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Abstract

The world has been burdened with numerous unprecedented environmental challenges since
the emergence of industrial society. Concerns over the environmental issue have accelerated
worldwide and sustainability has appeared as an essential approach to this problem in world
politics. However, environmental conflicts have only intensified along with rapidly increasing
environmental degradation, which has continued to increasingly impact marginalized groups
of society. Therefore, this research has applied the environmental justice approach within a
debate of sustainable development. By applying an environmental justice approach as an
alternative tool to guide sustainability, this research discusses why sustainable development
has not been able to meet its aims. More importantly, this research has also looked for how the
environmental justice approach can pave the way towards a sustainable development which
promotes sustainability and peace. Accordingly, the research examined the case study of the
Miryang movement in South Korea where adoptance of sustainable development has been
difficult. Even after sustainable development has been employed, the social-environmental
conflicts in South Korea have worsened. In this regard, the Miryang environmental justice
movement provides valuable insight on how environmental justice is connected to the

sustainable development discussion.



All things, quite literally, are linked to all others. Accordingly, any striving for peace
must take an account of this connectedness: of living things to soil and atmosphere, as
well as to all other living things, of people to their natural environment, as well as
their man- and woman- made social systems and each other; of the past to the future
of this planet; and of risks to opportunities for everyone and everything

(Barash & Weber, 2009: 418)
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Presentation of the Dissertation

Due to the growing environmental and climate crisis since the emergence of industrial
society, concerns over environmental sustainability are pushing sustainability to the forefront
of policy agenda worldwide. Environmental sustainability and healthy nature are the most basic
preconditions to live in peace. As Barash and Weber point out, “human happiness and human
survival depend on the maintenance and proper functioning of natural systems” (209: 398).
The discussion of sustainable development officially emerged more than 40 years ago at the
1987 World Commission on Environment and Development, and since then sustainability has
become a “guiding principle” (Farley & Smith, 2013: 2) for the world community, including
South Korea. However, unfortunately, the result has been disappointing as humanity has been
unremittingly challenged by the never before experienced ecological crisis, which has become

the central source of social-environmental conflicts.

From a peace studies perspective, continuing the discussion of sustainable
development is indispensable since sustainable development is “key to sustaining peace”
(Martinez-Soliman, 2017). It is an irrefutable fact that the ecological crisis will eventually
affect every living being on the earth. Thus, analyzing the mainstream sustainable development
discussion from critical perspectives not only reveals why current sustainable development
projects have not been able to meet their aims but also helps to seek to “chart the course” for

building a sustainable future.

Accordingly, this dissertation, in the end, expects to find what are the possible

alternative approaches to achieve the main purposes of sustainable development. For that, I



examine the potential of applying the environmental justice perspective within the debate of
sustainability since environmental justice can be a useful approach to guide action toward
sustainability. In order to do so, the context in South Korea is specifically observed by
analyzing a case of the Miryang conflict where people have created a space for resisting

injustice and exploring ways of peaceful co-existence within healthy nature (sustainable nature).

As Robbins (2012) emphasizes, ecological issues are imperatively political issues. For
that reason, nature cannot be seen outside of power, meaning that analyzing and solving the
ecological crisis is closely related to political questions and concerns. Thus, in order to fulfill
the main goals of sustainable development, it is compulsory to acknowledge the importance of

questioning the hegemonic power which influences sustainable development discourse.

However, through the discourse of mainstream sustainable development, instead of
questioning the power, the solutions provided to overcome the crisis and to reach sustainability
are characterized as renewing the modernity (Lippert, 2004). Consequently, there have been
numerous social-environmental conflicts since the discourse of sustainable development re-
produces a timeworn system that is bound to subject marginal and powerless groups to the
process of alienation and marginalization. On the other hand, those marginal groups whose
livelihoods depend on the environment they live in, often become invisible because of their

political marginality in the decision-making process (Robbins, 2012).

For reaching sustainability and a culture of sustainability beyond the hegemonic
approach to sustainable development, it is recommended to “take into account all forms of
knowledge, create an atmosphere for fundamentally open discourse, give the possibility to

participate as individuals, but also enhance critical discussion within other groups” (Lippert,



2004: 36). Given that, observing socio-environmental justice movements could make a positive
contribution to fulfilling the very purpose of sustainable development and accomplishing a
culture of peace, which is defined by the United Nations as a “set of values, attitudes, modes
of behavior and ways of life that reject violence and prevent conflicts by tackling their root
causes to solve problems through dialogue and negotiation among individuals groups and

nations” (UN International Day of Peace, n.d).

Therefore, alternative concepts of sustainability and sustainable development must be
newly constructed by including the values of the marginalized and powerless groups struggling
within the existing power structures and creating the political space for them to be heard.
Otherwise, conflicts cannot be transformed into a peaceful future. As Homer-Dixon (1994)
points out, social conflict can be an opportunity for beneficiary changes. By examining social-
environmental justice movements led by the powerless groups of the society, I observe how
the destructive system relentlessly affects the planet where all the living beings, especially the
marginalized, rely on for their surviving. Furthermore, the dissertation discusses the possible
role of social-environmental justice movement that could shed light on the path toward
sustainability and social justice by bringing the vital values of the deep interconnectedness of

life and inner oneness.

By highlighting the voice of the marginalized, which has been frequently excluded in
the mainstream sustainable development debate, it is possibly to demonstrate how their ways
of living become a feasible alternative, if not a fundamental approach, to a sustainable lifestyle.
However, at the same time, it is also critical to accept the “imperfect” aspects of the movement
that could possibly bring refutable discussions. Accepting imperfection creates a possible space

to debate and construct new paradigms as this approach helps us to reach the humane, “where
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positive and negative aspects, along with successes and errors, can coexist” (Mufioz, 2001: 15).
Therefore, what must be highlighted through the struggles that demand for the well-being of
the society is how they “act, create, engender, influence, carry out, work, operate, practice,
proceed, and perform in a sense of positive, propositional transformation-of change towards-,

of regulation of conflict” (Ibid.: 14-15).

Thus, the proposed dissertation examines the space that has been created by the
villagers in Miryang and to investigate the voices of the Miryang villagers that have been
excluded from the debate in order to explore their knowledge, which possibly could be an

alternative approach to sustainability and a positive future.

Objectives of the Study

The general objective of this dissertation is to explore how an environmental justice approach,
which imperatively involves the voice of the marginalized whose livelihood systems are
endangered, could effectively pave the way for the environmental sustainability that certainly

is related to issues of social justice and economic well-being within the context of South Korea.

The followings are specific objectives of this study:

1. Contextualizing sustainable development and the challenges of accomplishing its aims.

2. Explore how applying an environmental justice approach is able to challenge injustice
and destructive aspects of the system that has been re-produced through the sustainable

development discourse.

3. Investigate why it is important to continue the sustainability debate, especially within a

peace studies perspective.



4. Using the case study of Miryang justice movement in South Korea, discuss the lessons
learnt as an input to the contemporary sustainable development debate, which can

contribute towards building a culture of sustainability and peace.

Justification

The chosen research topic of sustainability is essential in the face of the ecological
catastrophe (e.g., drought, wildfire, oil spill, nuclear disaster, etc.) that eventually causes
relentless social-environmental conflicts, which have been researched and documented in
various fields. There has been academic and practical research analyzing empirical cases of
different socio-environmental conflicts, which are considered as an important topic to be
discussed within a peace studies perspective. In fact, the issue of sustainability is a vitally

important topic as it is a foremost precondition to live in peace.

However, there seems to be a considerable shortage of empirical research investigating
ways to overcome the catastrophes that humanity is facing. To be more specific, there have
been different studies showing the causes of the catastrophes along with various suggestions to
reach sustainability. However, in the author’s view, there hasn’t been a fixed frame to see the
whole picture (clear road map toward sustainability) putting all the scattered pieces together,
especially from a peace studies perspective. Therefore, the dissertation introduces empirical
research, which points out the core reasons of the current environmental crisis. In the process,
the dissertation further reveals the community values, which could be helpful contributions to
expand the discussion of sustainability. Meanwhile, it provides the practical approaches to

better deal with the crisis thus walking on the road to peace.



Furthermore, I have been directly and indirectly involved in this specific topic of
sustainability as a responsible and committed citizen of South Korea and the world, but also as
a peace researcher who cares about the well-being of living beings, especially the most
marginalized and powerless groups. Thus, my personal experience in Miryang, where I
participated in a sit-in protest, prompted me to pay more attention and observe the complexities
of environmental conflicts and their consequences. Moreover, my personal interest in the
specific conflict in Miryang is closely connected to my childhood experience with my
grandparents who were both farmers. And, following the struggle in Miryang reminded me of

my grandparents.

In retrospect, my grandparents had such a simple but thoughtful worldview that is
deeply connected to land, nature, and community lifestyle. The way they treated each other and
related to the world was very different from the city lifestyle that I experienced. It, in fact, took
a long time for me to value and to respect the lifestyle my grandparents practiced and preached,
as it was not easy for me to see the dark side of the modernity I was living in comfortably.
Encountering the reality of Miryang was a moment of awakening that alerted me to face the
real cost of comfortability that I did not even appreciate as it came ‘naturally’ and to realize

my role within the destructive system as an energy consumer.

The way that the villagers in Miryang have struggled can be seen as an environmental
justice movement that advocates for an inclusive, empathetic, humble, and respectful approach
toward nature and society, which is lacking within the hegemonic approach to sustainable
development. Accordingly, I believe that an environmental justice approach as shown by the
case in Miryang can provide a realistic solution for the current crisis, which is a significant

asset to be added in the peace research.



Methodology

This dissertation is based on a qualitative research method that is suitable for “in-depth
description” that provides “insights into the setting of a problem” (Omar, 2014). Since the
dissertation aims to provide a better insight into the discussion of sustainable development from
a critical perspective, applying a qualitative research method is useful as it helps explore the
complex phenomenon within its context (Baxter & Jack, 2008) by using discourse analysis,

dialectical, and deconstruction methods.

Dialectical methods help to overcome “blockages to the flow of thought and movement
of concepts” as “dialectical inquiry involves a process of critical reflection on its own (that is,
someone’s, some culture’s, some class’s, some gender’s, some species’s), perspective, and a
willingness to allow that perspective to shift and be transformed” (Clark, 2008: 2, 3). Thus,
going through dialectical analysis and questions, the social construction of reality is questioned
by its contradiction. Following that, particular discourse, which is structured according to the
patterns of how people take part in different domains of social life, is critically analyzed to
explore “different ways of understanding aspects of the world”, but also to deconstruct relations

of powers and dominations, and hegemony (Jorgensen & Phillips, 2002: 2).

Furthermore, a case study is applied mainly depended on secondary data sources,
including books, academic journals, newspaper articles, institutional websites, and official

documentation published by the different organizations.

Organization of the Dissertation
The doctoral dissertation consists of six main chapters in addition to the general

introduction, which includes the presentation of the dissertation, the objectives of the study, the



justification of choosing this specific topic of research, the methodology and the structure of
the dissertation, and the general conclusions at the end of the dissertation that puts together the
key findings, and future research. The first three chapters (Chapter One, Two, and Three)
provide the theoretical ground and framework of the dissertation, which, in upcoming chapters

(Chapter Four, Five, and Six), is applied to the case of South Korea, specifically through the

case of Miryang movement.

Chapter One outlines the general overview of the historical and institutional
development on the concept of sustainable development. In order to do so, the historical
background of why the sustainable development discussion has emerged is analyzed before
going through the historical progression of the mainstream sustainable development discourse,

which ultimately is questioned from a critical perspective.

Chapter Two investigates applying an environmental justice perspective as an
alternative contribution to reaching sustainable development. Since the term environmental
justice is derived from the social-environmental movements, the chapter mainly shows how
the environmental justice perspective is able to challenge the mainstream discourse of
sustainable development based on practical approach and perspective gained through the

movements.

Chapter Three justifies why the topic of sustainability, which in fact has not been
examined enough within a peace studies perspective despite its urgent necessity and

importance, is significant and essential within a peace studies perspective.

Chapter Four examines the chosen case study of the dissertation, South Korea. The

chapter demonstrates the overall country’s history, specifically paying attention to the

8



economic development process and characteristics of the development process in the context
of South Korea. Thus, the struggles and challenges of applying and practicing sustainable

development in South Korea can be analytically examined.

Chapter Five focuses on the conflict in Miryang, which is an outcome of Korea’s
development process. The chapter presents a general overview of the conflict and its
consequences. Furthermore, the chapter questions the necessity of the project that justified all
kinds of violence that occurred through the conflict in Miryang, revealing the “true” picture of
the development process of the country, and questioning the application of the current

sustainable development discourse.

Finally, Chapter Six offers the fundamental knowledge and values provided
throughout the environmental justice movement in Miryang. The movement in Miryang
highlights the environmental injustice caused by the development process in South Korea that
has adapted the idea of sustainability to the country’s development process. Thus, the
movement indicates how unsustainable the development process has been in South Korea, but
the environmental justice movement in Miryang furthermore suggests an environmental justice
approach that advocates a more inclusive form of sustainable development. Following that, the
chapter concludes that the environmental justice movement approach contributes to the

discussion of sustainability and peace, specifically in the context of South Korea.
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PART I

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
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CHAPTER ONE

The Emergence of Sustainable Development and its Critical Perspectives

This is all wrong. I shouldn't be up here. I should be back in school on the other side of
the ocean. Yet, you all come to us young people for hope. How dare you! You have stolen
my dreams and my childhood with your empty words and yet I'm one of the lucky ones.
People are suffering. People are dying. Entire ecosystems are collapsing. We are in the
beginning of a mass extinction and all you can talk about is money and fairytales of

eternal economic growth. How dare you!

(Parts of Greta Thunberg’s Speech at the United Nations Climate Action Summit, 2019)

1.1. Introduction

Humanity has been facing a “war for survival” (Sancton, 1989) under the global
environmental crisis. Historical events, such as heavy metal pollution in Rome and
environmental degradation in the Babylonian Empire, reveal how humanity can cause severe
environmental problems and how these issues can in turn affect humanity. However, the
environmental issues that the world is currently experiencing are something completely
different. Humanity has reached the greatest challenge due to unprecedented natural
environmental degradation, resulting from the continuous violence/harm caused by the human

race and the systems supported by human beings.

Since the earth has faced and grappled with ever-growing environmental and climate
issues, sustainability issues have been pushed to the forefront of the policy agenda worldwide
(Brand & Thomas, 2005). For that, the issue of sustainable development has become one of the
most important policies of the world led by the United Nations, especially since the 1987
Brundtland Commission. Since then, the amount of sustainable development related articles,

books, and policy reports published well demonstrates the importance of the topic, which has

13



been discussed in depth from multiple perspectives. Different sustainable development policies
applied in each country and various sectors of world society further emphasizes the aspiration

for a sustainable and peaceful future.

However, there have been numerous criticisms on sustainable development, from the
definition being too ambiguous to the term being used to reproduce the modernization
discourse. More importantly, the fact that environmental and climate catastrophes have been
worsened and intensified requires the urgent necessity of questioning sustainable development
from a critical standpoint. Countless dramatic events have been repetitively reported, including
never-experienced super storms (for example: Category 5 Atlantic Hurricane, Hurricane
Lorenzo in 2019), uncontrollable wildfires (for instance: bushfires in Australia from Sep.2019
to Jan.2020 that was caused by climate change that allowed the hottest and driest weather on
record in Australia (Gramling, 2020), Amazon rainforest wildfires in 2019), and extreme
temperatures (caused by heat and cold waves). As environmental degradation has different
impacts on non-human and human beings, future generations and the current generation, and
on the marginalized and those in power, the vulnerable communities suffer the most, thus

constant social conflicts subsequently occur.

Since the UN sustainable development agenda has an excessive political and social
influence, it often becomes the main target of criticism. It is indeed not easy to question this
well-elaborated idea of sustainable development, which cares about the long-term benefit of
the planet and humans who live on it. For that, it is needed to closely observe mainstream
sustainable development discourse in detail, which would help to detect why achieving the
aims of sustainable development has been challenging. In other words, it is imperative to

observe the hegemonic discourse produced by the mainstream approach to sustainable
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development since, in my opinion, it is the main difficulty to accomplish its goals.

