property
rights movement, which in many ways is a backlash against both environ-
mentalism and ecocentrism. The protection of private propesty is inte-
gral to the growth and profitmaximization approaches of capitalism and
egocentrism and to their preservation by government institutions and
laws. While individual, community, or common ownership of ‘appropriate’
amounts of property is not incomsistent with a partmership ethic,
determining ‘what is sustainable and hence appropriate to the continuation
of human and nontuman nature is both challenging and important
(Merchant 1997). '

Still other problems stem from the meaning of the term sustainable devel-
opment and its relationship to power. Defined by the Brundtland Report as
“development which meets the needs of the present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’ and as ‘meeting
the basic needs of all and extending to all the opportunity to satisfy their
aspirations for a better lifé’, sustainable development can be used either to
mean sustained economic growth or fulfilment of basic needs. Secondly,
sustainable development cast as a partnership between North and South
ohscures existing, uneven power-relationships. The debt burden of Third
World countries, imbalances between the G-7 and G-77 nations, the role of
militarism, the export of military technology and toxic wastes, and the
power of aid organizations such as the World Bank, the IMF (International
Monetary Fund), and the economic power vested in TNCs and GATT
are all implicated by their egocentric, self-interested ethical and power
relationships.
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Rather than sustainable development, which reinforces dominant
approaches to development, women’s environmental groups, and many
other NGOs, have substituted the term ‘sustainable livelihood.” Sustainable
livelihood is a people-oriented approach that emphasizes the fulfilment of
basic needs—health, employment, and old-age security, the elimination
of poverty, and women’s control over their own bodies, methods of contra-
ception, and resources (Braidotti et al. 1994, WCED 1987: 43 —4).

Another problem for the implementation of partnership ethics may come
from relationships among women’s groups themselves. For example, some
women of the South criticize the consumption-oriented lifestyles of many
of those in the North and of elites in the South. At the same time, women
of the South point out the burden on poor women stemming from Third
World indebtedness to the North; the effects on women’s bodies of poor
health and nutrition, involuntary sterilization, and “‘population control’
programmes; and the effects of environmental exposures to pesticides and
toxics from cash crop production by TNCs.

From this perspective, the poor woman of the South is in a privileged
position to criticize maldevelopment and the many northern environmental
groups who blame the environmental crisis on women’s reproduction of
large numbers of children. Mozeover, if a woman’s body is her primary envi-
ronment, the desperate need for food, water, and fue) just to stay alive would
seem to preciude the possibﬂity of a partnership with non-human nature.
Women of the South focus instead on subsistence, healthcare, and secuﬁfy
as the primary needs. The approach of the South is not inconsistent with
partnership ethics, however, and a reconciliation of North-South differences
might be achieved from other perspectives.’

From the perspective of socialist ecofeminism, for example, the key causes
of the crisis are the twin impacts of production on ecology and of pro-
duction on reproduction. Production oriented toward profitmaximization
sanctioned by the egocentric ethic undercuts the conditions for its own per-
petuation by destraying the environment from which it extracts ‘free’
resources. Production threatens biological reproduction by driving people
onto marginal lands and into urban areas where they produce children as a
labour asset to survive, while also threatening social reproduction by creat-
ing homelessness, poverty, crime, and political instability. Historically pro-
duced colomialism and capitalism in First World/Third World refations
results in the expansion of profit-oriented market econornies at the expense
of basic-needs oriented local / subsistence economies. An analysis of the role
of colonial and capitalist forms of production in the larger system of his-
torically generated power relations can filuminate comumon problems and
suggest new sirategies for change.

-
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Thus to place the blame for the environmental crisis on the evolution of
domination and Western dualism (as do some social ecologists and sodial
ecofeminists) or on anthropocentrism (as do deep ecologists), or on the
primacy of power relations and enlightenment rationality (as do some post-
modernists) is insufficient. ‘These approaches tend to ignore or dowmnplay
the critical role played by capitalism (as well as state socialism). They can be
helpful, however, when integrated into an economic analysis of the capital-
ist exploitation of people and nature. The emphasis placed by many envi-
ronmental groups on ‘overpopulation’ in the South and ‘overconsumption’
in the North neglects the crucial role of production that underlies and unites
both causes of degradation. Instead, reduction of production for profit
and its reorientation towards fulfilment of basic needs and human security
would go a long way towards creating sustainable livelihoods and stablizing
populations.

