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CHAPTER 3
WHAT ARE WE REALLY LOOKING
FOR? FROM ECO-VIOLENCE TO
ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICE

Peter Stoett*

Introduction

The literature on eco-violence and environmental conflict, and its future as an interdisciplinary sub-
field, has a foundational problem if it is really based on the study of violence. This is because there
is no accepted definition of violence itself, and because the use of the term for any purpose other
than strictly observing harm is misleading, especially if it is employed as a dependent variable (and
it almost invariably is). However, there are conceptions of violence which are very useful indeed
to ponder as they relate to the work of those studying eco-violence. In particular, the divide between
agential and structural violence is pertinent, and I suggest that there are various forms of ecocide
which illustrate the dubiousness of their analytic separation (much in line with most resolutions,
however unsatisfactory, of the agent-structure debate within International Relations (IR)). I then
proceed to suggest that the theme of justice is as, if not more, important as the theme of violence in
this work. Scarcity may cause conflict which is manifested in violence. Of course, violence may
result in environmental degradation, which in further turn leads to conflict, and I have referred else-
where to the image of a circle of ecocide derived from this empirically observable chain of events.'

But I will argue here that environmental justice is, in fact, a better conceptual vantage point to
look for the trouble we seek when examining the links between environmental issues and anthropo-
centric violence. While interpersonal and other forms of agential violence take place in all contexts,
our concern is much more oriented toward structural violence which is shaped by the processes
(including agential violence) which contribute to environmental degradation. It is, admittedly, too
easy to say that violence, or even the more limited term political violence, is best viewed as injustice
(or, rather, that injustice, or more specifically environmental injustice, is violence, or eco-violence).
But I will end there regardless, with a plea for further reflection on how we can breathe normative
life into our collective project. This is not an innovative intervention so much as a call back to
basics.

Of course, common sense would dictate that war and extreme exploitation cannot be non-
violent, but there is much less consensus about the acceptability of such strategic or instrumental
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violence (means versus ends arguments) and how all this relates to nature and ecology. Even this
brief discussion makes it clear that consensus would be impossible to achieve.> We face the
additional question, however, of how all this relates to the environment, and to a political geography
of violence. I should be clear at the outset that even the less direct terminology often employed —
‘environmentally-induced conflict’ — is regarded by many as “fundamentally flawed, as it relies on
preconceived causalities, intermingles eco-centric with anthropocentric philosophies, and neglects
the motivations and subjective perceptions of local actors.” Yet it does direct our attention toward
possible links between violence and environmental degradation, which is obviously an important
association if we value either human life or nature (or both), so we had better have some sort of
common understanding about what the former term means. I will begin however with what [ would
argue it does not mean.

Nature is Violent: Eco-violence as Order and Scarcity as Causal

I will do my best to dispense with the idea ‘nature is violent’ first, as it holds little promise for ad-
vancing human or environmental security, but, a short leap from Garrett Hardin’s 1968 “The Trage-
dy of the Commons,”™ does push us closer to what I consider a vulgar social Darwinism fixated on
fantasies about population control. Invasive species, predatory killers, the stalking lioness, the
battling rams, bloodthirsty bats, flesh-tearing sharks, there is no shortage of film footage here, much
of it genuine but much more orchestrated to accommodate the camera. The water hole goes dry and
all predatory bets are off. And of course there is Adolf Hitler’s famous statement about the cruelty
of nature, which has resonated since Treblinka and Auschwitz changed (almost) everything; Fried-
rich Nietzsche’s discussion of the will to power, shallowly interpreted; and the need to cull herds
on occasion and slash and burn for the sake of future generations of genetic winners. Eco-violence
is not a problem, inherently, and it is often a good thing, and not only because of its evolutionary
inevitability. After all, if the spectre of eco-violence can add prescriptive urgency and pragmatic
value to the promotion of environmental protection, and it can help raise the awareness needed to
save our own species from destroying the nest.