Therefore, in this chapter, I will in general question and examine the mainstream
sustainable development discussion from a critical perspective. For that, the first section will
review the root causes of environmental destruction. Exploring different approaches to identify
the root causes of environmental destruction will help to view the mainstream sustainable
development discussion from a critical perspective in the second section. The following section
will scrutinize how sustainable development is defined from the mainstream approach to
sustainable development, and its characteristics. Lastly, the main sustainable development that

seems paradoxical will be questioned and criticized to find better alternatives.

1.2. Theoretical Framing of the Root Causes of Environmental Crisis

Environmental issues have become a worldwide crucial public concern, especially
since the 1970s after the long economic boom of the 1950s and 1960s, at least in the Global
North. For instance, The New York Times published environment-related articles about eleven
times more from 150 in 1960 to 1,700 in 1970 (Sachs, 2010) as the U.S, the world's leading
economy faced severe environmental crises during the 1960s. Major environmental crises
included the “Los Angeles smog, the slow death of Lake Erie, oil spills and the planned
flooding of the Grand Canyon” (Sachs, 2010: 25). The situation in Europe was not any better.
For instance, England, where the Industrial Revolution started, faced severe environmental
issues (for example, the great smog of London in 1952 that directly resulted in killing thousands
of people) before the U.S. Therefore, environment-related laws/policies were established, but
also social and environmental movements started in the 1960s, specifically in North America

and Europe mainly led by the white-middle class (Elliott, 2006).

15



There have been different hypotheses to explain the root causes of the environmental
crisis, and one of the most frequently debated factors is population growth. For the Neo-
Malthusian scholars, rapid population growth was considered one of the main threats to the
sustainability of the planet. Neo-Malthusian scholars have underlined their concerns of human
survival through publications including The Population Bomb by Paul R. Ehrlich (1968), Limits
to Growth by Clubs of Rome (1972), and 4 blueprint for survival by Edward Goldsmith (1972).
In point of fact, in 1970, the world produced about 1,730 times more manufactured goods
compared to 1800 as the population of the world dramatically increased from around 978
million in 1800 to 3,632 million in 1970 (Rostow, 1978: 47-48). As a result, strict restriction

policies on population growth were proposed worldwide.

However, as Homer-Dixon (1994: 9) contends, environmental changes and population
growth issues only become “most pernicious” under unequal resource distribution. In other
words, what Homer-Dixon emphasizes is that issues of environmental changes and population
growth cannot be analyzed in isolation from the political economy of resource distribution. In
fact, some prominent intellectuals, such as Rachel Carlson (Silent Spring, 1963) and E. F.
Schumacher (Small is Beautiful, 1973) also recognize the necessity of alternatives to the
modern economic system that is madly obsessed with chrematistic growth, which encourages

never-ending consumption, and inequality.

By experiencing unprecedented environmental concerns, some experts insist that the
era of Anthropocene, or the age of man, has come. During the era of Anthropocene, which

began (either) with the Industrial Revolution in the 19th century and/or with the nuclear bomb
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tests in the 1950s!, carbon dioxide emission has remarkably accelerated, sea level has increased,
the global mass extinction of species has begun, and land degradation and deforestation have
happened (Carrington, 2016; Stromberg, 2013; Vaughan, 2016). The term of Anthropocene

highlights the significant human impact planet’s ecosystem.

Nonetheless, not everyone was alarmed by environmental/climate issues. For instance,
Kenneth E.F, professor of environmental studies at the University of California Davis,
considered the greenhouse effect as “the laugh of the century” (Sancton, 1989). Furthermore,
economist Milton Friedman doubted the existence of an environmental crisis by giving an
outrageous comment like, “horses produce more pollutants than cars” (Ravaioli & Paul, 1995).
In addition, some scientists doubt human-caused global warming and question the way the
current science measures CO? emission”. As a result, President Donald Trump ended up calling
climate change “mythical”, “nonexistence”, or “an expensive hoax” even though he

acknowledged the importance of the concept later (Cheung, 2020).

Despite the concerns from some skeptics, Will Steffen, the head of Australia National
University’s Climate Change Institute, reminds us that the important message is that humans
(or the human lifestyle) are unquestionably affecting the environment of the planet (Stromberg,
2013). More explicitly, there is a continuous system of capitalism controlled by specific
humans in power while the rest of humanity supports the “capitalist geoculture that reproduces

extraordinary cheapening life and work” (Moore, 2019: 53). In fact, we are living in the “Age

! Tt varies from different scholars. For more information check “When did the Anthropocene begin? A
mid-twentieth century boundary level is stratigraphically optimal” at:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214009136 (Last access: January, 2017)

2 Global Warming Petition Project: http://www.petitionproject.org/ (Last access: October, 2017)
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of Capital®”

that takes power over nature that has been used as a source for (re)production
(Moore, 2019). In other words, the idea of human (white male) superiority over nature has not

only been accepted but widely practiced.

The idea of separating human from nature can be traced back to the Judeo-Christian
tradition (White, 1967). According to White (1967), the mentality and attitude of medieval
people toward nature are established on Judeo-Christian theology that is exclusively
anthropocentric, human-centered. Thus, dominating nature was fully justified by the Bible,
which separates humans from the rest of beings/nature that were considered as soulless or
irrational. These concepts from Judeo-Christianity have excessively influenced Industrialism
by highlighting the superior mind of the man, especially the white-European man (ibid.). In the
face of criticisms especially coming from Christians, the significant message of White’s theory
may be that without challenging the idea of human superiority environmental catastrophe

cannot be avoided.

A similar worldview pervades in the Western-centered modernization process, which
supports a “consumptive” economic model that must be stopped otherwise human history will

inevitably end in “environmental catastrophe” (Peet & Hartwick, 2009: 278). In other words,

3 Jason Moore has rejected the use of the term Anthropocene, and has introduced a new term,
Capitalocene, as an alternative. According to Moore, most human beings have not been included as
members of Humanity, especially “in the history of capitalism, there has been little room in the
Anthropos for anyone not white, male, and bourgeois” (Moore, 2019: 50). Therefore, Moore argues to
use the new term Capitalocene, the age of capital, which “rejects anthropocentric flattening — ‘We have
met the enemy and he is us’ (as in Walt Kelly’s iconic 1970 Earth Day poster) — along with economic
reductionism” (2019: 53).
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the humanity that supports the destructive system of capitalism cannot be free from the current

catastrophe.

Given that, it is imperative to explore and scrutinize modern economic development to
reveal the characteristics of the system that causes environmental destruction, and to

understand the consequences of relentless environmental destruction.

1.2.1. The Impacts of Capitalism: The Logic of Market Economic System

The most influential power in modern society is “the dynamism of the economy” (Gare,
1995: 79). This powerful system has excessive influence, and no one can deny that currently
the world is dominated by the capitalistic system. As the modern capitalistic economic system
that excessively desires economic growth and accumulation emerged, the structure of the
society changed by creating the labor market, which correspondingly indicates the emergence

of the new form of society (Polanyi, 2001).

According to Hungarian-American economic anthropologist Karl Polanyi (2001), the
economy was always embedded in society before the 19th century. However, the market
economy for the first time has become a separated sphere as a self-regulating institution that
ultimately requires “fictitious commodities*” which includes land, labor, and money (Polanyi,
2001: xxv). Consequently, as Karl Marx describes the essence of capitalism, “for the first time,
nature becomes purely an object for humankind, purely a matter of utility” (1974 in Gare, 1995:
79). But, as strong traditional social ties had dissolved, labor also became a commodity that

can be bought and sold unlike in earlier economic-social organizations (Polanyi, 2001).

4 “For Polanyi the definition of commodity is something that has been produced for sale on a market.”
(Polanyi, 2001: xxv).
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The motive of action under the capitalistic system is based entirely on money
transactions and natural resources are vitally controlled to retain the market economic system
while the dehumanization process intensifies (Polanyi, 2001). Thus, traditional societies that
emphasize the importance of social ties, which are maintained through the multiplication of
giving and receiving (Godbout & Cail, 1998) has been replaced by the culture of utilitarianism

that represents the “hegemonic culture specific to capitalism” (Castro, 2004: 208).

However, neoliberal scholars, including Milton Friedman claim differently. From the
neoliberal perspectives, the emergence of the capitalistic system means gaining personal
freedom, an idea that neoliberalists honor. Therefore, neoliberal scholar Milton Friedman

emphasizes the positive aspects of neoliberalism (1951: 3):

The state would police the system, establish conditions favorable to competition and prevent
monopoly, provide a stable monetary framework, and relieve acute misery and distress. The
citizens would be protected against the state by the existence of a free private market; and

against one another by the preservation of competition.

Friedman accepts the importance of engaging in public work while respecting the state law and
order even though it is fundamental to secure the space of free competition and operating an
effective price system despite some obstacles to overcome. To sum up, neoliberal scholars
believe that neo-liberalism proposes a better future that is “capable of capturing the enthusiasm

of men of good-will everywhere” (Friedman, 1951: 4).

Nevertheless, as some sociologists note, modern society has become a ‘“consumer
society” in which all things in society, including nature and human beings, are considered as
consumer objects (Bauman, 2007). Subsequently, this powerful system even generated rational

individuals called Homo Economicus (Castro, 2004). It seems that according to the logic of the
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market economic system, there is no natural limit and in many cases nature has been rendered
completely invisible. For instance, the 1987 Nobel Prize winner for economics, Robert Solow
stated, “The world can, in effect, get along without natural resources, so exhaustion is just an

event, not a catastrophe” (Gare, 1995: 75).

In reality, capitalism ultimately destroys the very conditions needed in order to make
steady profits. Because the modern capitalistic economic system requires maintaining
economic growth and accumulation, natural exhaustion cannot be avoided. Hence,
environmental degradation is an inevitable outcome for achieving continuous economic growth.
In other words, reaching the biophysical limits of the planet has been expected since the
industrial revolution (Bonaiuti, 2012) because the planet completely changed its character from
“bare subsistence to affluence” (Mebratu, 1998: 495-496), which accelerates environmental
exploitation. As society is subordinated to the logic of the market economy, the destruction of

society was also anticipated (Polanyi, 2001).

Despite this cruel reality, the world productive system has been focused on continuous
growth based on an unequal social system that thus inevitably causes social and environmental
conflicts (Martinez-Alier, 2002). This is to say that it is obvious that systemic inequality causes

various types of conflicts, social instability, and loss of well-being (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009).

For that reason, “the history of capital is the history of exploitation of production
conditions” as Colombian anthropologist Arturo Escobar (1995: 200) explains. Accordingly,
the modern economic system cannot sustain itself. However, the power of the market economy,
which promised unlimited economic growth, expanded rapidly in the 20th century during the

new era of development.
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1.2.2. The New Era of Development: Development as Modernization
The new era of development that initiated with the famous speech of President Truman,
Truman’s Inaugural Address, in 1949 had enormous impact and significance to world history
(Truman, 1999: 591):
We must embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our scientific advances
and industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of underdeveloped areas.
More than half the people of the world are living in conditions approaching misery. Their food
is inadequate. They are victims of disease. Their economic life is primitive and stagnant. Their
poverty is a handicap and a threat both to them and to more prosperous areas. Our aim should

be to help the free peoples of the world, through their own efforts, to produce more food, more

clothing, more materials for housing, and more mechanical power to lighten their burdens.

To simply put, escaping the undignified status of being “underdeveloped” became the prime

attainment of development.

However, not only did Truman’s speech mark the beginning of the era of development,
but it also established the concept of underdevelopment. Following his speech, two billion
people were framed as underdeveloped, meaning that “they ceased being what they were, in all
their diversity, and were transmogrified into an inverted mirror of others’ reality” (Esteva, 2010:

2).

In summary, what is emphasized in the speech is that ‘underdeveloped’ countries could
successfully escape their misery by completing the development process, which became the
universally desired goal. Based on scientific and technological knowledge, ‘victims of
underdeveloped’ areas could help themselves by prioritizing economic growth. For that,
‘underdeveloped’ nations must imitate the model of the West, which requires entering “the

modern age of capitalism and liberal democracy” (Elliott, 2006: 15). In other words,
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“development was seen in terms of modernization” and the modernization theory became the

dominant theory of economic development from the late 1950s to 1970s (ibid.).

A modernization that pursues the idea of progress promises an auspicious future with
the reverence to science and technology, which secures endless economic growth (Sbert, 2010;
Ullrich, 2010). The idea of modernity comes as the outcome of “a chain of process-
industrialization, urbanization, rationalization, bureaucratization-associated with the
ascendancy of capitalism” (Gomes, 2007: 42). More explicitly, the modernization process

demonstrates as follows (Peet & Hartwick, 2009: 122, author’s emphasis):

In the economic sphere, modernization meant specialization of economic activities and
occupational roles and the growth of markets; in terms of socio-spatial organization,
modernization meant urbanization, mobility, flexibility, and the spread of education; in the
political sphere, modernization meant the spread of democracy and the weakening of
traditional elites; in the cultural sphere, modernization meant growing differentiation between
the various cultural and value systems [...], secularization, and the emergence of a new

intelligentsia.

Subsequently, the utmost objective of the modernization process during the era of the
development was developing ‘backward’ or ‘late-starter’ countries from ‘poverty’ in order for
them to self-sustain. For that, economic growth by capital investment was the easiest, if it is
not the only approach to solving ‘underdevelopment’ by the West. Simply, the reason why a
certain area was considered as ‘backward’ was because of lacking in factories that represent

“the symbol of the new processes developed by science” (Alvares, 2010: 246).

Accordingly, through the process of development/modernization, the West, especially
the U.S, attempts to replicate “the experience of the West” that specifically promotes the

‘American way of life’ (Peet & Hartwick, 2009: 131, 222). Thus, development was seen as
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“the mental models of the West (rationalization), the institutions of the West (the market), the
goals of the West (high mass consumption), and the culture of the West (the worship of
commodities)” (ibid: 132). Consequently, the western discourse of development has spread
rapidly to the rest of the world and the idea took over reality in the name of progress,

specifically focused on chrematistic economic growth.

However, as Escobar points out, the development program generated the opposite from
what it was promised: “massive underdevelopment and impoverishment, untold exploitation
and oppression” (1995: 4). Empirical evidence, which was measured by Gross National
Product (GNP), proves that the inequality within and between countries had worsened by the
1970s (Elliott, 2006). The situation in the 1980s was neither optimistic. It reveals how global
inequality rapidly increased during the intense development era. Per capita, national incomes
and investments declined while unemployment and underemployment increased in Latin

America and Africa, for example (Hewitt, 2000).

Hence, in reality, the people who needed to be ‘saved’ by the ‘development’ process
still struggle under the same problems of ‘underdevelopment’ while the development discourse
colonized the reality. In the interim, environmental destruction intensified as the process of
development encouraged dominating nature in order to transition from a traditional to modern

society.

According to Parsons, in the words of Peet and Hartwick (2009), the main transition
from traditional to modern societies is how to perceive nature, which was viewed as limited to
manageable during the transition process (transition from ‘wild’ nature to ‘manageable’

environment). In other words, modernization, which emphasizes economization and
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industrialization, caused people to consider nature as consumer goods while dominating “the

natural order” (Worster, 1993: 178).

Therefore, controlling natural resources has been critically vital during the
industrialization process, especially with the issue of population growth that escalates the
consumption of resources as neo-Malthusian concerns. In fact, massive consumption of
resources, especially under the neoliberal globalization that expanded economic power,
became a severe alarm even to the mainstream economists (Escobar, 2006; Du Pisani, 2006).
Even though mainstream economists have enormous faith in new technology, which could be
a solution for resource scarcity (Du Pisani, 2006) encountering environmental crises can be

easily predictable in the modern world that worships the capitalistic market economic system.