A framework based on the dialectical, historical, structural, and systemic
relations among the conceptual levels of ecology, production, reproduction,
and consciousness can integrate these approaches into a comprehensive
analysis and propose sirategies for revolutionary transformation. Such
strategies would analyse past and present power relations, identify the
weak points in the system, and draw om the energy and vision of new
social/ ecology movements and NGOs to bring about a sustainable world.

If the goals of economic production were reoriented toward the repro- -
duction of human and non-human life (rather than the reverse as is presently
the case), many of the problems that promote exponential population
growth, unlimited "economic expansion, and environmental degradation
would wither away. Such an ecological revolution could realize the goals
of the Global Foram’s Planta Fémea by implementing a partnership ethic
of earthcare and a movement toward a sustainable world for the new

As philosopher Max Horkheimer put it, in 1947, when he called for the

revolt of nature: “Once it was the endeavor of art, literature, and philoso-
phy to express the meaning of things and of life, to be the voice of all that
is dumb, to endow nature wich an organ for making known her sufferings,
or we might say, to call reality by its rightful name. Today nature’s tongue
is taken away.” Through a partnership ethic, discourse and teality can merge
into sustainability. Nature, along with women and minorities, will speak in
a different voice (Horkheimer 1947: 101, 115).




Endnotes

CHAPTER 1: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AS CULTURAL
CHALLENGE: ON THE POLITICAL ANATOMY OF AN OXYMORON

1.

Susan George (1992) used the boomerang as metaphor for North-South
relations. :

. Bntry ‘underdeveloped’ in The Oxford English Dictionary, 1989, xviii. 960. Exten-

sive inquiries into the history of the development discourse can be found in
Sachs (1992). For the history of the word ‘development’ see H. W. Arndt (1981).

. See for instance Rajni Eothari (1993) with the telling title Growing Amnesia: An

Essay on Poverty and Human Consciousness.

For an overview over the international discussion see: McCormick (1985),
Harbordt (1991), Moli (1991).

‘World Commission on Environment and Development (1987:8).

. Bxamples include Clark and Munn {1986), Scientific American (1989), Rambler

et al. (1989), and, in a different spirir, also Lovelock (1973).

CHAPTER 2: THE NORTH AS/AND THE OTHER:
ECOLOGY, DOMINATION, SOLIDARITY

1.

"The vision got an early expression in Harry Martinson's poem Aniara’ (Swedish
original published in 1956; Martinson was awarded the Nobel prize for
literatuire in 1958).

Indeed, these are on the level of Kantian a priori categories, namely, tmiform
Newtonian space-time’ and straightforward caunsality. Bur as Zizek (1993: 84)
pointed out, the Kantian antinomies ultimately lead to the opposite: TTThere is
no way for us to imagine in a consistent way the universe as a ‘Whole; that is,
as soon as we do it, we obtain two antinomical, mutually exclusive versions of
the universe as a Whole.” The antinomical versions are sense data vs. the thing
in itself. Through his Copernican revolution Kant demonstrated that to think
anything at all, humans have to ground their thinking on assumptions that ave
ultimately unfounded.

For neo-Malthusian ecologists this question certainly ought to matter. We
know that the continents actually do differ from each other because ecological
processes on different continents are to a large extent uncoupled from
each other (Haila and Levins 1992; 183-8). So, when does it make sense to
add up what happens on different continents to a single formula? Does it
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make sense to calculate the ‘global impact’ of kangaroos, or polar bears?
If not, why does it make sense to calculate the ‘global impact” of the human
population, for instance, of pre-Neolithic hunter-gatherers who, accord-
ing to Ehilich (1993) used on average 300 watts of energy? The very idea of
doing so reveals the underlying zero-sum-game logic. Why should the activ-
ities of gathering, hunting, eating, excreting, reproducing, and dying (and,
hence, submitting one’s body to the affective care of decomposer organisis)
as performed by pre-Neolithic humans be any different from the same activi-
ties as per-formed by kangaroos or polar bears? The argument is fundamentally
obscure.