I would not venture into the hostile arena of debate over original sin, socio-biology, or psycho-
analysis without several years more reading as protective clothing. However, I will argue that this
perspective is, thankfully, the antithesis of the normative project which animates most research in
the area of environmental crises and social conflict today. Though it may well be that “[w]e and the
beasts are kin,”” the ethical questions raised by invasive species offer an interesting example of how
futile a perspective which equates us with them actually is. While they are certainly problematic for
the indigenous species they overcrowd, overshadow, devour, or out-mate, this does not mean bio-
invaders have anything but the best of intentions — survival. It is difficult to pin moral agency on
them, even for the most bio-centric of thinkers. However, they are often the result of either
accidental or purposeful introductions by human beings (usually through trade and tourism, but also
often through military activity®). We routinely speak of responsibility, negligence, even malfeasance,
in this respect. At the same time of course we have a vested interest in protecting ourselves from
microbial invasions and this extends to the protection of local ecosystems from exogenous bio-
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assault. (Though many technical responses to bio-invasion are quite ecocidal in nature, they are
deemed by most observers to serve a greater good.) We may revert to petri-dish ethics in relation
to human population movements, but the array of moral ascriptions is hardly uniform. Moral agency
remains both foundational and optically fundamental.

In short, human history (and thus its natural history as well) moves along a continuously
evolving path constituted by competing conceptions of justice, not just pecking orders and harem
maintenance. Certainly, violence has been a central feature in the journey. Yet this does not preclude
thinking outside the limited confines of the neo-Malthusian box of presumptions based on eco-
scarcity, especially if it avoids what I refer to as the ‘optical demographic dilemma.” Blaming popu-
lation growth for global environmental problems is too easy, ignoring it is too ridiculous. Blaming
it is in itself an injury to the human rights and dignity of those people living in overcrowded areas,
and its ancillary solutions, including birth control and other depopulation measures, are hardly
without their own controversial conceptual frames and historical records of unjust application. But,
even if imbalances of wealth and power are taken into account, there is little doubt that population
is a factor that cannot be overlooked by conflict analysts.’

More to the point perhaps, scarcity itself is not a trustworthy independent variable. As Ken
Conca and Jennifer Wallace suggest, “much of the ecoconflict literature has invoked ‘scarcity’ with-
out paying attention to how social relations create the conditions for resource capture or other forms
of social scarcity.” Conversely, “the precise mechanisms by which resource wealth may induce or
sustain violence remain disputed.” Other studies have suggested there is limited explanatory power
to “eco-scarcity theory,” but poverty and “dysfunctional institutions” remain central independent
variables.’ Another widespread assumption — that conflict over natural resources is key to explaining
the “new wars” (i.e., civil wars involving a broad range of stakeholders we want to distinguish from
the decolonization phase) — has also hit obstacles when subject to empirical analysis. Heinz Welsch
for example found that resource conflict did matter, but that the “negative effect of agricultural
resources on conflict probability is almost twice as large as the positive effect of mineral
resources.”'” In other words, scarcity matters, but more in terms of agricultural productivity as a
mitigating factor than mineral wars as a causal factor. To be fair to Thomas Homer-Dixon’s work,
he is well aware of the variations on the theme, and I am certainly not equating the scarcity agenda
with social Darwinism."' Nor do I wish to enter an empirical debate at this stage but merely to
accentuate the fact that, while humans are likely to fight over diminished life-sustaining resources,
basing an entire subfield of scholarly enquiry on this easy presumption does not provide us with any
prescriptive value other than the obvious need to avoid situations where life-sustaining resources
are threatened with extinction (an imperative already dictated either by the quest for survival or
humanitarian concern). We still need an overarching view of what constitutes violence and justice
to give this analytic context and normative animation.

Agential and Structural Eco-violence

The widely-referenced World Health Organization (WHO) definition of violence is emblematic of
an agential position. The WHO states that violence is “[t]he intentional use of physical force or
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power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a group or community, that
either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, mal-
development or deprivation.”'? The key word here, of course, is intentional. Structural under-
standings of mass atrocities often split on this point, since not all participants are intending the
effected outcome of the event. Interpersonal violence

refers to violence between individuals, and is subdivided into family and intimate partner violence and
community violence. The former category includes child maltreatment; intimate partner violence; and
elder abuse, while the latter is broken down into acquaintance and stranger violence and includes youth
violence; assault by strangers; violence related to property crimes; and violence in workplaces and other
institutions."?