1.3. The Emergence of Sustainable Development

Due to the continuous environmental problems/concerns caused by the capitalist market
economic system, the discussion of sustainable development has emerged. Ecological crises
and various forms of social crises have been extremely intensified during the era of
development, which stimulated the expectations of unlimited economic growth. In fact, the
capital-oriented modernized development system clearly showed its failure as it proves its

unsustainable aspects:

The idea of development stands like a ruin in the intellectual landscape. Delusion and
disappointment, failures and crimes, have been the steady companions of development and they
tell a common story: it did not work. Moreover, the historical conditions which catapulted the
idea into prominence have vanished: development has become outdated. But, above all, the
hopes and desires which made the idea fly are now exhausted: development has grown obsolete.

(Sachs, 2010: xv)
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In relation to that, environmental concerns started to be discussed internationally.
Hereafter, at the end of the 20th century, sustainable development became “one of the driving
forces of world history” (Du Pisani, 2006: 83), especially after the 1987 Brundtland
Commission generated by The World Commission on Environment and Development
(Gladwin et al., 1995). Accordingly, the term sustainable development was successfully
introduced to world politics and applied at the institutional level even though there have been
constant struggles to achieve its goals. Thus, it is perhaps necessary to examine the main

discussion and criticism highlighted through the mainstream sustainable development debate.

Table 1.1. Timeline of the Mainstream Discourse of Sustainable Development

N
1987 * Brundtland Report: Intergenerational Equity
UNCED )
N
» Agenda 21: Establishing a new global partnershi
1992 Rio 8 8 8 P P
Summit y

N
2000 MD * MDGs: Comprehensive and specific poverty reduction targets
Summit )
N
* Declaration on Sustainable Development and Plan of Implementation
J
N

* Launching a new process of Sustainable Development Goals

2012
Rio+20 J
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1.3.1. Pre-Sustainable Development Discussion: The 1972 Stockholm Conference

Following a series of environmental problems including acid rain, pollution in the
Baltic, high levels of pesticides, and heavy metals in fish and birds, Sweden proposed that the
UN hold a Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972 (the Stockholm
conference) (Sachs, 2010). At this point, several nations realized that environmental issues are
not just a problem within a nation but are a global issue. Moreover, the idea of infinite
growth/progress was questioned and critically examined through the Stockholm Conference
that was mainly led by the Global North. As a consequence, 113 states agreed on the importance
of environmental management and international cooperation for the matter of sustainability

(Du Bose et al., 1995).

There was an agreed perception of understanding the global space as a system that
requires the equilibrium of its components, including population, resources, and the
environment, in order to maintain stability (Du Bose et al., 1995). Therefore, the 1973 oil crisis,
for instance, alarmed people with possible resource shortages, which influenced strict
restriction policies over population growth, especially in the ‘Third World’ countries. However,
focusing too much attention on population growth in the Global South was problematic
particularly when the issue of unequal distribution was not openly challenged. Furthermore, it

was the Global North that primarily generated existing environmental problems.

For that, the objective of the Stockholm conference was not alluring for the countries
in the Global South that were then focused on the industrialization process and economic

progress. As a matter of fact, the Stockholm conference faced some criticisms:

The Stockholm conference was limited in its effectiveness because environmental protection
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and the need for development, especially in developing countries, were seen as competing
needs and thus were dealt with in a separate, uncoordinated fashion. Birmie concluded that the
conference was more concerned with identifying trade-offs between environment and
development than with promoting harmonious linkages between the two. Even UN documents
acknowledged after the Stockholm conference that little was accomplished to concretely
integrate environmental concerns into development policies and plans. A more integrated
perspective that incorporated both economic development and environmental sensitivities was
clearly needed.

(Prizzia, 2007: 20)

Consequently, the Stockholm Conference was evaluated to improve how to ‘manage’ the

% <e

natural resources ‘efficiently’ “as a part of development package” (Sachs, 2010: 27). Despite
the critiques, however, the Stockholm conference, which concluded with valuable tenets,

became the basis of the 1987 Brundtland Report, Our Common Future.

1.3.2. The 1987 Brundtland Commission

The Brundtland Commission (World Commission on Environment and Development,
WCED) was proposed by then-Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland as a
chairperson of WCED. The Brundtland Report successfully highlighted the significance of
sustainable development, which was defined as “development that meets the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (IISD,
n.d.) through the report Our Common Future and it became a worldwide political catchphrase

(Mebratu, 1998).

The report firmly established a space where environmental issues were on the global
agenda in support of improving human well-being; “more equitable distribution of resource
use benefits across and within societies; and development that ensures ecological integrity over

intergenerational timescales” (Sneddon et al., 2006: 255-256). The report stresses the “needs
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of the present” especially the world’s poor, and recognizes the necessity of “changing the
quality of growth” (WCED, 1987: 43, 49). For that, the report underlines the necessity of
“changes in attitudes, in social values, and in aspirations that the report urges will depend on

vast campaigns of education, debate, and public participation” (WCED, 1987: xiv).

Meanwhile, human development that helps to eradicate poverty through well-managed
nature is considered as a precondition to accomplish sustainable development (Elliott, 2006).
And so, while the 1972 Stockholm Conference had focused on ‘limited growth’, the Brundtland

Commission revived economic growth as a key to successful sustainable development:

Poverty was long regarded as unrelated to environmental degradation, which was attributed to
the impact of industrial man; the world’s poor entered the equation only as future claimants to
an industrial lifestyle. But with spreading deforestation and desertification all over the world,
the poor were quickly identified as agents of destruction and became the targets of campaigns
to promote ‘environmental consciousness.” Once blaming the victim had entered the
professional consensus, the old recipe could also be offered for meeting the new disaster: since
growth was supposed to remove poverty, the environment could only be protected through a
new era of growth. As the Brundtland Report puts it: ‘Poverty reduces people’s capacity to use
resources in a sustainable manner; it intensifies pressure on the environment. [...] A necessary
but not sufficient condition for the elimination of absolute poverty is a relatively rapid rise in
per capita incomes in the Third World.’

(Sachs, 2010: 27)

Ergo, “the marriage between the craving for development and concern for the environment”
(Sachs, 2010: 26) had been finally declared by the Brundtland Commission. For that reason,
both the global South and the North accepted the Brundtland Commission, earning it a

reputation of being optimistic and successful.

However, the concept of sustainable development as defined by the commission

caused great ambiguity. Thus, various alternative definitions of sustainable development were
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conceived. For instance, there were more than 80 different definitions and interpretations
displayed through the WCED (Holmberg & Sandbrook, 1992; Mebratu, 1998).
Nevertheless, the 1987 Brundtland Commission definition remains the most used definition of
sustainable development (Banerjee, 2003). Consequently, the variety of definitions and
interpretations induced unnecessary but predictable turmoil:
Sustainability is ‘laden with so many definitions that it risks plunging into meaninglessness, at
best, and becoming a catchphrase for demagogy, at worst. [It] is used to justify and legitimate
a myriad of policies and practices ranging from communal agrarian utopianism to large-scale

capital-intensive market development’

(Hopwood et al., 2005: 40)

Thus, Brenton concluded that “Mrs. Brundtland provided a slogan behind which first
world politicians with green electorates to appease, and third world politicians with economic
deprivation to tackle could unite. The formula was, of course, vague, but the details could be
left for later” (1994: 129). As Richard Sandbrook explains, “push the environmental lobby of
the North and development lobby in the South” were clear and straightforward until the term
sustainable development emerged (Worster, 1993: 143). With its “blurring of distinction
between the two™ and its ambiguity, sustainability certainly stands on “shaky ground” based on
“shallow thinking” (ibid.). Besides all the political discussion over sustainable development,
in reality, “far less has been achieved that minimum for which a committed proponent of
sustainable development might have hoped” (Lafferty & Meadowcroft, 2000b: 440).
Consequently, the Brundtland Report deserves to be called a “comfortable reformist” (Elliott,

2006: 36).

For the ‘developing’ countries, sustainable development was contemplated as an

ideology that enforces strict conditions and rules on aid to ‘developing’ countries (Du Pisani,
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2006). Simply put, the global South lacked the technology that secures sustainable
development or a new type of economic development supported by “alternative technology”
(Mitcham, 1995: 318). There was not sufficient support of direct aid, technology transport, and
debt relief (Sneddon et al., 2006). Additionally, during the 1980s, the countries in the Global
South lost their economic sovereignty to a globalization process that increased the economic

and political power of the U.S over the global economy (Duffield, 2001).

For instance, OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries), which was
formed in the 1960s to manage the oil price, had an enormous influence on the world economy,
especially the countries in the Global South. When the price of oil surged during the 1970s, the
world economy was dormant and the Western banks were left with enormous petroleum dollars.
Consequently, during the 1970s, the money was used as loans to the global South, but these
loans turned into debts in the 1980s that eventually constrained the Global South from being
independent (Duffield, 2001). Furthermore, the influence of the UN to apply the “global agenda”
was getting weaker while the World Trade Organization (WTO) expanded its power on global
environmental governance by weakening local and national environmental regulation
(Sneddon et al., 2006: 257). Thus, sustainable development could be regarded as a great tool

to maintain the gap between the global South and the global North (Mitcham, 1995).

In addition, even though the WCED undoubtedly problematizes the issue of
international consumption patterns (WCED, 1987: 95), it seems that the consumption patterns
have not been challenged, especially in the industrialized countries. Accordingly, a study
conducted by Lafferty and Meadowcroft (2000a) demonstrates how sustainable development
policy/practice was applied unevenly within industrialized countries. The result of the study

shows how industrialized countries cared less about the environmental concerns while
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emphasizing the economic sector, especially under the influence of sustainable development
discussion (Lafferty & Meadowcroft, 2000b). This is to say that sustainable development rather
focuses on the interest of businesses and governments instead of challenging the ideology of
economic growth or consumerism culture that causes environmental degradation and related

conflicts (Hopwood et al., 2005; Elliott, 2006).

1.3.3. The 1992 Rio Conference

The next major milestone in the development of a mainstream understanding of
sustainable development was the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED) held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. The conference is also known as the
Rio Conference or the Earth Summit, and was attended by representatives of most governments
along with 2,500 NGOs and 8,000 journalists (O’Riordan, 2000). It resulted in 172 countries
signing the “sustainable development blueprint Agenda 217, which became the “guiding
principle, a goal, and a standard that derives the actions of a wide variety of actors and

organizations” (Farley & Smith, 2013: 1-2).

Thus, despite reasonable confusions, critiques, and doubts, the concept of sustainability
has become the universal policy objective of urban plans (Brand & Thomas, 2005) since the
1992 UNCED. The main feature of Earth Summit was establishing a new global partnership,
especially by including corporate businesses and environmental organizations as key groups to
accomplish the goals of Agenda 21, which emphasizes practices of every level, from nations

to local communities, and every part of the society.

In conclusion, the outcome of the Rio Summit includes (1) the Rio Declaration on

Environment and Development, which includes 27 principles, (2) an 800-pages long Agenda
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21, (3) two binding conventions, which include the Biodiversity Convention and the Climate
Change Convention, (4) a set of non-binding forestry principles, (5) agreements to develop
subsequent legal instruments on the Convention to Combat Desertification, a Convention on
Straddling Fish Stocks, and (6) on Land-Based Sources of Marine Pollution, and an agreement
to create the Commission on Sustainable Development (as known as CSD or UNCSD) to

monitor implementation of the Rio Agreements and Agenda 21 (Hens & Nath, 2003).

In order to promote “a global plan of action for sustainable development” (Drexhage
& Murphy, 2010: 8), each UN member country was anticipated to examine the current
environment and development condition within a nation (Mebratu, 1998). Moreover, the Rio
Summit became a turning point for corporate business since environmental concerns were
internalized as a central part of corporate governance, at least in the case of the global
companies (Redclift, 2005). Since the world communities attended and actively engaged in the
Rio Summit, the summit could be seen as a very successful meeting, especially from a political

perspective (Drexhage & Murphy, 2010).

However, the Rio Conference re-provoked a battle between the North and the South

as Elliot (2006: 8) points out:

Whilst the primary output of the Rio Conference, the huge ‘Agenda 21’ document, carried much
political authority and moral force (Mather and Chapman 1995) important tensions were
evident through the proceedings at Rio such as between the environmental concerns of rich and
poor countries, between those who wished to exploit resources and those who wished to
conserve them, and between the development needs of current generations and those of the

future.

The Global North condemned the Global South as the main actor of environmental crisis and

climate change without tackling the root cause of global inequality and environmental
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degradation. Meanwhile, the North primarily focused on the conservation of nature and

resources that ironically contradict the wish of the Global South.

On top of this tension, another issue that the Rio Summit faced was a shortage of
funding. The Rio Summit failed to collect annual funding of US$600 billion, which had been
promised to be funded by the industrialized countries from 1993 to 2000 (O’Riordan, 2000;
Hens & Nath, 2003). The lack of commitment perhaps demonstrates that industrialized
countries (also) had no enthusiasm to reach the goals of sustainable development unlike they
contend. For instance, the world superpower, the U.S, proudly announced “The American way
of life is not negotiable” (speech from George Bush in 1992). In fact, rather than implement
“sustainability into business practice in the 1990s” (Redclift, 2005: 216), “the American way
of life” was continued and advanced. Moreover, new ideas and terms, such as ‘green capitalism’

and ‘green consumerism’, had emerged.
b

Consequently, large corporations in the Global North have actually benefited from the
higher environmental standards imposed by the U.S, because “good practice in environmental
governance” could be a hard barricade to overcome for “Third World companies on global
markets” (Redclift, 2005: 217). Thus, the Rio Summit placed too much emphasis on the
environment or too superficially while applying too little effort on development aid and

cooperation, at least from the perspective of the countries in the Global South.

Besides, as Wagaki Mwangi, a representative of the Nairobi-based International Youth
Environment and Development organization, concludes the experience of UNCED,
“Multinational corporations, the United States, Japan, the World Bank, the International

Monetary Fund (IMF) have got away with what they always wanted, carving out a better and
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more comfortable future for themselves” (Doyle, 1998: 772). Timothy Doyle furthermore
argues that “Agenda 21 has also been successful in selling a concept of sustainable
development which continues to promote the Enlightenment goals of progress through
economic growth and industrialization at all costs” (1998: 771). Hence, since the 1992 Rio
Summit “the globalization of radical libertarian market systems” has advanced (Doyle, 1998:
771). Accordingly, liberal environmentalism became a significant influence on upcoming

sustainable development debates.

1.3.4. The UN Millennium Summit and the Millennium Development Goals

The Millennium Summit was held in 2000 at UN Headquarters in New York, and 149
heads of state and government and high ranking officials from over 40 countries attended. In
the summit, the world leaders committed to a “new global partnership to reduce extreme
poverty, and set out a series of time-bound targets, with a deadline of 2015 that have become

the Millennium Development Goals (Conferences, Meetings and Events, n/d).

The 2000-2015 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which were declared in 2000
are (1) to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger, (2) to achieve universal primary education, (3)
to promote gender equality, (4) to reduce child mortality, (5) to improve maternal health, (6) to
combat HIV/Aids, malaria and other diseases, (7) to ensure environmental sustainability, and

(8) to develop a global partnership for development.

One hundred and eighty-nine governments confirmed the shared goals of sustainable
development by demanding better outcomes, especially for the world’s ‘poor’ nations. The
MDGs were examined as “unprecedented in the range of goals and targets chosen, in the

recognition that most are interconnected, and in the public commitment from international
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agencies that they will be judged by whether these goals and targets are achieved”
(Satterthwaite, 2003: 8 in Elliott, 2006: 39). Accordingly, the MDGs were considered as “the
most broadly supported comprehensive and specific poverty reduction targets the world has

ever established” (Sachs, 2005).

As a matter of fact, the result of the MDGs shows that at least 21 million extra lives
were saved; there are positive changes, which include 111 million more people completed
primary school and 471 million more people have been out of extreme poverty compared to
the 1990s trends (McArthur & Rasmussen, 2017). For that matter, the MDGs have been

credited for global poverty and hunger reduction (Waage et al., 2010).