Although there may be some humean effects that in the present day need to
be estimated on the global scale, this does not entail that everything humans
have ever done is estimable in the sarne way. As a matter of fact, the very
assamption that the estimation of global buman effects is reasonable even today,
is controversial (P J. Taylor and Buttel 1992; Wynne 1994). One problem here
is that most “global effects” are due to local activities which occur, in actnal fact,
in very variable forms across the globe—think of forest destruction—but are
‘added up’ to the global scale.

. A world doomed to starvation, inequality, oppression and superstition . . . is

totally different from a world in which affluence and liberty are at least pos-
sible, and within which there is genuine knowledge, independent of any one
tradition and independent of them. all’ (Gellner 1997).

. In an interview ‘A Marxist biologist in the United States’, made during a winter

pight in 1982 in Finnish Lapland and published in Tiede ¢ edistys 1583(1) (in
Finnish).

. An earlier and shorter version of this chapter, entided “The North as/and

the Other’, was published in the catalogue of an exhibition “Strangers in the
Arctic’, curated by Pori Art Museum in 1996 (shown in Copenhagen and
Helsinki-Pori in 1996, and Toromto in 1997). As part of the preparation the
curator Marketta Seppild, our son Teemu, and myself made a trip to Yakutsk
together with Jimmie Durham, and to the Ural Mountains together with Jussi
Kivi. On an eatlier trip to Magadan, Chukotka, and Kolyma in 1992 we were
joined by Lauti Anttila, Marjanne Heske, and Ian McKeever (Haila and Seppild
1995), These trips would not have been possible without the help of our friends
and hosts Genmadij Germogenov {Institute of Biology, Yakutsk), Aleksej
Estzfjev (Institute of Biology, Sykryvkar), and D. I Berrhan (Institute of Bio-
logical Problems of the North, Magadan).

. Naming as = means of taking into possession was an older habit; the Notse used

it, too, in Greenland and “Vinland'.

. There certainly was a great vadety of attitudes toward strangers or barbarians

in the classical world, including also the myth of the ‘noble savage’” (Lovejoy
and Boas 1935). Among the Greek gods the unstable boundary between civil-
ization and wildness was guarded and negotated by Dionysos and Arternis
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10,

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

(Vernant 1991; Harrison 1992). However, it seems the development of the rela-
ton of “otherness’ requires a mote stable political community than what was

! possible in Antiquity. After all, conceptions of the ‘other” telt primarily about

their beholders.

Let us note, too, that an important historical prerequisite for the evolution
of a political community with a collective identity was a shared, codified lan-
guage. The first grammar in any modern Buropean language, Elio Antonio de
Nebrija's Gramdtica Castellana, was published in Spain om 18 Aungust 1492, fifteen
days after Columbus had set sail toward the New World (Ilich and Sanders
1989).

. Hence, Polanyi (1944: 113) remarked that Malthus’s doctrine was ‘a paradigm

‘which is not dependent upon empirical support’.

‘[FJor Hegel nature as a whole implies mind in the same way in which the bud
implies the leaf; nature must first of all be itself, so our conception of it is true
and not illusory; but it is only being itself provisionally; it is going to stop being
itself and turn into mind, as the bud is only being itself in order to stop being
bud and wurn into a leaf’ This is the idea of nature as a ‘real abstraction’
(Collingwood 1945: 130).

Again, however, with important variation across niations. Benedict Anderson
(1991} hardly mentions ‘nature’ at all in his account of the origin and spread of
nationalism.

The ‘conquest’ of the South Pole offers a perfect analogy (Katz and Kirby 1991).
A relevant example in the European tradition is the supplementation in the early
modern period of traditional Greek geometry and arithmetics with. the algo-
rithmic style of reasoning which was mediated to Europe from India by Arab
authors (Hacking 1992).