Collective violence “refers to violence committed by larger groups of individuals and can be
subdivided into social, political and economic violence.”"*

There are at least three subtypes of agential eco-violence, or purposeful infliction of harm on
ecosystems: ecocide; ecological sabotage; and the deliberate or neglectful harm of animals. I will
not expand on the last since this falls within the category of psychopathic behaviour and/or is a
manifestation of the food industry which, while quite violent to some, is considered quite routinized
and even beneficial to others. The animal rights literature is vast, challenging and beyond the scope
of this paper.'® Elsewhere I have explored both maximalist and minimalist definitions of ecocide.'®
The maximalist definitions include everything from driving SUVs, flying to academic conferences,
and eating dubiously farmed salmon. The minimalist definitions refer exclusively to the deliberate
destruction of nature as part of a military strategy aimed not at destroying nature, but at subjugating
an enemy.'” This is classic agential violence (regardless of the ‘just war’ question) in which eco-
systems suffer, but the end result is of course the prolonged suffering of human populations, and
thus an act of indirect collective violence is also committed. In between we have military prepar-
ation, which was an especially deleterious activity during the heights of the Cold War and remains
a significant factor today, especially if we include incidentals such as greenhouse gas emissions
resulting from military production, weapons shipments, problems related to stored toxic wastes, and
others. Ecological sabotage refers largely to terrorist activity (conducted by individuals, states, or
other actors) designed to harm or frighten human populations, but the term is often used to refer to
the actions of radical ecologists who resort to the sabotage of property to protect the natural environ-
ment itself.

The study of ecocide in particular needs a resurgence, despite spiking after the US Vietnamese
campaign as a justice issue and photos of burning oil wells in Iraq. While most of the eco-violence
literature has focused on the Homer-Dixon route (also referred to as the Toronto School in some
publications, which may be a first in IR for Canada, although Robert Cox’s work has generated such
city-based recognition), or “whether and why environmental scarcity, abundance, or dependence
might cause militarized conflict, less research has focused on the environmental impacts of violent
conflict, war or military activities.”'"® Post-conflict analysis has certainly provided empirical evi-
dence of the environmental costs of war. The United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) Post-
Conflict and Disaster Management Branch has identified numerous sources of concern in the 17
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states it has been charged with investigating, from depleted uranium weaponry in Iraq and Bosnia
and Herzegovina to hazardous wastes in Somalia to illegal forestry to Afghanistan.” As well, we
are moving much closer to an established body of literature on the impact of the ecological costs of
displacement resulting from warfare, including competition over local resources between refugees
and host communities.?® This includes of course the long-term psychological damage caused by
displacement from traditional lands, which “harms the ecological self and therefore creates an
internal sense of alienation,™' further blending the line between agential and structural violence.
It is a fine line, indeed, between the two, especially for social scientists looking at events/
contexts from afar. It is less fine, no doubt, to those in the immediate grip of agential violence, but
they would themselves no doubt often refer to the injustice of the situation to contextualize it. One
of the foremost theorists on structural violence, Johan Galtung, paints a “violence triangle” which
consists of direct violence (an event), cultural violence (a permanent phenomenon, as it only changes
as cultures change) and structural violence (a process, which fluctuates with power shifts).”> He
argues that “violence can start at any corner in the direct-structural-cultural violence triangle and
is easily transmitted to the other corners.”” Violence is defined as “avoidable insults to basic human
needs, and more generally to life, lowering the real level of needs satisfaction below what is
potentially possible.”** The key word here may be well be avoidable. Again, this raises justice-
related questions, since we would not have a concept of justice if we assumed that injustice was
unavoidable. Furthering the theme, Peter Uvin argues that “the concept of structural violence draws
our attention to unequal life chances, usually caused by great inequality, injustice, discrimination
and exclusion and needlessly limiting people’s physical, social and psychological well-being.”** And
Radhika Coomaraswamy, quoting Govind Kelkar, in reference to gender-based violence, notes that

A narrow definition of violence may define it as an act of criminal use of physical force. But this is an
incomplete concept. Violence also includes exploitation, discrimination, unequal economic and social
structures, the creation of an atmosphere of religiocultural and political violence. While violence against
women is part of general violence found in the social structures such as class, caste, religion and
ethnicity, and in the way the state controls people, it also encompasses aspects of structural violence and
forms of control and coercion exercised through hierarchical and patriarchal gender relationships in the
family and society.26