However, there is a different aspect of assessing the MDGs. In 2013 (2 years to
complete the MDGs), about 15.5% of the world population still suffered from hunger as
Fehling et al. (2013) reported. Moreover, the aim of reducing the child mortality rate was not
met by 2015 among many other proposed goals (ibid.). In reality, as Pogge and Sengupta
announced, “some 450 million people have died prematurely from poverty-related causes” that
are “seven times more than were killed in World War II”” (2016: 3). To sum up, as long as there
are people who suffer from hunger and poverty, the MDGs cannot be considered to have been
successful. In addition, as some development experts point out, reducing poverty might not be
related to the planning of the MDGs, but it is perhaps because of rapid economic growth in
China (Sandbu, 2015). Furthermore, as the development expert, Kenny, argues, “the poverty
reduction was not improved dramatically as the income of hundreds of the million people only

moved from “a few cents below $1.25 to [a few cents] above.” (ibid.).

In this sense, a question of why the MDGs could not eliminate poverty and hunger
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could be better posed. The case of poverty reduction highlights an inevitable debate on the
MDGs. Do the MDGs make factual differences from what it really matters? Even if poverty
reduction is achieved on a measuring process, if people still stay in extreme poverty, is it worth
reaching the goal? Perhaps what must matter is more of the quality than the quantity. But yet,
this does not mean to disvalue the importance and the necessity of measuring the process.
Instead, the emphasis to make here is how to improve the quality of people’s lives throughout
the MDGs. As Reddy highlights, “It's not that we don't need better statistics [but the idea that]

quantification automatically creates accountability is an error” (Sandbu, 2015).

Besides, the MDGs were seemingly designed to apply exclusively to the Global South
while asking less responsibility for the Global North other than being donors. This is to say
that the MDGs were mainly focused on eradicating the ‘problems’ that are concentrated
specifically within the Global South instead of tackling the structural injustices within the
current world economy and development system. On top of that, the Global South had almost
no voice/input when the goals of the MDGs were arranged, but rather pushed by the world's
big powers, including the U.S, Europe, Japan, the World Bank, the IMF, and the OECD

(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development) (Amin, 2006).

In consequence, the criticisms had risen especially from the South but also the
authenticity and the intention of the MDGs were seriously questioned. The MDGs were
considered as a discourse that continuously “legitimize the policies and practices implemented
by dominant capital” since the goals are promoting the globalization that promotes intense
privatization and maximized deregulation (Amin, 2006). Consequently, the MDGs were

terminated with ‘full of disappointment’ despite contrasting arguments.
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1.3.5. The 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development

To check and review the progress of sustainable development practices since the 1992
Rio Summit, there were various meetings organized, including the 1997 Earth Summit + 5 in
New York, the 2000 Millennium Summit, and the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable

Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg.

The 2002 WSSD has been referred to as the “‘mega-summit’ (Elliott, 2006: 37)
supported by tens of thousands of participants, including heads of 104 states and governments,
national delegates and leaders from non-governmental organizations (NGOs), businesses and
other major groups (SDGs Knowledge Platform, n/d). Therefore, the 2002 WSSD ended up
with more groups and individuals attended than the previous conferences in both formal and
informal meetings and social events. For instance, at the Civil Society Global People’s Forum,
there were about 40,000 people in attendance (Elliott, 2006). Moreover, more NGOs compared
to the conferences beforehand, especially from the ‘developing’ world participated and

emphasized issues of human rights, social justice, and business accountability (O’Riordan,

2000).

At the meeting of the 2002 WSSD, sustainable development focused on “complex
interdependencies of environmental, social, and economic development” (Potter et al. in Elliott,
2006: 9; Drexhage & Murphy, 2010), which need to be completed throughout the North-South
partnership. In the end, the WSSD produced the Declaration on Sustainable Development and
the Plan of Implementation (DSDPI), which includes principles of the MDGs and a

recommitment to Agenda 21.

However, despite the successful environmental institution-building since the Rio
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Summit, the environmental problems have worsened (Hens & Nath, 2003). Several reports
produced before the 2002 WSSD hinted at disappointing outcomes. As an example, the reports
from the 1997 UN General Assembly, and the 2002 UN Economic and Social Council
concluded that the progress of reaching the goals of Agenda 21 had been too slow (Drexhage
& Murphy, 2010). The report of the Secretary-General of the UN, produced for the first
Prepcom of the WSSD in New York, analyzed that the world had moved away from sustainable

development since Rio (Hens & Nath, 2003).

World politics led by the U.S primarily paid attention to world security issues especially
in the aftermath of 9.11 in 2001. Moreover, liberal-environmentalism that promotes liberal
economic order as a means to protect international environmental issues (Bernstein, 2002;
Sneddon et al., 2006) was promoted by the Global North. In fact, the idea of liberal
environmentalism was rooted in the 1992 Rio Summit, which fully embraced ‘“the new
economic orthodoxy” that supports an “open international economic system” (Bernstein, 2002:

4):

The main elements of the specific compromise institutionalized at Rio include state sovereignty
over resources (and environment and development policies) within a particular state’s borders
on the political side, the promotion of global free trade and open markets on the economic side,
and the polluter pays principle (and its implicit support of market instruments over strict
regulatory mechanisms) and the precautionary principle on the management side. For example,
according to Principle 12: “States should cooperate to promote a supportive and open
international economic system that would lead to economic growth and sustainable
development in all countries, to better address the problems of environmental degradation.”
The polluter pays principle refers to the idea that the polluting firm ought to shoulder the costs
of pollution or environmental damage by including it in the price of a product. Ideally, price
signals would reflect the real costs of pollution. This principle thus favors market mechanisms
(such as tradable pollution permits or privatization of the commons) since they operate by

institutionalizing schemes that incorporate environmental costs into prices. It also promotes an
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end to market-distorting subsidies and, generally, smooth operation of the market consistent

with environmental protection.

Since the 1992 Rio summit, the Global North noticeably focused on development by

“incorporating environmental assets into economic system” (Beder, 1994: 8).

In other words, liberal environmentalism became the essential foundation within the
debate of sustainable development as it influenced the United Nations system in general and
powerful international organizations, such as the World Bank and the World Trade Organization.
The OECD greatly influenced the decision-making process of sustainable development policies
by introducing alternative ideas, such as market-oriented and cost-efficiency agenda (Lee,

2011).

1.3.6. Rio+20: The 2012 United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development

Rio+20 that celebrated the mark of the 20th anniversary of the 1992 Rio Conference
and 10th anniversary of 2002 WSSD in Johannesburg was hosted in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in
2012. The main purpose of the conference was to make sustainable development a reality for
people (UNDP, 2015) since the progress on achieving international goals of sustainable
development had been slow, but also governments failed to implement the commitments of the
Rio principles:

Since 2000 alone, forests equivalent in size to the landmass of Germany have been lost; 80%

of the world's fish stocks have collapsed or are on the brink of collapse; and the Gobi desert is

growing by roughly 10,000 square kilometers every year. The list of environmental pressures

grows by the day, and there can be little doubt that the unsustainable use of natural resources

will be the biggest challenge facing mankind in the 21st century.
(Lucena & Gummer, 2012)

Thus, the conference had three main objectives, namely “securing renewed political
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commitment to sustainable development, assessing the progress and implementation gaps in
meeting already agreed commitment, and addressing new and emerging challenges” (Leggett
& Carter, 2012: 3). In addition, the conference intended to re-asses international environmental
agreements including the Kyoto protocol and MDGs (ibid.) while also launching a new process

of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

In order to ‘save’ the global environment, Rio+20 promoted two themes, the green
economy and the institutional framework for sustainable development. Especially the green
economy was proposed as a means of achieving sustainable development, but also as a means

to eradicate poverty since it is characterized accordingly:

In a green economy, growth in income and employment should be driven by public and private
investments that reduce carbon emissions and pollution, enhance energy and resource efficiency,

and prevent the loss of biodiversity and ecosystem services. These investments need to be
catalysed and supported by targeted public expenditure, policy reforms and regulation changes.
(UNEP, 2011: 16)

There are various definitions of green growth and different interpretations of its relation

to sustainable development (Leggett & Carter, 2012). However, the enormous influence of
corporations caused harsh critiques. For instance, multinational corporate polluters, such as oil
giant Shell, participated in the UN decision makings while an activist who exposed Brazil
mining giant Vale in Mozambique, Jeremias Vunjanhe, was denied entry (FOE., 2012). As
Lucia Ortiz, Economic Justice International Program Coordinator at Friends of the Earth
International, highlights, “the more corporations influence governments and the UN, the less

corporate crimes are exposed, and the less people's voices are taken into account at the UN”

(ibid.).
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1.3.7. The New Context of the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda and Paris Agreement
Transforming our world: 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) was
adopted in September 2015 by the UN General Assembly, and 193 member countries signed
up for the agenda, which includes 17 goals (that are (1) No Poverty, (2) Zero Hunger, (3) Good
Health and Well-Being, (4) Quality Education, (5) Gender Equality, (6) Clean Water and
Sanitation, (7) Affordable and Clean Energy, (8) Decent Work and Economic Growth, (9)
Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure, (10) Reduced Inequalities, (11) Sustainable Cities and
Communities, (12) Responsible Consumption and Production, (13) Climate Action, (14) Life
Below Water, (15) Life on Land, (16) Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions, (17) Partnerships
for the Goals ) and 169 targets. As the world is better connected than it was in 2000, the purpose
of the newly proposed SDGs, a successor of MDGs, is to end all forms of violence whilst

promoting peace and justice under the resolution of “the future we want”.

The 2030 Agenda for SDGs clearly understands the necessity of shifting the world into
“a sustainable and resilient path,” thus, the world leaders agreed on promoting the SDGs based
on the five aspects, including people, planet, prosperity, peace, and partnership (UN, 2015: 1).
The SDGs indeed propose a “supremely ambitious and transformative vision” (ibid.: 7). The
SDGs had been planned and negotiated among the UN members for three years even though it
was criticized that the MDGs were continued while developing the SDGs (Ngwira, 2015). Thus
compared to the MDGs, the SDGs are better prepared as the SDGs are considered more

inclusive and detailed.

First, the SDGs are unvaryingly applied to all the countries so that all the countries both
from the Global North and the Global South take action, but the SDGs also strongly ensure

inclusiveness especially by emphasizing people’s participation and social inclusion (Adhikari,
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2019). Furthermore, the SDGs focus beyond the hunger and poverty issues by including the
concerns of justice and peace. Therefore, the SDGs propose to balance three dimensions (the
economic, social, and environmental) of sustainable development (UN, 2015: 7). In conclusion,
the SDGs pay more attention to quality rather than quantity, by promoting a culture of peace,
non-violent global citizenship, and cultural diversity to sustainable development (Adhikari,

2019). In other words, it seems that the SDGs take a holistic approach to development.

While the SDGs outline a very ambitious vision, the member states are expected to
implement the SDGs voluntarily (UN, 2015). However, there is no particular way of
compelling the goals in each nation. It remains uncertain how to transform the existing
economic-political system, which has a strong characteristic of being exclusive, toward a more

inclusive version in the real economy and political scene.

The 2015 Paris Climate Change Conference (21st Conference) could be a good
reference to observe how to apply and promote an inclusive economic system among other
qualities within sustainable development. At the conference, world leaders agreed that all living
beings on the planet are experiencing never-experienced climate and environmental
catastrophe, and 196 countries, even including the U.S and China, signed up to reduce global
greenhouse gas emissions. The participation of the U.S and China was considered a big success
or even a miracle because UN climate negotiations usually failed because of the power
dynamics between the U.S and China, which together represent almost 40 percent of global
emissions. However, unfortunately, the U.S decided to withdraw from the Paris Agreement in

2017 due to its ‘negative impacts’ on the U.S economy according to President Trump.

A sustainable future is apparently impossible without a healthy Mother Nature. Simply
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put, with the ongoing climate crisis the future of human-beings is uncertain as it has been
confirmed through the extinction of other living-being. Therefore, among different sectors
within the sustainable development discussion, especially how to promote inclusive economic
development that supposedly transforms the existing political-economic power is vital. Despite
these very valid concerns, some argue that the world has been advancing for a better future,
albeit slowly, and that forty years is a short period to make significant changes. However, a
question that needs to be posed is what if there is not enough time for us to experiment more
on a sustainable way of living as we face harsh environmental catastrophes more often each

year.

1.4. Defining Mainstream Sustainable Development and its Characteristics

The history of mainstream sustainable development demonstrates how the term has
been successfully adopted by world politics under the main principle of sustainable
development, which is well-balancing on top of triangles that interconnect environmental,
social, and economic concerns, and all three pillars must be integrated through the decision
making process. However, its successful political consensus does not particularly indicate
success in achieving its goals. In other words, it perhaps indicates that the discussion of

sustainable development has not yet agreed on what sustainable development actually means.

As Lunghelle (2000) further explains, it can be tricky to define sustainable
development as the term can be defined depending on different approaches and typologies
developed. This means that defining sustainable development varies depending on what to
emphasize. It can be defined based on “any action that considers social, economic, and/or
environmental impacts - sometimes in combination and other times with simple and

environmental dimensions incorporated into decision making” (Farley & Smith, 2013: 3). As
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the term sustainable development involves two big notions of sustainability and development,
sustainable development term could be interpreted in a wide spectrum from (very) weak to
(very) strong sustainability, which shapes the way the economy and the environment are
involved (Gibbs et al., 1998). Weak sustainability is concerned with maintaining the sum of
human-made and total natural capital as each capital stock could be substitutable, whereas
strong sustainability is concerned with maintaining the intact of capital stocks separately as
these capitals (human-made and total natural capital) cannot perfectly substitute each other

(Costanza & Daly, 1992).

Accordingly, in order to apply different environmental policies to practice sustainable
development, diverse groups, organizations, and individuals tried to capture the meaning of
sustainable development from different approaches that lead to a wide variety of

interpretations/versions.

The “mapping of views on sustainable development” (see Figure 1.1) presents an
overview of the trends on the sustainable development debate (Hopwood et al., 2005: 41). The
map includes two separate axes, including the socio-economic axis that covers “the level of
importance given to human well-being and equality” and the environmental axis that covers
“the priority of the environment from low environmental concern through technocentred to
ecocentred” (ibid.). The map proposes three broad views on the sustainable development
debate, which are status quo, reform, and transformation. Within the view of the status quo, it
highlights the need for change but within the present structure. Thus, the supporters of the
status quo see sustainable development as economic growth based on technology since market
power is a driving force to reach sustainability. The reform approach recognizes problems thus

supporting fundamental reform, but not fundamental changes of the system. The supporters of
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the reform approach also rely on the technology that benefits society and the economy by

protecting the environment.

Figure 1.1. Mapping of Views on Sustainable Development
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(Hopwood et al., 2005: 41)

The big difference between supporters of status quo and reform is that the status quo

approach aims to reduce the role of governance and regulations (e.g., green growth), whereas

a reform approach, recognizes the important role of government (e.g., ecological

modernization). Unlike the first two, the transformation perspective highlights the necessity of

radical transformation of the very economic and power structure of society that constantly

causes social inequality and environmental degradation (e.g., eco-feminism) (Hopwood et al.,

2005).
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Consequently, there are varied definitions of sustainable development, rather than
having “a single unified philosophy of sustainable development” since “there is no sustainable

development ‘ism’” (Hopwood et al., 2005: 47).

Nonetheless, the mainstream sustainable development discussion, which has been
socially and politically influenced by the presence of power, seems to be profoundly dominated
by the status quo approach that promotes changes through managerial outlook rather than
challenging the fundamental system (Hopwood ef al., 2005). In other words, the mainstream
discussion of sustainable development seems to follow weak sustainability while promoting an
efficient strategy that essentially makes more profit based on rational-green technology and

well-managed resources.

1.4.1. Sustainable Development based on Scientific Technology, Rationality

For the 1987 Brundtland Commission, the biggest concern was challenging the idea of
limited growth, which was suggested by the 1972 Stockholm conference as a solution to the
environmental crisis (Pearce & Warford, 1993). As a traditional market economy demonstrates,
classical economic growth contains self-destructive factors, which need to be surmounted. For
this reason, scientific technology has been suggested as a perfect solution under the hegemonic

discourse of sustainable development.