This claim is arguable. Certainly economic forces, commerdialization, and
increasing dependence on the markets and modern technology have had a
tremendously destructive influence on the cultures of northern peoples from
early on. However, ‘internal colonialism’ (Dryzek and Young 1985), for all the
havoc it brings zbout, is less disastrous than purposeful elimination. Besides,
another critical aspect is dignity. Jimmy Durham-—a Cherokee activist-—was
impressed by what he experienced as dignified pride among our native hosts in
Yakutia. .

There is some specific evidence to supporr this conclusion; for instance, John
Wiens (1996) concluded that seabird populations damaged by the Exxzon Valdez
disaster in the northern Pacific recovered remarkably quickly because they are
adapted to harsh and fluctuating natural conditions.

But then we also have to unlearn most of what we have Tlearned” on these
matters; as Jimmie Durham writes, “In school I learned of heroic discoveries /
Made by Hars and crooks. The courage / Of millions of sweet and true people
/ Whas not commemorated” (Durham 1693: 11).

The Yakuts are of Turkic origin from Tncer Asia. By the time of the Russian
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colonization of eastern Siberia they were well established in the lowlands of the
Lena and Tungus Rivers (Forsyth 1994).

18. While in Yakutia we made several excursions from the capital by cars. During
one of the trips the temperature was —54°C (in early January, 1996). The excur-
sions were made by two vehicles, just in case. A real feeling of safety, however,
came from the conviction that if something actuzally happened, nobody would
in thiese conditions pass by and leave us stranded on the roadside,

CHAPTER 3: NATURE IN SPIRITUAL TRADITIONS: SOCIAL AND
CULTURAL IMPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE

1. It is noteworthy that the official Agenda 21 for global environmental change
bears no mention of religious organizations or spirituality in its goals and
strategies for change (Sitarz 1993).

2. Perhaps the most vocal critic has been social ecologist, Murray Bookchin (1994)
who advocates a strictly secular ecological theory which has no place for the
‘spiritualism’ proposed by ‘ecomystics’, ‘ecotheists” and deep ecologists.

3. lam indebted to Don Wolfe of Case Western Reserve University for these words
and thoughts on the spiritual dimension of environmental thinking and writing,

CHAPTER 6 MAPPING COMPLEX SOCIAL-NATURAL
RELATIONSHIPS: CASES FROM MEXICO AND ABRICA

I acknowledge the collaboration of Ravil Garda-Barrios, Yryo Haila, Derek Hall and
Chris London while developing the ideas in this chapter. Ann Blum, Chuck Dyke,

Frank Fischer, Maarten Hajer, and Jesse Ribot also provided valuable comments on
drafts. ) ’

L. 1 use the term process in this paper in the sense of sequences of events that
persist or are repeated sufficiently long for us to notice them and need to explain
them, This contrasis with 2 sense of process as a basic underlying causal struc-
ture that allows people to explain events as instances of the process or as noisy
deviations from it.

2. A neologism intrasecting processes might better convey the processes” insepa-
rability.

3. The combination of differentiation, historical contingency and structuredness
distinguishes political ecology from more particularist and sceptical-of theory
approaches that otherwise share many qualities (Vayda 159¢).

4. Such discontinuities and transitions often rely on the sense of process that 1
Wwant to avoid; see n. 2.

5. Heterogeneous constructionism is sirnilar to the _‘heterogeneous engineering’ of
sociologist of science John Taw; and to the related approaches of Micke! Callon |,
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and Bruno Latous. Heterogeneous comstructionism places more emphasis,
however, on explanation. See P. J. Taylor (1995) for a discussion of differences.

. Although some of these resources will be real, material, and perhaps

tmmodifiable aspects of the world, heterogeneous constructionism is not a
realist philosophy of science. The difficulty of modifying science always
depends on how such ‘natural’ resources are linked by people in the making of
science to other resources, including “social’ ones. For this reason, heteroge-
seous constructionism is not philosophical relativism either (R J. Taylor 1995).

7. For more recent assessments see Berkes et al, (1989); McCay and Jentoft (1997).

oo

10.

11.

12.

13.

. Unattributed page numbers in this section refer to Picardi (1974).
. See Little (1988) for a historical review of comparable changes in East African

pastoralism.