Robert Audi argues that what Newton Garver defines as “quiet institutional violence” (such as
systemic social inequalities) should not be defined as violence because “it confuses the issue to use
the emotively loaded word ‘violence’ when the grievance can be better described and treated under
another name”, such as inequality, because “misnaming the disease can lead to the use of the wrong
medicine — or none at all.””” I would humbly suggest that our concern with the nexus linking
environmental and social conflict should similarly move us away from confusing the occurrence of
agential violence and the impacts of structural violence with a mythical separate category labelled
‘co-violence.’ If John Keane’s critique of Galtung’s definition of structural violence as coming to
“resemble an injustice detector” instead of being a concrete definition® is meaningful, it begs the
question ‘so what?” And why would we not include violence against nature itself within our
analytical realm? The meaning of violence itself is framed by dominant elites who control media
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outlets, educational systems and life opportunities of vulnerable populations. Sharon Ridgeway and
Peter Jacques refer to the 1994 Zapatista uprising in Chiapas, Mexico, in this light: the uprising was
violent, but the poverty and marginalization which preceded it was not, since it was structural and
thus not ‘direct’ violence.*” Of course, widespread sympathy for the Zapatistas was perhaps evidence
of'the widespread recognition of the pernicious nature of structural violence in the first place, as well
as its ecological impacts. Yet the support was only a major factor after the violent response to the
demands of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) became a mass media event.
Surely the outrage over the response of Burma’s military government to Cyclone Nargis, and the
revealed helplessness of the Haitian people following the recent earthquake there, can serve as other
prominent examples.

Environmental Injustice and Systematic Eco-violence

Only by defining eco-violence as environmental injustice do we capture both the agential and
structural violence, with or without direct intent, described above, while emphasizing the importance
of links between humans and ecosystems, differentiated spatial and virtual communities, and
universal needs and individual responsibilities. Of course, environmental justice has been defined
in competing fashions as well*” but the crux of the concern here is that certain populations (or
individuals) are more likely to be harmed by or suffer the risks associated with environmental prob-
lems than others, and this social question needs rectification if we are to deal effectively with those
problems. In a concise survey of GIS-related efforts to provide empirical data on this barometer of
fundamental inequality, Juliana Maantay defines environmental injustice as the “disproportionate
exposure of communities of color and the poor to pollution, and its concomitant effects on health
and environment, as well as the unequal environmental protection and environmental quality
provided through laws, regulations, government programs, enforcements and policies.”' Let us add
violence to this equation: agential, when deliberate harm is caused to ecosystems, as well as struc-
tural, as when oppressed people suffer disproportionately when environmental conditions worsen
by indirect change. Philippe Le Billon (2001), for example, writes of the vulnerability resulting from
resource dependence (rather than conventional notions of scarcity or abundance) and the opportun-
ities it presents to those prone towards violent assertion of their superiority (including opportunities
of armed insurgency).’

Maantay’s definition is typical of the American environmental injustice movement, much of
which has been focused on race as determinative factor.”> While it would be problematic to speak
categorically of an environmental justice movement, the last several decades have seen the rise of
increased concern over the fairness implications of pollution in particular, and in both the Northern
and Southern Hemispheres, and in both the East and West, before and especially after the advent of
what Ulrich Beck has famously referred to as the “risk society”” where risk producers suffer less than
risk victims, or those more vulnerable to its deleterious effects.’* The pursuit of environmental
justice is associated with achieving inter-generational justice and inter-species justice, but it is
mostly associated with “debates about distributional inequalities and the actions needed to address
them.”* Definitions vary, but it is considered “the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all
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people regardless of race, colour, national origin or income, with respect to the development,
implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.”*® More succinct-
ly, it is defined as the “just distribution of environmental goods and bads among human popu-
lations.”’

Much of the literature links racism with differentiated environmental policy, while some
borrows from feminist literature® and some is more driven by concerns with income and class.
When taken as the critical examination of norms, it is fair to say that applying the concept to an
international perspective that is enhanced by various critical theories of global politics is an obvious
step, one already taken by many analysts concerned about the long-term impact of colonialism and
imperialism, the cultural impact of market economies, the effects of various forms of discrimination
on life opportunities, the environmental impact of globalization, the necessity of social networking
innovations®® and a plethora of other questions. I add political ecology to this formula, which seeks
to understand, in the words of Nancy Lee Peluso and Michael Watts, “ways that specific resource
environments (tropical forests or oil reserves) and environmental processes (deforestation, con-
servation, or resource amelioration) are constituted by, and in part constitute, the political economy
of access to and control over resources.”” Obviously, the environmental justice approach is based
largely on the conceptual acceptance of structural violence as both cause and outcome of inequality.
This mirrors the “environmental conflict thesis” put forth best by political ecologists, perhaps best
summarized by Paul Robbins, and takes us back to Homer-Dixon’s discussion of resource capture:

Increasing scarcities produced through resource enclosure or appropriation by state authorities, private
firms, of social elites accelerate conflict between groups (gender, class, or ethnicity). Similarly,
environmental problems become ‘socialized’” when local groups secure control of collective resources
at the expense of others by leveraging management interventions by development authorities, state
agents, or private firms. So too, existing and long-term conflicts within and between communities are
‘ecologized’ by changes in conservation o resource development policy.41

So we are to some extent back to human rights (social responsibility, equity) and this concerns
not only present rights (including entitlements and obligations), but must reflect past justice issues
and possible future scenarios, which raises untidy questions about the applicability of reparations
and inter-generational justice recently explored by international environmental ethicists such as
Steve Vanderheiden.* Indeed, spurred by the climate change debate — where an international
dialogue is unavoidable — many authors are treating eco-politics as an aspect of environmental
justice, at the local to global levels.*

Though some deep ecologists and animal welfarists remain critical of the anthropocentricism
of international human rights law,* it is fairly widely accepted that the right to a safe environment
is a fundamental human right. As Dinah Shelton suggests, a human rights approach to environmental
protection seeks “to ensure that the natural world does not deteriorate to the point where inter-
national guaranteed rights such as the rights to life, health, property, a family, a private life, culture,
and safe drinking water are seriously impaired. Environmental protection is thus instrumental, not
an end in itself.”* However, one can position this in opposite terms, suggesting the “legal protection
of human rights is an effective means to achieving the ends of conservation and environmental
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protection.”® Water is of course a prime example. Access to clean water is often recognized as a
human right of the first order. Its denial, whether through occupation, usurpation, or privatization,
is at the root of an increasingly visible if politically limited water justice movement. Thus argu-
ments, for example, for an international agreement that explicitly guarantees water as a universal
human right in order to reduce looming water-related conflicts.”’

If environmental justice has become a major normative force today, we are equally concerned
with environmental rights (including animal welfare) as factors proscribing certain types of human
behaviour, and prescribing obligations towards those most affected. “These claims may be based
either upon the specific attribution of responsibility to the countries of the North for the carbon
emissions which are responsible for global warming, or upon a human rights-based claim that the
wealthy must assist those who are at risk of large-scale rights deprivation and are effectively unable
to help themselves” such as tropical islanders displaced by rising sea levels.* The failure to pursue
environmental justice at an international level can only lead us further on the path towards a world
defined by bio-apartheid, a systemic physical separation of people who have suffered the deleterious
impacts of the health threats related to climate change, infectious diseases and even the
malnourishment resultant from absolute poverty, from those with the means to escape these threats
to human security, who are free to roam wherever their transnational capital can take them. This may
or may not involve the application of military power to maintain such separation. It may or may not
overlap with religious war, and it may or may not assume a visibly racial character.

I would suggest that a variety of factors make the consideration of global environmental justice
the new ethical frontier, the nexus between ecological thought and international relations theory we
need to further develop and promote in order to avoid the complete dissolution of global society
today. Significantly, global environmental justice is not merely related to the mitigation of the
anthropomorphic causes of climate change, bio-diversity loss, toxic pollution, or the oceans crisis.
It also demands that adaptation measures undertaken by states and other actors do not further
marginalize already vulnerable groups, and that their voice is heard in the precautionary balance
sheet. This does not, of course, negate the fact that some extreme weather events, infectious
diseases, genetic mutations and other manifestations of environmental problems will ultimately
affect both rich and poor. But they most certainly will not be similarly or equally affected so long
as the former have adequate resources and the latter have little but communal ties to assist them.*
Surely the lesson of Hurricane Katrina, which after all affected one of the most prosperous and
powerful states in the international system today, is that poverty kills. In a text that should prove to
be a must-read for anyone concerned with climate change policy, J. Timmons Roberts and Bradley
Parks offer widespread evidence that this is the case on the global level as well.™

Indeed, environmental justice, as a theme and a movement, is in danger of extinction as ‘climate
justice’ pushes it out of public view.”' This is in my view unfortunate, not only because of the
tenuous analytic nature of links between climate change and violence, its inevitable securitization,
the perpetually inconclusive nature of efforts at global climate change policy and governance, and
the debate over the scientific validity of the more distressing geophysical predictions, but because
there are so many other issues (albeit interlinked) that demand attention.’* This in no way diminishes
what should be vigilant concern about, and research into, the links between climate change and
environmental justice, from the phenomenon of environmental refugees and migrants™ to the