Since then, main discussion of sustainable development assured not only ‘saving’ the
environment but also maintaining economic growth. For that, sustainable development was
seen as a win-win strategy in which both environmental sustainability and economic
development coexist. Sustainable development appeared as an answer to an alternative way of

development. Doing so, after the 1992 Rio summit, the World Bank expresses the importance
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of advancing technology as it could help the periphery of the world by transferring knowledge,

capital, and technology from ‘developed’ countries (1992).

It is to say that in the hegemonic discourse of sustainable development, scientific
technology plays a key role in the link between development and the environment (Haque,
1991). One of the features of current sustainable development discourse is indeed
“technological environmentalism” (Barry, 1999: 113), indicating faith in scientific-
technological knowledge to solve environmental problems. For that, then, scientific experts
who produce “objective” knowledge take charge of decision making about environmental

problems (Pepper, 1996).

Consequently, the discourse of sustainable development highlights (1) perceiving
nature as “a set of issues identified through modern scientific inquiry” (2) assuming the human
as “a rational being” and (3) depending on “an optimistic model of personal agency” that is
simply being assumed “as ‘responsible’ citizens and consumers” (Macnaghten & Urry, 1998:
217-218). In essence, each person is considered as a rational agent that could think and act
‘ethically correct.” The contemporary sustainable development discourse continuously
emphasizes the separation of human beings from nature, which can be transformed “rationally”

based on scientific knowledge (Brand & Thomas, 2005: 7-9).

1.4.2. Sustainable Development: Sustainable Growth through Green-Neoliberalism
Especially after the 1992 Rio summit, sustainable development visibly emphasizes the

values of the neoliberal agenda that often includes “free trade, limited regulation, market

mechanisms, economic growth, and conservative fiscal and monetary policies” (Castro, 2004:

197). According to the World Bank, the role of the free-market economy could be a solution to
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prevent environmental degradation because “liberalization trade fosters greater efficiency and
higher productivity and may actually reduce pollution by encouraging growth of less-polluting

industries and the adoption and diffusion of cleaner technologies” (World Bank, 1992: 67).

In other words, economic growth became a prerequisite to overcoming the ecological
crisis, but also to approach sustainability within the hegemonic discourse of sustainable
development. The logic behind this, directly supported by the United Nations, is as follows:
world poverty is the main cause of environmental degradation, thus the best way of eradicating
world poverty is through sustainable economic growth (Langhelle, 2000). Thus, the World
Bank also supports the idea of sustainable development by insisting that “economic growth is

an essential means for enabling development” (World Bank, 1992: 34).

As aresult, the participation of large corporations, which promoted green consumerism,
became more noticeable during the 1990s (Redclift, 2005). Corporations, aid agencies, and
government departments finally engaged in these ‘environmentally sound’ practices
(Macnaghten & Urry, 1998). Following that, different capitalistic solutions to solve
environmental issues have been provided, such as a carbon tax and carbon emission trading, in
addition to introducing technological solutions to the countries in the Global South. Through
the discourse of sustainable development, “environmentalists now share a common language
and to some extent a common agenda with states and business” (Macnaghten & Urry, 1998:

213).

Consequently, mainstream sustainable development has underlined the importance of
embracing sustainable economic growth, which has been influenced by the neoliberal

economic system. For that, the free market was expected to promote sustainable economic
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growth, thereby terminating poverty (and contribute to sustainable development).

However, the capitalistic solution demonstrates how nature becomes commodified
under the logic of capitalistic sustainable development. For instance, a carbon tax is “the core
policy for reducing and eventually eliminating the use of fossil fuels whose combustion is
destabilizing and destroying our climate” (Carbon Tax Center, 2017). Furthermore, with the
help of carbon emission trading, the countries can purchase the right to emit more carbon. Since
the environmental crisis directly causes an economic crisis, the ‘wise-use’ of nature must be of
necessity. Therefore, as the Greening of Industry conference demonstrates, the proposed
strategy for sustainable development is focused on “scientific innovation, public service and
turning the world populations into active consumers of its new products, and expanding global

business into the less affluent segments of the world’s population” (Rossi et al., 2000: 275).

1.5. Critiques of the Mainstream Sustainable Development

The current outcome noticeably demonstrates that modernity-based development has
been prioritized over the environment in the discussion of sustainable development. In other
words, throughout sustainable development, “plain old development” has been practiced
(Castro, 2004: 197). Consequently, even though the UN constantly celebrates the success of
sustainable development, environmental struggles have worsened as the environmental crisis
has intensified. Perhaps, the current outcome confirms that sustainable development policies
and practices have been anti-sustainable and anti-ecological/environmental as the history of

mainstream sustainable development shows its self-contradictory relations.

The current policy of sustainable development has not led the world to the promised

paradise, but to a devastating reality that invites constant inequality and injustice. For instance,
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OECD announces that the income inequalities in OECD countries have increased; the ratio
between the richest 10% and the poorest 10% of the population escalated from 8:1 in the 1990s
to 9:1 in 2000 (2015). Since sustainable development discourse has merged into the norm of
neoliberal environmental governance, obviously the consequences cannot be optimistic
(Benton, 1994: 225):
Given the current institutional forms, power relations and economic norms which govern
patterns of growth in the world systems, the proposal to target growth at meeting the needs of
the poorest whilst preserving the environmental needs of future generations is simply not a
feasible option. The prevailing institutional forms are such as to favour the subsumption of
residual normative commitments to justice and environmental protection into an economist

reading of sustainability as a project aimed at preserving the future resource base for future

capital accumulation on a global scale

Besides, most conservative mainstream environmental economists do not even believe
that the free market, which ‘ultimately’ promotes economic growth by demanding ‘green’
products, could protect the environment (Pearce & Warford, 1993). Neoliberalism aims for
laissez-faire policies that promote less government control, meaning limited regulations and
tariffs. In other words, the utmost goal of the private sector is accumulating capital within the
quick turnover, which is contrary to the purpose of the sustainable development (Foster, 2001)
that actually highlights the value of peace and justice. Therefore, even though a ‘greenized’
neoliberal approach has been offered as a solution to approach sustainability, reaching the goals
of sustainable development would be challenging under the philosophy of neoliberal

environmentalism.

In the process of mainstream sustainable development, the capitalistic system has not

been challenged. Instead, the system was rather backed up on the basis of scientific technology.
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However, scientific technology/rationality cannot be the ultimate solution. As Haque states,
“technological interactions result in positive and/or negative effects on the environment and
thus the environmental impact is synonymous with technological impacts” (1991: 152-3).
Meanwhile, scientific technology can also be the source of environmental crises depending on
how science and technology is applied. Thus, it is imperative to acknowledge that the
environmental/climate crisis is closely related to social and political problems. Without
challenging the modernity based social-economic-political system, there will be no

sustainability even with the most advanced scientific technology.

It seems that sustainable development is rather searching for how to develop “an
economy that the planet is capable of supporting indefinitely” (Hart, 1997: 67). In fact, what
has been emphasized through the hegemonic discourse of sustainable development is the
“dynamics of the capitalist modernity” that ‘ultimately’ “improve environmental quality”
(McCarthy, 2004: 328). This is to say that the mainstream sustainable development seems to
aim at “increasing total ‘pie’ that is available and creating more opportunities for more nations

to share in the unending resources through free trade, export stimulation and economic aid”

rather than “redistributing wealth among nations” (Okereke, 2008: 181).

Consequently, since development officials created the discourse and practice of
development to gain more power, the purpose of sustainable development does not seem to
demonstrate distinctive outcomes: “The eco developmentalist vision expressed in mainstream
versions of sustainable development reproduces central aspects of economism and
developmentalism” (Escobar, 1996: 51-52). Thus, Maria Mies and Vandana Shiva suggest
examining the sustainable development discourse as a third phase of colonization based on

theoretical standpoints of colonialism and imperialism (1993: 264):
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In the early phases of colonization, the white man’s burden consisted of the need to ‘civilize’
the non-white peoples of the world — this meant above all depriving them of their resources
and rights. In the latter phase of colonization, the white man’s burden consisted of the need to
‘develop’ the Third World, and this again involved depriving local communities of their
resources and rights. We are now on the threshold of the third phase of colonization, in which
the white man’s burden is to protect the environment — and this too, involves taking control of

rights and resources.

Sustainable development is rooted in a “colonizing discourse™ as it duplicates a discourse of
development (Banerjee, 2003: 6) that was one of the “founding ideals of Western modernity”
(Omar, 2012: 43). Thus, the “philosophical tradition” of sustainable development discourse is
rooted in “the Enlightenment” that promotes the goals of progress through economic growth

and industrialization (Peet & Hartwick, 2009: 26).

Unfortunately, “a story of violence and destruction” has been seemingly repeated in
the discourse of sustainable development as the hegemonic discourse of sustainable
development is reproducing modernity. In the modernization process, humans are in a higher
position of a hierarchy, controlling and managing nature based on rationality and scientific
technology (Lippert, 2004). Consequently, the sustainable development discourse has focused
on how to improve the way we use nature efficiently and effectively. Therefore, by perpetuating
the hierarchies of modernity, the hegemonic approach to sustainable development has

worsened the problem that human and non-human beings are facing.

Furthermore, inequality and injustice issue highlighted through sustainable
development has been intensified. The issue of fair distribution has been emphasized since the
1987 Brundtland Report. Inequality, which eventually causes injustice, was highlighted as a

cause of environmental problems according to the report that concluded fair and just
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distribution of wealth was a key to reach the goals of sustainable development (Okereke, 2008).
Therefore, through the 1992 Rio Conference and 2002 WSSD, distributive justice continuously
became one of the most significant elements in the discussion of sustainable development
discourse (ibid.). In other words, the equity issue has been pushed into the frontline of
sustainable development discourse while highlighting a fair distribution in international

regimes (Okereke, 2008).

However, by focusing solely on the distributive aspect within the sustainable
development discourse, it easily overlooks the space that produces inequity and injustice. As
mainstream sustainable development has been strongly influenced by neoliberal
environmentalism that obliquely favors “dominant industrial interests” (Barry, 1999: 117),
different minority sub-groups have not been recognized within the space of sustainable
development. Therefore, even though a “great deal of the concern for distributional justice” has
been constantly emphasized in international regimes, “it has largely co-opted for neoliberal
ends, much to the disadvantage of the already marginalized sections of the global community”
(Okereke, 2008: 4). As Okereke further addresses, a “neoliberal interpretation of justice” has
nothing to say ‘“about power, about the political-economic source of scarcity and about
distributional politics” (2008: 176, 191). Accordingly, through the sustainable development
discourse, which indeed emphasizes the importance and the necessity of equity, the world

inequality ironically has worsened.

Thus, various scholars have criticized a conflicting relationship between neoliberal
governance and the ideal of global environmental justice (Daly, 1996; Sachs, 1999; Redclift,
2000; Holland, 2000; Bernstein, 2001; Martinez-Alier, 2002 in Okereke, 2008). This is to say

that the current sustainable development discourse inevitably causes inequality and injustice.
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The sustainable development discourse proves how the environmental crisis and its
consequences have been interpreted from a privileged version of reality (Brand & Thomas,

2005). In other words, the voice of the ‘powerless’ is accordingly unheard of.

As a matter of fact, during the course of the sustainable development discourse,
“Western-style industrialization” has been considered as a prerequisite to reaching an
“ecologically stable society” (Okerere, 2008: 180). However, different studies prove that the
prosperity and the wealth enjoyed in the Global North is responsible for the environmental
degradation and economic poverty in the Global South (Gokay, 2006; Okereke, 2006b in
Okereke, 2008). As an example, the studies clearly demonstrate that the wealthy ‘developed’
countries, which compose a quarter of the world population, consume “70 percent of the
world's energy, 85 percent of timber and 78 percent of metal” (Okereke, 2008: 180) while
‘underdeveloped’ countries that are abundant with natural resources have been endlessly
exploited. It is obvious that footprints of ‘developed’ countries “have grown larger than their

actual territories can sustain” (Wackernagel & Silverstein, 2000: 393).

Accordingly, the sustainable development discourse could be seen as a “new
power/knowledge formation” that advantages powerful nations and agencies while mobilizing
“new knowledge about the performance of essential national economies and states that exert
their authority to foster development at any cost (Luke, 1995: 27). Nevertheless, environmental
issues have been considered as “depoliticized, managerialist discourse” (Hawkins, 1993: 23)
even though ecological matters are inherently connected to politics (Robbins, 2012). Marxist

geographer David Harvey (1993: 25) demonstrates this point:

All ecological projects (and arguments) are simultaneously political-economic projects (and
arguments) and vice versa. Ecological arguments are never socially neutral any more than
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socio-political arguments are ecologically neutral. Looking more closely at the way ecology
and politics interrelate then becomes imperative if we are to get a better handle on how to

approach environmental/ecological questions.

The ecological system is rather “power-laden” than “politically inert” (Robbins, 2012:
13). This is to say that the structural changes must be necessary rather than “increasing the total
‘pie’ and creating more opportunities for more nations to share in the unending resources
through free trade, export stimulation and economic aid” (Okereke, 2008: 181). Under the
discourse of sustainable development, the idea of neoliberalism and technocrats was pushed
forward and constantly highlighted as we currently live in a world that is controlled by the
world economic power. Therefore, what we need is to find alternative approaches to reach
sustainability through radical structural change that de-links from the logic of capitalism, which
unremittingly produces injustice and inequality while obstructing environmental sustainability

as nature is simply treated as a commodity.

1.6. Conclusion

The sustainable development discourse emerged several decades ago in response to the
destructive aspects of the modernization process based on the capitalistic development system.
This chapter reviewed the mainstream sustainable development discourse from critical
perspectives, as humanity continues to face never before experienced ecological crises. The
sustainable development discussion is indisputably significant as it is the first global political
response to the environmental crisis. However, the discourse of sustainable development has
been disappointing as it excessively focuses on maintaining economic power based on
scientific technology instead of challenging the hegemonic power that generates continuous
ecological catastrophe under injustice and inequality. In other words, the sustainable

development discourse became a hegemonic discourse that seemingly reproduces the logic of
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modernity based on modern institutions like science, a capitalistic economic model, and
government management that repeatedly cause inequality and injustice on top of the ecological
crisis (Lippert, 2004). In other words, the construction of sustainable development is taking
over power. Thus, in order to challenge the ‘real’ problems, subsequently this “modern
hegemonic approach to sustainable development” must be challenged and the power is needed
to be questioned rather than simply believing in “technology and rationalism” (Lippert, 2004:

34, 38).

Accordingly, what must be transformed is the practice and structure of a market-based
society that is inherently destructive to a sustainable system for the well-being of all living
beings in nature. The purpose of sustainable development must be reconstructing the structure,
fitting in “the logic of nature” instead of adopting the “logic of markets and capital
accumulation” (Shiva, 1991). Hence, in this chapter, the logic, knowledge, and the reasons
behind sustainable development were examined to see how the structural relations of
domination and discrimination based on epistemic violence has justified and legitimized
environmental destruction. The next chapter will consider how the concept of environmental

justice may provide an alternative to the mainstream practice of sustainable development.
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CHAPTER TWO
Environmental Justice: Alternative Contribution to Sustainable Development
There are no small acts of compassion. Each one is a victory for peace and each brings

us all closer to a better world.

Every moment has led to this moment. We are the ones we’ve waiting for. Together we

can create a better world.
(Robert Alan Silverstein)

2.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, the sustainable development discourse has been critically
discussed and observed in light of its disappointing outcome. Even though the term sustainable
development appeared after acknowledging the limits to growth (Pearce & Warford, 1993),
forthcoming conferences and agreements, especially after the 1972 Stockholm conference,
have exclusively focused on how to overcome the idea of limits to growth by applying scientific
knowledge and technology. For instance, the 1992 Rio Summit highly emphasized scientific
knowledge and professional expertise for growing sustainably while effectively managing
nature. Since then, the importance of scientific technology has continued as it has been

considered a key solution to overcome the crisis.