In contrast, Little (1985, 1988) describes the differentiation of 1l Chamus pas-
toralists in an area of Kenya whose ecology is similar to the West African Sahel.
Having suffered prolonged droughts during the 1970s and into the 1980s, poor
herders engaged in risky, but inexpensive, dryland (rainfed) farming in order to
survive. Wealthy herders subject to the same drought could afford the labour
and capital to engage in irrigated agriculture and thus reduce the need to
sell Tivestock for grain during dry periods. After a droughs, the rich herder-
agricufturalisis could rebuild their herds more rapidly; some of the poor
became their hired labourers. The differentiation among pastoralists has been
accentuated by tich herders commanding greater influence in lend claims when
states have initiated privatization: of landholdings. Now that there-has been an
increase in cultivation and wage-earning activities, labour for herding has
become a limiting consideration. Rich herders can pay for their herds to be
grazed on better land some distance away from settlements, while the poor,
who must make use of wage-earning opportunities, graze their herds near their
households. As a result, environmental degradadion, where apparent, lies close
to population concentrations—mnot, contrary to the tragedy of the commons
view of nomadic pastoralism, out on the range.

For example, Brokensha et al. (1977) point to labour demands rather than range
area limiting pastoralists’ herd expansion and Little (1985) cormects environ-
mental degradation. with accumulation and impoverishment.

This is amplified by the full analysis of Picardi’s modeling that nses nine con-
trasts (P J. Taylor 1992).

The map-makers, to date, have been drawn from the fields of ecology and
natural resources in two workshops of six or seven researchers: () ecologists at
the University of Helsinki, where I collaborated with ecologist and philosopher,
Yrj6 Haila (see Ch. 2); and (if) resource ecologists/ economists at the University
of California at Berkeley. Almost all were advanced graduate students with
several years of research experience, self:selected by their willingness to comimit
time to reflect on their current research and possible future directions. Further
details of the procedures adopted in these workshops are given in P J. Taylor
and Haila (1989).
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14. In addition to the idiosyncrasy of maps, in B J. Taylor (1990) I diseuss the fol-
lowing issues: the relationship of mapping to modelling; the need for narration
to accompany the diagrammatic representations; the reliability of self-reported
information in the workshop setting; the representativeness of self-selecred par-
ticipants; the lack of a temporal dimension in most of the actzal maps and in
the metaphor of mapping itself; and the individnal-centredness of maps.

15. One direction I am exploring in my teaching is to formmlate critical heuristics—
propositions that are simple enough to communicate, but disturb the simple
analyses and always point to the need for further work to address the complexity

of particular cases (Hall and Taylor 1998, Taylor 1999). For example, the first -

item in the list of eight implicatichs of political ecology would become: "Con-
sider how the analysis of causes and the implications of the analysis changes if
undifferentizted units were replaced by unequal units subject to further dif-
ferentiation as a result of their linked economic, social and political dynamics.”
The other items in the list of implications of political ecology in the first section,
the alternatives or counterfactnals refered to in the second sectdon, and the
issnes about mapping raised at the end of this chaptex can all be rephrased in
a sitnilar way as critical heuristics that would be applicable to all three projects
in this essay.

' CHAPTER 7: SECURITY AND SOLIDARITY:
TOWARD AN ANTI-REDUCTIONIST ANALYSIS OF
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY

1. Or, if there is a threshold (as the notion of carrying capacity implies), into a
move towards that threshold.

2. For a therough exposition of this argument for the social pature of human
needs and wants see Douglas and Ney (1997).

3. 'The ecocentric critique of anthropocentrism is nothing if not swingeing. Tt is
an intensely disturbing idea, that men should not be the master of all, that other
suffering might be just as important. And that individual suffering—animal or
human-—might be less important than the suffering of species, ecosystems, the
planet. It is disturbing in a way that an idea like, say; Marzism is not. Tt is not
all that radical to talk about who is going to own the factories, at least com-
pared with the question of whether there are going to be factores” (McKibben

1990: 167). ,
4. A formulation that accommodates both ecocentric and anthropocentric posi-
tHons and their contradiction. ;

5. ‘This distinction between can compensate and do compensate is far from trivial.
The explicit intention in the Marsyangdi Project, for instance, was that those who
were displaced would be compensated butit did nothappen. Noris itjust a matter
of ineffective institutional co-ordination. Embedded in the seemingly value-free
notion of economic efficency is an fdea of faitness that is not shared by all those

Ed
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who are affected. This is the idea that those who put most in should get mgg:

out, and this means that, in those situations where there is a Pareto improvement,

the carrying out of the compensation that is possible will quite likely destroy the
I incentive structure that generated the improvement in the first place.