Chapter 3: What are We Really Looking For?

cultural impact of rapid changes in local ecosystems. Rafael Reuveny argues that environmentally-
induced migration can lead to conflict when it is coupled with competition over scarce resources,
ethnic tensions between groups, distrust between migrants and host communities, and the presence
of socio-economic “fault lines” or “auxiliary conditions” such as political instability.* These are
certainly, as Jon Barnett and W. Neil Adger argue, human security concerns of the first order.” But
they are also social and environmental justice issues, since they involve vulnerability, unequal power
relationships, and potential avenues toward emancipation from these conditions. As Oli Brown,
Anne Hammill and Robert McLeman argue in the African context, the degree to which climate
change will actually result in violent conflicts depends upon “a given area’s susceptibility to conflict
and the capacity of the population to adapt to changing conditions.”® Similarly, Idean Salehyan
argues that it is not environmental factors alone that can predict conflict, but instead it is “the
interaction between environmental and political systems [that] is critical for understanding
organized armed violence.”’ Environmental justice also allows us to focus on situations and events
that are not within the usual humanitarian intervention context. Most instances of what is tradi-
tionally considered eco-violence would escape the ‘responsibility to protect’ (R2P) doctrine, which
demands “genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity” before intervention
occurs, although there is some room to manoeuvre within all of these categories.

A final reason to focus on environmental (in)justice is that it provides a normative platform from
which we can move on to concrete unapologetic policy prescriptions to remedy situations where
chronic inequality or sudden catastrophe has ensured ongoing harm to vulnerable populations. Re-
cent events in Haiti certainly underscore this point, whether viewed from country-specific or global
lenses. While the more traditional eco-violence literature typically leads to calls for greater state
capacity to ‘manage’ situations, environmental justice concerns typically advocate more fundamen-
tal shifts in power relations and access to natural resources. Although such calls can be unrealistic
and even counter-productive if they challenge the entire status quo, if articulated in a measured
manner they can be quite reasonable demands based on the enlightened self-interest of all
stakeholders. Of course, some of the self-anointed clergy of the more radical branches of the
movement would consider this a sacrilegious concession to the rich and greedy. But as political
ecology continues its evolutionary curve toward mainstream social significance, and yet capitalism
continues to prove its resilience despite economic crises and technological change, it seems much
more like the art of the possible than the clarion call for a global revolution the poor will continue
to die waiting for.

Conclusion

This essay has made several points relevant to the study of eco-violence and environmental conflict.
First, it is very difficult to arrive at anything even approaching a widely shared conception of what,
precisely, violence means as an operable term in social science. The distinct explications put forth
in the essay are but a few of the competing understandings. If we cannot arrive at a common defi-
nition, then it is better to embrace a wider concept, such as environmental justice. Second, the
proposition that nature itselfis violent and, therefore, violence attributed to environmental problems
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is natural also, does little to enhance our understanding of eco-violence and in fact serves to
legitimize forms of structural violence and delegitimizes contemporary human rights norms. Third,
agential violence committed with specific intent to harm the environment (or willful negligence) can
be observed throughout history, and constitutes a violation of environmental justice. Fourth,
structural violence that persists over time and that either results in the degradation of environmental
conditions or leads to situations where agential/instrumental violence is employed is also a violation
of environmental justice. It follows that we should be looking for environmental injustice if we wish
to examine the links among ecological conditions, power and anthropocentric violence, not just as
possible predictors of the latter, but as evidence of them.

If eco-violence is seen as transgressions of environmental justice, we are able to adopt a more
concrete program of analysis and emancipation. We are able to limit the scope of enquiry and yet
raise its implications. We are able to wed humanitarianism and environmentalism. Otherwise, given
its causal limitations, I am not sure the eco-violence/eco-conflict literature achieves much beyond
observational interest. The fixation on observed violence, or predictions thereof, so sexy in the
twilight of the Toronto studies, certainly turned the Bill Clinton-Al Gore crank. But we need to
fixate on something with broader applicability, less definitional and causal uncertainty, and greater
humanitarian resonance, and that is environmental injustice.
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