Nevertheless, sustainable development has not been able to improve contemporary
environmental problems. On the contrary, the situation has worsened as mainstream sustainable
development (weak sustainability) has remained anthropocentric and has not challenged the
underlying systems responsible for environmental destruction. Therefore, the fundamental
question of what should be sustained and who benefits has emerged. At the moment it is
seemingly the global market economy that sustains the position of the corporation in the course
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of sustainable development discussion. In the interim, the marginalized groups along with other
living-beings become invisible, and nature has been treated as solely a resource for efficient

development.

Thus, Peter Brand, a professor of urban and regional planning, insists that sustainable
development is subsumed under the dominant economic paradigm (2005). The idea of
sustainable development has expanded the influence throughout the globalization process,
which helps to extend the power of neoliberal economics. Consequently, especially throughout
the 1992 Rio Summit and the 2002 Johannesburg Summit, market-oriented policies, including
free trade, deregulation, and privatization were overtly promoted. In other words, the
mainstream idea of sustainable development became fully marketized instead of genuinely
addressing the underlying cause of the environmental problems. Hence, the ecological crisis
has worsened, and certain groups, especially those who depend profoundly on nature for their
livelihoods, have been most affected by the crisis. In the end, the hegemonic approach to
sustainability and sustainable development has seemingly worsened the situation although it
promised to ease the conflictive issues and improve the situation based on the promise of

technology and the modernized system.

As Agyeman and Evans (1995) emphasize, sustainability cannot be achieved through
technical construction nor by expanding the neoliberal economy. What is actually required is
changing the social structure to pursue a sustainable way of living that prevents inequality and
injustice. For that matter, mainstream sustainable development has highlighted the need for
justice, especially for intra- and intergenerational justice. However, the discussion has
predominantly focused on distributive justice, which is one of the essential dimensions of

environmental justice (Schlosberg, 2007), but not sufficient enough to transform an unjust
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social system that provides limited space to hear the voices of the most powerless and
marginalized groups. As the present discussion of justice cannot even fully address the needs

of the current generation, questions of how to deal with the future need to follow.

Consequently, the politically proposed and socially constructed hegemonic discourse
of sustainable development must be challenged (deconstructed) and reconstructed by adopting
a different approach to sustainability. This reconstruction needs to change the way we related
to nature and each other. For that reason, I suggest applying environmental justice as an
alternative approach to challenge the hegemonic approach to sustainable development, as
environmental justice includes different voices, especially those of the powerless and

marginalized (racial, class, ethnicity, and gender minorities).

In other words, this chapter scrutinizes how applying environmental justice contributes
to challenging the current sustainable development discourse, and further explores alternative
ways to approach sustainability and peace. Subsequently, the main question to query in this
chapter is what aspects of environmental justice help to seek and challenge the root of
inequality and injustice that unfortunately has been produced through the sustainable
development discourse. The environmental justice approach is valuable since it is concentrated
on the problems of the “real people in real places” through investigating empirical and practical

contexts (Blowers, 2003: 71).

Due to that, through the chapter, the origin of the term environmental justice will be
explored to understand the general idea of the history of environmental justice and the
outcomes of the movement not only in the U.S where it was born but throughout the world.

The struggles for environmental justice are indeed a universal issue (Schroeder et al., 2008).
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In the following section, the definition of environmental justice will be examined by analyzing
the practices of the environmental justice movement. What does the environmental justice
movement highlight and how has it been interpreted in practice? Accordingly, the last section
discusses why it is helpful to apply the principles of environmental justice to the discourse of

mainstream sustainable development.

2.2. Origins of Environmental Justice

The notion of environmental justice originated in the United States in the mid-1980s
when the environmental justice movement was initiated. However, previously there had been
consistent concerns and discussions about the issues of environmental justice without being

explicitly labeled as environmental justice (Taylor, 2000).

Some scholars contend that the concept of environmental justice is derived from the
civil rights movement (Bullard, 2000; Schlosberg, 2007). In fact, the South of the U.S where
the environmental protests emerged due to racial inequality and injustice is the same region
where the modern civil rights movement was born (Bullard, 1990). Faber and McCarthy argue
that in addition to being inspired by the civil rights movement, the environmental justice
movement in the U.S emerged out of “other popularly based political movements” including
the occupational health, and safety movement, the indigenous land rights movement, the public
health and safety movement, the solidarity movement, and the social/economic justice
movement (2003: 45-46).To sum up, the environmental justice movement is often considered
as an extension of the civil rights movement, especially at the beginning of the movement, but

later expanded its influence by including a wider range of topics.
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In consequence, it is important to investigate the historical context of how the concept
of environmental justice emerged and developed in order to better understand the leverage of

environmental justice as applied to the discussion of mainstream sustainable development.

2.2.1. Rise of Environmental Justice Movements as Environmental Racism & Inequity

The environmental justice movement began as minority populations in the U.S resisted
against the toxic waste sites and hazard industries that are mostly located in the communities
inhabited by minority populations (Bullard 1990; Agyeman et al., 2003). Despite constant
demonstrations and struggles on related issues, the 1982 Warren County case marked a turning
point in the U.S environmental movement. The Warren County case was the first major

demonstration to connect the environmental issue to social justice (Rodeheaver, 1995).

The Warren County case is a legendary movement against environmental racism
(Bullard 1990), which began in the poorest county with the highest percentage of African
American population in North Carolina (Bullard & Johnson, 2000). The Warren County protest
was ignited by the decision to dump PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls), and raised the idea of
environmental racism, by demonstrating that environmental policies and practices affect
people, groups, or communities differently based on color or race (Bullard & Wright, 2003).
As a matter of fact, at the beginning of the movement, the term environmental racism, and
environmental equity was used overtly as the movement emphasized the equity issue among

different races.

There had been constant struggles and protests prior to the Warren County case. In the
early 1960s, Latino farmworkers led by Cesar Chevas in San Joaquin Valley, California fought

for safer working places not polluted by harmful pesticides (Palmer, 2016). Martin Luther King
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Jr. supported garbage workers on strike (Memphis Sanitation Strike) for just wages and
healthier working conditions (however, King was assassinated before he could complete an
environmental and economic justice mission in 1968 in Memphis) (Bullard & Johnson, 2000;
Bullard & Wright, 2003). In 1967, African American students protested to stop dumping
garbage in their community in Houston, and in 1968, the residents of West Harlem in New

York demonstrated to oppose sewage treatment plants in their community (Palmer, 2016).

At the same time, academic research on the subject of environmental equity and
environmental racism started to emerge. William Burch (1971), for instance, searched for
common ground on the peregrine falcon and the urban poor, and he revealed that the urban
poor, predominantly non-white communities were disadvantaged by environmental harms.
Freeman (1972) investigated how the wealth based on race and income is directly proportional

to the danger of being exposed to environmental harm.

As mentioned above, the 1982 Warren County case marked a key milestone in the
development of the environmental justice movement. After it provided a clear link between
environmental and social justice issues, additional research confirmed how environmental
problems disproportionately affect marginalized communities. The U.S General Accounting
Office (GAO) initiated a report in 1983 about different hazard sites in region IV, comprising
eight states in the South. The study showed that 75 percent of hazardous waste landfills in the
south-eastern U.S are located in predominantly African American communities although they

constitute only 20 percent of the region’s population (GAO, 1983).

Additionally, in 1987, the United Church of Christ (UCC) Commission for Racial

Justice published a report, Toxic Waste and Race in the United States, which explored the
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relationship between waste facility sites and demographic characteristics. The report concluded
that 60 percent of African and Hispanic Americans live in the communities with uncontrolled
toxic waste sites, meaning that race was a more potent variable to decide on locating these sites.
Furthermore, the attorney Linda M. Bullard argued the illegality of a landfill project under the
1964 civil rights laws and filed the first lawsuit (Bean vs. Southwestern Waste Management,
Inc.) to address environmental discrimination in Houston in 1979 (Bullard, 1994a). According
to the research conducted by Robert Bullard on the spatial location of all the municipal landfills
in Houston, the most garbage landfills and incinerators in Houston were located in mostly
African American neighborhoods although African Americans are only a quarter of the city’s
population (Bullard & Wright, 2003). The attorney, Linda M. Bullard, believed that the case
of Houston (even though the attorney did not win the case, it highlighted the importance of

establishing the legal premise.) is a classic case of institutional racism (Bullard, 1994a).

Mohai and Bryant (1992) correspondingly find that race is an even stronger variable to
hazard facilities than income. The Federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
investigated lead poisoning among children in urban areas in 1988, and the result showed that
African American children are 2-3 times more likely to suffer than Euro American children
under the same income (Bullard, 1993a). Accordingly, environmental racism is considered as
“one form of environmental injustice and is reinforced by government, legal, economic,
political, and military institutions” (Bullard & Johnson, 2000: 559). In the U.S, racism has been
a “conspicuous part of the American socio-political system, and, as a result, black people in
particular, and ethnic and racial minority groups of color, find themselves at a disadvantage in

contemporary society” (Jones, 1981: 47 in Bullard, 1993a).
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Given that, in the U.S, various studies and research have demonstrated that
communities of minority races and ethnic groups have been systematically targeted for siting
hazard facilities. For that, these community groups argue that they are victims of pollution by
the government and the legal system (Lavelle & Coyle, 1992). And this is why and how the
U.S environmental justice movement initiated, as a response to environmental racism (Green

Action, 2018).

2.2.2. Consequences of the Environmental Justice Movement(s)

The environmental justice movement emerged as the lives of many marginalized groups
of the society were directly threatened, and the Warren County case played a significant role
in popularizing the term environmental justice within the U.S. (Bullard & Wright, 2003). As a
consequence of the Warren County's case, more than 500 protestors were arrested, including
the iconic leaders of the movement such as District of Columbia Delegate Walter Fauntroy,
Reverend Benjamin F. Chavis, Jr., and Reverend Joseph Lowery (Bullard 1994a).
Unfortunately, the movement failed to block the building of unwanted PCB landfills, which
fifteen years later cost over 25 million dollars to clean up and detoxify (Bullard & Wright,
2003). Nonetheless, constant struggles, like the Warrant County case, opened the door for
changes, including the institutional changes as a response to the environmental justice

movements.

The discussion of environmental justice ‘finally’ influenced the politics within the U.S.
In 1992, under the Bush administration, the Office of Environmental Equity (later the Clinton
administration changed the name to Office of Environmental Justice) was established and
produced the government report Environmental Equity: Reducing Risks for All Communities,

which reveals environmental hazards and social inequality. In 1993, the National
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Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC), a federal advisory committee to
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), was established on the purpose of providing advice
and recommendations about environmental justice issues. In continuation, in 1994, President
Clinton issued Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations”, which addresses the importance of
environmental justice in minority populations and low-income populations so that minority
communities are not disproportionately affected by environmental burdens. Furthermore,
“Environmental Justice Strategy” was also implemented in 1995 for encouraging the public to
engage meaningfully in planning and implementing projects. Subsequently, environmental
justice became a “legally operational notion in the US” followed by sequential institutional

developments (Beretta, 2012: 139).

In the meantime, the idea of environmental justice and grassroots activism traveled
beyond the U.S. As a result, the First National People of Color Environmental Leadership
Summit (the 1991 Leadership Summit) was held in Washington D.C in 1991. The summit was
a great success as 300 community leaders, including delegates from all of the fifty U.S States,
Puerto Rico, Chile, Mexico, and more, participated, and agreed on 17 principles of

environmental justice’. The preamble states:

> 1) Environmental Justice affirms the sacredness of Mother Earth, ecological unity and the

interdependence of all species, and the right to be free from ecological destruction. 2) Environmental
Justice demands that public policy be based on mutual respect and justice for all peoples, free from any
form of discrimination or bias. 3) Environmental Justice mandates the right to ethical, balanced and
responsible uses of land and renewable resources in the interest of a sustainable planet for humans and
other living things. 4) Environmental Justice calls for universal protection from nuclear testing,
extraction, production and disposal of toxic/hazardous wastes and poisons and nuclear testing that
threaten the fundamental right to clean air, land, water, and food. 5) Environmental Justice affirms the
fundamental right to political, economic, cultural and environmental self-determination of all peoples.
6) Environmental Justice demands the cessation of the production of all toxins, hazardous wastes, and
radioactive materials, and that all past and current producers be held strictly accountable to the people
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WE THE PEOPLE OF COLOR, gathered together at this multinational People of Color
Environmental Leadership Summit, to begin to build a national and international movement of
all peoples of color to fight the destruction and taking of our lands and communities, do hereby
re-establish our spiritual interdependence to the sacredness of our Mother Earth; to respect and
celebrate each of our cultures, languages and beliefs about the natural world and our roles in
healing ourselves; to insure environmental justice; to promote economic alternatives which
would contribute to the development of environmentally safe livelihoods; and, to secure our
political, economic and cultural liberation that has been denied for over 500 years of
colonization and oppression, resulting in the poisoning of our communities and land and the
genocide of our peoples, do affirm and adopt these Principles of Environmental Justice

(Principles of Environmental Justice, 1991)

Consequently, after the 1991 leadership summit, the term environmental justice
replaced the terms of environmental equity and environmental racism since the activists

considered environmental justice as a more inclusive term (Bretta, 2012). Further to that, in

for detoxification and the containment at the point of production. 7) Environmental Justice demands the
right to participate as equal partners at every level of decision-making, including needs assessment,
planning, implementation, enforcement and evaluation. 8) Environmental Justice affirms the right of all
workers to a safe and healthy work environment without being forced to choose between an unsafe
livelihood and unemployment. It also affirms the right of those who work at home to be free from
environmental hazards. 9) Environmental Justice protects the right of victims of environmental injustice
to receive full compensation and reparations for damages as well as quality health care.
10) Environmental Justice considers governmental acts of environmental injustice a violation of
international law, the Universal Declaration On Human Rights, and the United Nations Convention on
Genocide. 11) Environmental Justice must recognize a special legal and natural relationship of Native
Peoples to the U.S. government through treaties, agreements, compacts, and covenants affirming
sovereignty and self-determination. 12) Environmental Justice affirms the need for urban and rural
ecological policies to clean up and rebuild our cities and rural areas in balance with nature, honoring
the cultural integrity of all our communities, and providing fair access for all to the full range of
resources. 13) Environmental Justice calls for the strict enforcement of principles of informed consent,
and a halt to the testing of experimental reproductive and medical procedures and vaccinations on
people of color. 14) Environmental Justice opposes the destructive operations of multinational
corporations. 15) Environmental Justice opposes military occupation, repression and exploitation of
lands, peoples and cultures, and other life forms. 16) Environmental Justice calls for the education of
present and future generations which emphasizes social and environmental issues, based on our
experience and an appreciation of our diverse cultural perspectives. 17) Environmental Justice requires
that we, as individuals, make personal and consumer choices to consume as little of Mother Earth's
resources and to produce as little waste as possible; and make the conscious decision to challenge and
reprioritize our lifestyles to ensure the health of the natural world for present and future generations.
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1992 the People of Color Environmental Groups Directory was published, and in 1994,
environmental justice organizations were founded in the U.S, Puerto Rico, Mexico, and Canada
(Bullard & Johnson, 2000). In addition, the members who participated at the 1991 Leadership
Summit resolved to play a leading role to the 1992 Rio Summit that influenced the
environmental policies in different scales of governments, but also the environmental
organization and mainstream institutions around the world (Walker & Bulkeley, 2006; Choi,

2010).

The environmental justice movement has spread around the world®, supporting subjects
ranging from anti-war to anti-nuclear, feminism, anti-globalization, urban pollution, immigrant
rights, farmworker’s rights, and inequality issues between the global North and South. Due to
that, there have been many success stories of stopping projects and introducing alternatives
through “a rural and urban global movement for environmental justice” (Martinez-Alier et al.,
2016: 731). Accordingly, in 1997, the international conference on environmental justice was
held in Austria (Low, 2000). In other words, the idea of environmental justice became a major

part of the environmental discourse (Tylor, 2000).