6. Alternatively, to free it, Rousseau-wise, from the chains that for too long have
weighed it down. Man, on this argument, is essentially caring and co-operative,
and it is only the overlay of exploitative institutions that has made him appear
self-seeking. So here are two ‘contradictory certainties'—two myths of human
nature—each of which, I will be arguing, is shaped by (and in its turn upholds)
a particalar form of sodial solidarity. . .

7. A thing is right, according to the earth ethic, when it tends to preserve the
integrity, community and beauty of the natural environment, It is wrong when
it tends otherwise {Leopold 1970).

8. Complexity (both natural and social) and irs implications are explored in
Thompson and 'Trisoglio (1997).

9. One suggestion that I heard recently is ‘hospitality’. ‘This nicely captures the
way in which markets and hierarchies, in coming together around the idea of
sustainable development, have excluded the egalitarian concern with caring,
sharing and community. This exclusion then results in the fatalization of those,
ike the Didis, who, up until then, were making a tenuous (and hospitable)
go of things. Fatalization, essentially, is the destruction of soiial capital: a
process which, surely, has to be the opposite of what development is supposed
to be.

10. This section summarizes the analysis of land uses in mountain ecosystems that
is set out in Price and Thompson (1997). 7

11. Venerable they certainly lock, but their origins may not in fact be lost in the
mists of time. Prakash (1997) has observed the creation of one such commons-
managing institation (in the Indian Himalaya}—it happened, literally, over-
night—anid we have all heard of the apocryphal American university that
ammounced that “‘With effect from temorrow, it will be 2 tradition ...

12. “Cultural’ because each of these solidariries shapes (and, in its turn, is strength-
ened by) a distinctive set of certainties (about how the world is and people are)
which contradicts those that are shaped by the other certzinties. Humans, indi-
vidualists know; are self seeking; hierarchists know they are malleable {born in sin
but redeemable by firm and nurturing institutions); egalitarians know they are
caring and co-operative until corrupted by coercive institutions (markets and hies-
archies); fatalists know they are fickle. Physical nature, individualists know; is
benign (capable of bouncing back from whatever insults we deliver); hierarchists
know that it’is perverse/tolerant (stable within discoverable limits, unstable
beyond those limits); egalitarians know it is ephemeral (so intricately intercon-
nected that any severing of any of those connections may result in the collapse
of the entire system); fatalists know that it is capricious (operates without thyme
or reason).

F
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These sodal constructions of reality—cultural theorists call themn myths of
nature—do not require their holders to insist that water flows uphill, or that the
sun goes round the earth; they are all contained within the uncertainty that sue-
rounds pretty well all policy issues (global warming, for instance, mad cow
disease, deforestation and nuclear power, to mention just a few). See Part I of
Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky (1990) and Schwarz and Thompson (1990).
The recognition. (starting in the 1970s) that environmental problems consttute
a crisis and, in so doing, reveal fundamental omissions in the workings of our
main institutional arrangements (see Hajer 1995). Where radical environmen-
ealists call for a whole new way of doing things, ecological modernisers believe
these omissions can be rectified without such drastic recourse.

This evidence is assembled in Thompson, Warburton, and Hatley (1986) and in
Ives and Messerli (1989).

Not all of them; many large forests remote from the farmed areas remain under
their control.

CHAPTER 9: IMAGES OF PLACE IN GREEN POLITICS: THE
CULTURAL MIRROR OF INDIGENOUS TRADITIONS

5.