For that matter, scientific research on environmental justice also rapidly grew,
especially after the 1990s. There were different suggestions to improve methodological and
analytical studies. Thus, for instance, there have been enormous academic debates about the
relationship between race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status, and environmental inequalities.
However, Buckingham and Kulcur (2009) point out that within the environmental justice

discussion gender issue has been neglected.

¢ see the map of environmental justice struggles around the world: https://www.ejatlas.org/
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Besides, various scientific methodologies were explored (for example: Brajer & Hall,
1992; Napton & Day, 1992; Hird, 1993; Perlin et al., 1995; Pollock & Vittas, 1995; Yendle &
Burton, 1996; Boer et al., 1997; Chakraborty et al., 1999), which lead to more advanced
methodologies (for example: Chakraborty & Armstrong, 2001; Margai, 2001; Jerrett et al.,
2001; Jacobson et al., 2005) and a widening of the objects of study based on high-quality
empirical studies (for example: Pulido, 2000; Chakraborty & Armstrong, 2001; Margai, 2001;
Porter & Tarrant, 2001; Jacobson et al, 2005; Mennis & Jordan, 2005). Moreover,
environmental justice started to be discussed in different fields of studies like philosophy,
sociology, political studies, geography, environmental studies, urban development studies,

environmental engineering, and so forth (Choi, 2010).

2.3. Defining Environmental Justice

In the earlier phase of the environmental justice movement, activists and academics
put little effort into defining environmental justice, and most of the academic literature on
environmental justice was mainly focused on distributive justice instead of attempting a more
profound analysis of the definition of environmental justice. As a matter of fact, the
environmental justice movement integrates broader notions of justice (beyond distributive
justice) since it involves many different political, cultural, and economic environments
(Agyeman et al., 2003). This is to say that defining environmental justice must be based on
understanding a “broad, plural, and inclusive” environmental justice movement that indeed
uses a wide range of conceptions of justice, which necessarily goes beyond distributive justice

(Schlosberg, 2007: 5).

The discussion of justice theory, which is contested and multifaceted, has developed in

numerous ways in the context of environmental justice. It is critical to scrutinize what
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environmental justice movements have essentially demonstrated since the movement is
articulated to multiple approaches other than a single approach to defining the notion of
environmental justice (Sikor, 2013). As Bryant emphasizes, the definition of environmental
justice is broad by referring to different cultural norms, realizing people’s highest potential,
empowerment, and participation in democratic decision-making (1995). Taylor further
highlights that the environmental justice movement integrates both social and ecological
concerns while paying particular attention to questions of “distributive justice, community

empowerment, and democratic accountability” (1993: 57).

Accordingly, there has been growing attention to the research of environmental justice
under the abroad framework. Innumerable environmental justice movements confirm that there
are clear connections between equity, recognition, participation, and capabilities. Thus, it is
imperative to continuously use the ‘“contested, complex discursive frame” to “defeat”
environmental injustice (Holifield ez al., 2010: 17). Following that, in this section, the concept
of environmental justice that has been highlighted from various environmental justice
movements is examined under the wide range of conceptions of justice, specifically focusing
on distribution, recognition, participation/procedure, and capabilities (even though in the real

movements all these different aspects occur at once and cannot be separated from each other).

2.3.1. Distributive Perspective in Environmental Justice

The classic justice literature in political theories has mainly focused on distributive
justice and has been greatly influenced by the political philosopher John Rawls. For the last
several decades, most of the political literature theories have defined justice as a fair
distribution of social goods/bads and advantages/disadvantages. For that matter, the

fundamental question within the theory of justice has been “how and, to what end, should a
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just society distribute the various benefits (resources, opportunities, and freedoms) it produces,

and the burdens (costs, risks, and unfreedoms) required to maintain it?”” (Brighouse, 2004: 2).

The environmental justice movement showcased how the livelihoods of the minority
population were severely affected under the unequal system that disadvantages certain groups
based on their race, wealth, and social status (Agyeman et al., 2003). Thus, issues of fair
distribution have been predominantly highlighted within the literature of environmental justice
movements as the minority communities are openly exposed to environmental hazards and
risks inequitably. The most visible injustice of the environmental justice movement is in the
realm of distributive justice (Bullard, 1990; Chavis, 1993), which is an important aspect to be

observed and discussed within the society.

Hence, the environmental justice movement has focused mostly on “spatial
distribution of environmental hazards, examining policy formulation” (Taylor, 2000: 508).
Basically, environmental justice queries how to observe environmental problems related to the
social justice aspect, thus, equity became a critical principle within the discussion of
environmental justice. For that reason, academic researchers have further explored and
examined the definition of environmental justice by emphasizing a distributive aspect, which
requires “all things being equal, rich and poor, colored and white, educated and non-educated,
be treated equally in the distributions of society’s environmental benefits and burdens”
(Shrader-Frechette, 2002: 24-25). In other words, environmental justice principally defined by

distributional equity is essential.

However, most of the environmental justice movements use a wide range of

conceptions of justice although often the discussion of environmental justice seems to solely
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focus on maldistribution. Accordingly, there have been various approaches to understanding
the justice of environmental justice, which goes beyond the justice of fair distribution. In other
words, what is necessary to query before everything, for instance, is the root causes of
environmental degradation (Dobson, 1998), including systematic processes since the
environmental policies and laws favor more of the wealthy white communities in comparison
to minority communities that have less access to environmental goods, such as a park, green
space, or clean water and air (Lavelle & Coyle, 1992; Boyce et al., 1999). Fair distribution
without considering other approaches does not necessarily mean that it is fair, and is certainly

not the ultimate solution to reach environmental justice.

In essence, most of environmental justice movements do not only focus on the
distributive issues, but further include “a more expansive, plural, and the pragmatic notion of
justice” (Schlosberg, 2007: 45) since the environmental justice movements reflect “unequal
power relations and concrete political context” (Sikor, 2013: 9). Consequently, it is imperative
to explore environmental justice movements from multivalent perspectives to fully understand

the justice of environmental justice.

2.3.2. Participatory and Procedural Perspective in Environmental Justice

Even though most discussion of environmental justice focuses on distributive justice,
some studies also have focused on examining the importance of procedural and participatory
justice. There was limited participation and representation of minorities, including people of
color, low-income citizens, and women, in the decision-making process as they are
institutionally excluded (Pulido, 1996). And, these mis/un/mal- recognized community

members led most of the environmental justice movements. Subsequently, the 1991 First
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National People of Color Environmental Leadership Conference had well highlighted the
participatory aspect of justice:
The right to participate as equal partners at every level of decision-making including needs

assessment, planning, implementation, enforcement and evaluation’, and ‘the fundamental right

to political, economic, cultural and environmental self-determination for all peoples.

For participating in the decision-making process, the democratic procedure process is
a crucial condition (Young, 1990). Procedure justice highlights the importance of the fair and
equitable institutional and political process that is also underlined through the environmental
justice movements. Thus, Environmental justice defined by the U.S EPA emphasizes the

procedural aspect of justice (U.S. EPA, 1998):

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national
origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. EPA has this goal for all communities and
persons across this nation. It will be achieved when everyone enjoys the same degree of
protection from environmental and health hazards and equal access to the decision-making

process to have a healthy environment in which to live, learn, and work.

According to the U.S EPA, there is a further explanation on what “meaningful involvement”
precisely means, which is (1) people have an opportunity to participate in decisions about
activities that may affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public's contribution can
influence the regulatory agency's decision; (3) their concerns will be considered in the decision
making process; and (4) the decision-makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those

potentially affected” (Laurent, 2011: 1847).

Consequently, to relieve distributional inequality, it is more than necessary to construct

political and institutional procedures, which must include the participation of all the groups,

74



especially the potentially affected group. This means that the procedural aspect of justice could
be an effective tool to eliminate institutionalized domination and oppression. In fact, without
the proper (e.g., democratic) procedure, there is no space to hear the voice of each individual

and all of the communities effectively.

2.3.3. Recognition Perspective in Environmental Justice

In order to construct a broad and authentic public participatory procedure, recognizing
different individuals and communities in the social realm is essential (Young, 1990). Even
though some traditional justice theorists argue that respect and recognition are preconditions
to the theory of procedural justice (Rawls, 1993), there have been numerous real cases that
show how certain groups/individuals have been mis/un/mal-recognized within the systems of

decision-making procedures.

The truth is that it is impossible to participate without being recognized, and it is
impossible to be recognized in the distributional process without participating in the procedures.
It actually signifies that observing the link between democratic participation and recognition is
imperative, but also that recognition justice within the proper political procedure is closely

related to relieving distributive inequity.

In essence, justice is a “trivalent package” that two issues of fair distribution and
recognizing the differences must be actively interacting within political and social processes
(Schlosberg, 2007: 29). To sum up, distributive justice is limited to recognizing institutional
domination and oppression, thus it is not able to grasp the differences in the social realm. The
lack of recognition causes a lack of rights, including participating in the decision-making

process.

75



Thus, mis/mal/un-recognition has been a critical topic highlighted through the
different environmental movements both at the personal and community level (Schlosberg,
2007). Many environmental justice movements indeed show that the most powerless
individuals and groups in society often experience misrecognition and disrespect, which lead
to distributional inequity. For that reason, the focal point to be questioned here is how to
distribute within the unjust system, which causes unjust distribution. Accordingly, what must
be queried then is “how does the current maldistribution get produced?” other than “what is

the best model for distribution?”” (Young, 1990: 3).

As Young highlights, distributive injustice directly comes from “social structures,
cultural beliefs, and institutional contexts” (1990: 22). Fraser (2001) further points out that for
fair distribution, not only political-economic restructuring is necessary, but also cultural and
symbolic changes are imperative. According to Fraser, mis/mal/un- recognition is a cultural
form of injustice, which is rooted in patterns of representation, interpretation, and
communication (2001). Thus, it is imperative to examine the political but also the socio-cultural

realm of society to detect the maldistribution (Schlosberg, 2007: 14):

A lack of recognition in the social and political realms, demonstrated by various forms of insults,
degradation, and devaluation at both the individual and cultural level, inflicts damage to
oppressed individuals and communities in the political and cultural realms. This is an injustice
not only because it constrains people and does them harm, but also because it is the foundation

for distributive injustice.

In fact, one of the main struggles of the environmental justice movement is the issue of cultural
meaning (Pulido, 1996), whereas identity is also a crucial factor that was seriously discussed

through the environmental justice movement (Tesh & William, 1996).
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To be more specific, justice does not only put importance on the issue of equity, but
must include “a call for recognition and preservation of diverse cultures, identities, economies,
and ways of knowing” (Schlosberg, 2007: 86). Otherwise, the local communities and local
cultures cannot survive due to culture and social network breakdown (Schlosberg, 2007). In
the mainstream society controlled by big capital, the environmental justice movement
represents not just the simple relationship between individuals, but rather considers individuals

alongside social groups and communities (Dobson, 1999).

Especially with the globalization process, cultural recognition became the central issue
specifically within the indigenous activists. Through environmental justice struggles,
community members and individuals often have demonstrated how their identities or culture
are devalued. If the places where they make a living are environmentally disturbed and
destroyed, these changes to their biophysical condition could change their “identity and
personal integrity” as the communities often construct their identities “in place” (Pefia, 1999:
6). Moreover, recent research clearly shows that environmental defenders experience physical
violence, assassination, and criminalization, as especially indigenous people defending the

environment have not been fully recognized nor legally protected (Scheidel et al., 2020).

Thus, for these (especially, indigenous) communities, the environmental justice
movement is a battle to secure their homeland and cultural survival, which is directly connected
to their actual survival (Pefia, 1998; Johnson, 1993). Different cases explain how contaminating
land means systematic genocide for the communities (Bretting & Prindeville 1998).
Consequently, recognition justice is a critical perspective to be observed within the
environmental justice movements since without the proper recognition the lives of the

individuals and communities are at risk. Therefore, besides fair distribution, the environmental
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justice movement must concentrate on “individual and community recognition; the point is to
gain recognition for oneself, for one’s own community, and for the movement as a whole”

(Schlosberg, 2007: 64).

2.3.4. Capabilities Perspective in Environmental Justice

The capability approach, mainly discussed by Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum, is
another perspective to develop a conception of justice apart from the standard distributive
justice model. The capability approach puts importance on distributional theory, but the main
focus is to examine how individuals and communities live fully by translating basic goods to

achieve valuable functioning.

Functioning in this context means “various doings and beings: these could be activities
(like eating or reading or seeing), or states of existence or being (being well-nourished, being
free from disease)” (Sen, 1985: 197). Thus, functioning is a central idea in the capability
approach as it emphasizes the qualities and capabilities people need in order to live a fully

functioning life.

Accordingly, the capabilities approach is closely related to other perspectives of justice
as it is, “a linked approach” that highlights how the lives of individuals function based on “a
minimal distribution of goods, social and political recognition, political participation, and other
capabilities” (Schlosberg, 2007: 33, 34). Thus, justice is to be able to live fully not only based

on fair distribution, but also by including the aspect of recognition and participation.

Concerning that, Bryant’s definition of environmental justice clearly shows the
significance of including the capabilities element to define environmental justice as a place

where “people can interact with confidence that the environment is safe, nurturing, and
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productive” (1995: 6). One of the main reasons why the environmental justice movements exist
is to improve the living conditions of the minority groups, including, black communities and

Native American communities since their living condition was threatened.

Thus, the most central part of the environmental justice movement is “building
community and community capacity, and facilitating community empowerment” (Faber &
McCarthy, 2003: 58). For a healthy community to function, cultural preservation is essential
since many indigenous cultures are directly connected to the land. Thus, land destruction causes
not only recognition injustice by destroying the cultural practices but also impacts on

community functioning by losing the culture of peacefully living in their communal place.

2.4. Environmental Justice within the Debate of Sustainable Development

The sustainable development discourse has principally appeared as a response to the
environmental crisis, economic inequality, and social injustice. However, as sustainable
development has not fulfilled its promises after several decades, it has faced severe criticisms.
The mainstream approach to sustainable development has been simply repeating the modernity
based development process by continuously producing inequality and injustice. Beyond doubt,
the mainstream sustainable development discourse developed based on a weak sustainability/
narrow perspective, which is deeply rooted in a neoliberal economic system supported by
scientific technologies. Simply put, in the discussion of the mainstream approach to sustainable
development, it was believed that scientific technology could simply save humanity from the

ecological crisis while providing an ‘advanced’ solution to sustainable economic growth.

Nonetheless, in reality, it clearly shows that mainstream sustainable development

discussion structurally causes inequality and injustice due to the influence of the neoliberal
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systemic approach. In this matter, even though mainstream sustainable development
discussions placed great importance on equity and justice (mainly concentrating on distributive
justice) unfortunately, these values have been downplayed in the process of sustainable
development (Walker & Bulkeley, 2006). Without fundamental changes to the system, the
current crisis of environmental degradation and human exploitation will unquestionably
continue, which means that inequality and injustice issues, especially between the Global North
and the Global South, human and non-human, the power and the powerless, and the current

generation and future generation, will be most probably worsened.

Therefore, alternative approaches and concepts to sustainability and sustainable
development must be discussed and developed. More specifically, to overcome the concerns
of the current sustainable development discourse, “a postmodern concept of justice needs to be
developed” that leads to the requirement of “a postmodern conception of sustainable
development” (Lippert, 2004: 38). For that, applying environmental justice could be a great
alternative to improve the practice of sustainable development, which has not been able to meet

its enumerable aims.