Rahro (1983: 159) describes the speech as ‘one of the few more or less manda-
tory cultural treasures of the green-alternative movernent’,

_ Nuu-chah-nulth is the collectively adopted name of a number of tribes. Nootka,

an older term coined and used by anthropologists (e.g. Kenyon 180; Arima
1983), is not welcomed by the Nuu-chah-nuith.

It should be noted that the force of the resistance also arose from economic

interests, particularly the interests of the tourist trade (Dadling, n.d.: 13). Ithank
1 eanne Burney, a participant-observer in the Clayoquot Sound case, for sharing
with me material from her research and for answering many questions. In the
following discussion, I have also relied heavily on her insightful thesis (Burney
1996). She does not bear any responsibility, of course, for my treatment of the
case.

. On this and related points, I am indebted to insights offered me by Gary Potts,

former Chief of the Teme-Angama Anishnabi in Ontario.
This is not to deny the importance and value of politics (see Torgerson 1999).

CHAPTER 10: PARTNERSHIP ETHICS AND CULTURAL DISCOURSE:
WOMEN AND THE EARTI SUMMIT

. "This chapter draws on material that appeared in Carolyn Merchant (1996).

On egocentric, homocentric, and ecocenrric ethics see, ‘Hnvironmental Ethics
and Political Conflict’, (Merchent 1992: 63-82).

_ The Global Women’s Treaty contained the following paragraph: “We recognize

the failure of governments to cither address the true canses of the planetary

s
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crisis or reach agreement on urgent action to save our planet. We believe that
the chief causes lie in militarism, debt and structural adjustment and trade poli-
cies being promeoted by multinational corporations and international finandial
and trade institutions such as the International Monetary Fund, the World
Bank, and the General Agreement on 'Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The policies
of these institutions are causing the degradation of human and natural envi-
ronments, leading to the growing impoverishment of the majority of the
world’s people, perpetuating the inequity of the existing world order, and con-
eributing to the continuing and intensified pressure on natural resources. We
condemn these policies and call for the immediate adoption of altenative poli-
cies based on principles of justice, equity; and sustainability” (Cf. Global Assem-
bly of Women and the Environment, No. 4 (July 1992}, p. 8.}

. The Preamble to UNCED’s Agenda 21 states: Tthe] integration of environment
and development concerns and greater attention to them will lead to the
fulfillment of basic needs, improved living standards for all, better protecied and
managed ecosystems and a safer, more prosperous future. No nation can
achieve this on its own; but together we can—in a global partnership for sus-
tainable development.” Quoted in Grubb et al. (1993: 101).

. The idea of a partaership between women and men as. the basis for a pew
sodiety, but without explicit attention to environmental ethics, has been devel-
oped by Riane Bisler (1988). The concept of relation as a foundation for eco-
ferninism and the relational self has been developed by Vel Plumwood (1993).
On the connections between ethics and narrative, see Jim Cheney (1289). On
the importance of seeing the local community as connected to a global capi-
talist system see, James O Connor (1991).

. On the god-rick of seeing everything from nowhere, see Haraway (1991:
183-201, esp. 189, 191, 193, 195).

. For the diversity—stability hypothesis, see Odum (1953, 1969). On shortcomings
of equilibrium theories in ecology, see Reice (1994). On the history and dis-
ruption of the balance of nature theory see, Botkin (1990); Pickett and White
(1985). On the problem of a stable world behind socially coastructed represern-
tations, see Bird (1987). On the history of chaos theory in ecology see Worster
(1990). _

. In constructing this example I have drawn on a hypothetical case presented in
Mapagement Institute for Business and Environment (1994a: 11-12), but Thave
added representatives of affected natural entities.

. Bavironmental groups from the South include DAWN (Development Alterna-
tves with Women for a New Era), headed by Peggy Antrobus of Barbados,
Vandana Shiva’s Research Foundation for Science, Technology, and Resource
Development, in Dehra Dun India, and the Regional Assemblies of women of
Aftica; the West Asia/Arab World; Asia/Pacific; and Latin America/Caribbean
comprising the Global Assembly of Women and the Enviropment—Partoers in
Life. Cf. Braidottj et al. (1994: 116-22, 134, 166-7).