Within the perspective of environmental justice, the issue of inequality and injustice
must be observed from a multivalent perspective by including broader elements of justice as
fair distribution can only occur under the fair and just social, economic, and institutional
conditions (Schlosberg, 2007). In other words, in order to challenge the fundamental system
that is ultimately unequal and unjust, investigating the reasons why and how inequality and
injustice take place is essential. Therefore, focusing on distributive justice is compulsory but
not sufficient (Shrader-Frechette, 2002) as the environmental justice movements certainly

integrate different concerns such as fair distribution, recognition, participation, and capabilities.
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Consequently, an environmental justice perspective demonstrates its complicated relationship
while understanding the numerous conceptions of justice that are inevitably integrated within

the movement as Schlosberg points out (2007: 75):

The integration of notions of justice is evident throughout these cases. The environmental
justice discourse, or frame, in these cases encompasses inequity, the lack of recognition, and
exclusion from decision-making; but the discourse also includes an important reference to both
individual and community capabilities, overall functioning, and the potential of individuals and

communities to thrive.

In conclusion, various environmental justice movements demonstrate different
perspectives of seeing environmental crisis, which is a distinctive view from the classical
environmental movements, whereas providing a fundamental value that could be an alternative
approach to the discussion of mainstream sustainable development by the space created from

the people, especially the marginalized group.

2.4.1. Environmental Crisis through the Environmental Justice Perspective

The ideas of the various strands of the environmental justice movement are distinctive
from the classic environmental movements that exclusively focus on the relationship between
humans and nature, specifically on the issue of how humans exploit and harm nature. Therefore,
the classic environmental activists, mostly white middle class, believed that a human-centered
value is the main reason for environmental degradation, thus they are against an

anthropocentric approach to nature (Shrader-Frechette, 2002).

For that, classical environmental movement activists particularly concentrated on
wildlife preservation and nature conservation, while excluding social-environmental inequality

issues since these are considered as ‘too’ political (Warrick, 2015). Accordingly, the social-
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political system that causes inequality and environmental degradation has not been examined
within the classical environmental movement, and this is what the sustainable development
discourse has lacked as the discourse put too much significance and confidence on scientific
technology. This idea is essentially rooted in the “Euro-American conception of nature” or
“Edenic thinking” that “separates humans from nature while constructing nature as in need of
human control and domination” (Di Chiro, 1995: 302). However, the truth is that this

dichotomous way of thinking is the root cause of the environmental crisis (Hwang, 2002).

On the contrary, the environmental justice approach, which presents “new critical
engagements with relations between economy, environment and society” (Walker & Bulkeley,
2006: 657), could bring more complex perspectives to discuss the matter of sustainable
development. The environmental justice movement is deeply rooted in a wide perspective of
justice that certainly points out the unjust system by including the voice of the marginalized of

the society.

The environmental justice approach provides an alternative perspective to challenge the
notion of the environment while examining different reasons of injustice from pluralistic
perspectives. The different environmental justice movements mostly search for justice beyond
inequality by bringing a multi-approach perspective, which further includes justice to nature.
In this way, the environmental justice approach helps to redefine the relationship between

humans and nature, but also to examine the environmental crisis from a different perspective.

Hence, even though the environmental justice movement could be considered as a
sequence of the environmental movement, there are clear differences between the classic

environmental movement and the environmental justice movement. The classic environmental
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movement has been practiced for several decades already, but the policymakers, the media,
and (even) the environmentalists ignored the critical issues of environmental
inequalities/injustice (Bullard, 1993a), whereas the environmental justice movement was built
based on multivalent perspectives that do not only include environmental issues but matters of

economic and social issues (Kwon, 2002).

Therefore, for the environmental justice activists, the environment is not something that
needs to be preserved and protected by separating it from human beings, but it is more
considered as a living space, “the place you work, the place you live, the place you play” (Di
Chiro, 1995: 301). This is why the environmental justice movement activists consider
themselves new civil rights or new social justice activists (Di Chiro, 1995) as the environmental
justice movement challenges the unequal and unjust system. Consequently, it does not only
confront the current reality but also helps to reimagine the future that people yearn for. Under
the frame of environmental justice, what is more important is the unjust process of the causes

rather than the outcome itself (Cho, 2013).

For that, the environmental justice movement concerns not only ecological issues but
also social issues unlike the traditional movements, thus it correspondingly “pays attention to
questions of distributive justice, community empowerment, and democratic accountability”
(Taylor, 1993: 57). Given that, environmental justice shows how to change the perception of
nature, but also the way to address/identify environmental crises. As Bryant (1995: 6 in
Schlosberg, 2007: 50-51) further discusses, environmental justice indeed addresses the

numerous issues that were demonstrated through the grassroots movements:

Environmental justice is served when people can realize their highest potential, without
experiencing the ‘ism.” Environmental justice is supported by decent paying and safe jobs;
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quality schools and recreation; decent housing and adequate health care; democratic decision-
making and personal empowerment; and communities free of violence, drugs, and poverty.
These are communities where both cultural and biological diversity are respected and highly

revered and where distributed justice prevails.

Therefore, through the environmental justice perspective that inevitably includes the voice of
the powerless, it can challenge the system that causes environmental conflicts and ecological
crisis. As the marginalized of society raise their voice, there is a space created by their power

struggle that could influence the discourse of sustainable development in a positive direction.

2.4.2. Bottom-Up Movements: Creating a Political Space

One of the most noticeable characteristics of the environmental justice movement is
that the perspective of environmental justice inevitably includes the voice of the marginalized,
which is an essential part to be considered in the discussion of sustainable development.
Environmental justice movements (as grassroots movements ’ ) have been focused on
effectively demonstrating the messages of the people, especially the marginalized, while
demanding a shared role in the decision-making process that ultimately affects the communities
and livelihoods (Bullard, 1994b). Several examples of successful movements clearly show that
“speaking for ourselves” has been a dominant discussion within the environmental justice
movements even though it has been an important question to inquire about how to make a just

decision for all.

The decision-making process that is based on “mutual respect and justice for all” was
followingly emphasized through the 1991 First National People of Color Environmental

Leadership Conference. In other words, the different branches of the environmental justice

7 According to EJ Atlas map, 3221 cases have been reported (current date, July, 31, 2020).
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movement outstandingly give emphasis to the recognition of individuals, but also the
prominence of including the community level. However, there have been some cases of the
locals playing NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) game, which brought doubts about involving the
community members as to lead the decision-making process. Besides, there were also a few
cases of accepting environmental hazards for the temporary economic benefit (Toda, 1996). In
contrast, meanwhile, there are countless movements that effectively proved that “they are
capable of leading, speaking, and doing for themselves and their communities” (Austin &

Schill, 1991: 74).

The central message coming from the environmental justice movements is rather how
to challenge institutional domination and oppression by questioning “the foundation of the
current environmental protection paradigm” (Bullard ef al., 2007: 9) that excludes the voice of
the marginalized. Thus, environmental justice activists focus on including the voices of the
most marginalized in order to challenge the mainstream view on how to perceive the
environmental crisis, which has been particularly understood from the point of the market
economy. In other words, through the environmental justice movement, what was highlighted
is “the self-respect and autonomy demanded by individuals and communities fighting for
environmental justice include gaining recognition from others, and mutual respect for various

communities, identities, and cultures” (Schlosberg, 2007: 64).

As Bullard emphasizes, “no community should be seen as compatible with pollution
and poison” and communities are capable enough of sustaining the healthy community lifestyle
as long as they recognize how to use the collective power (Milman, 2018). In this light, the
environmental justice approach could be seen as a political opportunity since environmental

justice potentially provides “a productive intellectual and policy space for multidimensional
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and multi-scalar exploration of its meanings, manifestations and implications” (Walker &
Bulkeley, 2006: 658). As political ecologist Paul Robbins also points out, how “new
environmental regimes and conditions have created opportunities or imperatives for local
groups to secure and represent themselves politically” (2012: 23). In other words, the
environmental justice approach benefits to provide (or require to have) the political space that
concerns the fundamental causes and dynamics of inequalities. Environmental justice is,

therefore, “a vocabulary for political opportunity” (Agyeman & Evans, 2004: 155).

2.4.3. Environmental Justice: All for One and One for All

The sustainable development discourse has highlighted the issue of justice by mainly
focusing on distributive justice, which exclusively cares for the human condition. As such,
sustainable development has been criticized for being an anthropocentric discourse. Through
the traditional liberal justice view, which has a wide influence on the idea of justice in the
mainstream sustainable development discussion, non-human beings in nature are often
excluded from the discussion of justice. Rawls even contends that “they are outside the scope
of the theory of the justice, and it does not seem possible to extend the contract doctrine” even
though the liberalist understands that “it is wrong to be cruel to animals and the destruction of

a whole species can be a great evil” (1971: 448).

To win the fight against the current crisis, having an insight into how environmental
issues are interconnected to social, political, and economic issues, and more importantly,
realizing the survival of every living being is essential to human survival. As a matter of fact,
the seventeen principles of environmental justice agreed on at the 1991 First National People
of Color Environmental Leadership Summit recognizes “cultural integrity with environmental

sustainability and sustainability for humans along with other living beings” (Schlosberg, 2007:
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49). In this regard, the numerous environmental justice movements clearly demonstrate their
recognition of a deeper connection to other living beings in nature, which must be included in
the discourse of sustainable development. Throughout the mainstream sustainable development
discussion, the importance of environmental sustainability has been emphasized since it is
closely connected to the other two important factors of society and economy. Nevertheless, in
different practices of sustainable development, the environment has been perceived as a means
to achieve economic efficiency. This is why sustainable development faces the condemnations

of being green-neoliberalism and repeating the destructive colonizing discourse.

In this light, the environmental justice perspective could be a beneficial input as the
most environmental justice movements struggle against the colonialization of the capital that
persistently requests the destruction of nature for surviving. Meanwhile, the environmental
justice activists well understand the interconnectedness of human well-being within nature. In
other words, most of the environmental justice activists clearly identify nature as part of life,
and argue that nature cannot be separated from cultural histories and socially and ecologically
destructive colonial and neocolonial experiences (Di Chiro, 1995). This means that “ideas of
nature, for environmental justice groups, are therefore tied closely to ideas of community,
history, ethnic identity, and cultural survival, which include relationships to the land that

express the particular ways of life” (ibid.: 318).

According to Pefia, the identity of individuals and the community are constructed
based on the surrounding environment: “we construct our identities in place, whenever the
biophysical conditions of a place are threatened, undermined, or radically transformed, we also
see these changes as attacks on our identity and personal integrity” (1999: 6). The fact in this

statement is that the only way to understand the essence of being is through other beings, thus
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the best possible way to achieve environmental justice is by embracing the importance of
having a natural community and having a healthy mind (Hwang, 2002). For that matter, threats
to the environment could be considered a systematic genocide, which endangers cultural

practices (Krauss, 1994).

Consequently, most of the environmental justice movements indicate that the core of
the movement is an interconnectedness with “other groups, other species, and the natural
environment” (Di Chiro, 1995: 318), and this idea of interconnectedness is directly connected
to the sovereignty and cultural surviving for the communities. To sum up, the fundamental idea
of all for one and one for all that has been underlined by the worldwide environmental justice
movements could contribute to developing an alternative conception of sustainable

development.

2.5. Conclusion

Due to the contentious outcome of mainstream sustainable development, this chapter
has applied an environmental justice perspective as an alternative perspective within the
discussion of sustainability and sustainable development. Accordingly, the environmental
justice movement that originally emerged from marginalized groups within the U.S eventually
traveled worldwide to counter injustice and inequality with the peaceful existence of every

being in nature.

As most environmental justice movements inevitably include the voices of community
members who depend on nature to sustain their existence, the environmental justice approach
demonstrates how to deal with the issue of environmental sustainability, which is

interconnected and interdependent to social and economic sustainability. At the same time,
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environmental justice re-assures the simple truth that humans cannot exist alone in nature.
Consequently, in order to overcome the environmental threats, the voice of the people must be
heard to reshape the powerful discourse of sustainable development. In other words, including
the perspective of environmental justice to the discussion of sustainable development could be
a positive contribution toward walking on the peaceful road toward a sustainable future.
Environmental justice opens different but essential perspectives to confront the unequal and

unjust system of reality.
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CHAPTER THREE

Environmental Sustainability and Peace

The primary threat to nature and people today comes from centralizing and monopolizing
power and control. Not until diversity is made the logic of production will there be a chance
for sustainability, justice and peace. Cultivating and conserving diversity is no luxury in our
times: it is a survival imperative.

(Vandana Shiva)

Sustainable development is the peace policy of the future
(Dr. Klaus Topfer)

3.1. Introduction
The well-being of humans is directly dependent on healthy nature. Environmental
harmony is the basis of human well-being; thus, as long as there is an ecological crisis,
environmental conflicts will be escalated as the marginalized struggle to exist peacefully within
nature. Accordingly, there have been constant natural resource conflicts (for example, conflict
mineral, including copper, cobalt, diamond, and more, in the Democratic Republic of Congo)
that often cause warfare as “a handful of corporations and powerful countries seek to control
the earth’s resources and transform the planet into a supermarket in which everything is for

sale” (Shiva, 2010).

To highlight again, healthy nature and environmental sustainability are the prerequisites
to peace (Barash & Webel, 2009). In that sense, as Shiva (2010) emphasizes, “sustainability is
based on peace with the earth” and the war against the planet, which is the biggest war, must
end. As such, the connection between peace and environmental sustainability has been made

throughout the mainstream sustainable development discussion.
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However, the history of mainstream sustainable development verifies that the topics of
healthy nature and environmental sustainability have been considered as a subsidiary matter
within world politics since economic development while ‘controlling’ nature efficiently based
on scientific technology has been the focal point. Thus, the situation of environmental
sustainability has not improved through the course of mainstream sustainable development but

rather worsened.

Besides, despite the importance of the topic, there seems to be a lack of literature linking
the dots between peace and environmental sustainability as many authors, including John
Barnett, point out. Thus, Barnett (2007) urgently highlights the necessity of including these
two topics as environmental changes ultimately accelerate inequality, which is one of the main

concerns in peace research.

Due to that, the main objective of this chapter is to observe how and why presenting the
topic of environmental sustainability is necessary within a peace studies perspective by
providing the theoretical framework of the dissertation. But, more importantly, the chapter
explores how the environmental justice perspective could make a contribution toward peace

and environmental sustainability by challenging the current violent system.

At first, concepts of peace and violence will be explored to comprehend better why
and how the issue of environmental sustainability must be examined within peace studies.
Throughout the section, the importance of including environmental sustainability within the
topic of peace will be questioned and answered. Then, in the next section, how to transform
the vicious violence toward a more peaceful future will be explored. Along the way, how

humans are related to other beings within nature will be mainly examined. But also, the role of
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the environmental justice perspective that could be an efficient tool to enhance environmental

sustainability and peace within peace studies will be scrutinized.

3.2. Defining Peace and Violence

As peace philosopher Francisco Mufioz highlights, peace is a condition that has been
an integral part of humanity since time immemorial (2001) together with violence as these two
are intimately linked to each other (Galtung, 1969). While the term and concept of peace has
existed for millenia, there is a different meaning of peace for each epoch, culture, social status,
and even each person: “Each ethnos-people, community, culture-has been mirrored,
symbolically expressed, and reinforced by its own ethos-myth, law, goddess, ideal-of peace”

(Illich, 1982: 53).

However, the traditional approach to peace research is mainly devoted to
understanding “the causes of war by systematic analyses of the historical experiences of war”
(Wallensteen, 2001: 6) as the field of peace studies originally derived from the field of
international relations. According to Rapport (1992), conceptions of peace can be divided into
(1) peace through strength, (2) balance of power, (3) collective security, (4) peace through law,
(5) personal pacifism, and (6) revolutionary pacifism, which all are directly connected to the

war system or direct violence.

Thus, the world community has searched for a possible “solution” to reach a peaceful
condition, the absence of the war, especially after the World Wars. The main suggested solution
is liberal peacebuilding based on democratization, international law, human rights, and the
market economy (Tziarras, 2012). For that matter, various international organizations,

including the United Nations, were established and different development projects (e.g., Point
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Four Program) were implemented in order to maintain world peace effectively. Hence, liberal
peacebuilding has been promoted through international organizations and by increasing

international interdependence through economic development.

Ivan Illich designates this kind of peace as the pax economica, which means a “balance
among formally economic powers” (1982: 56). According to Illich (1982), the pax economica
is the first monopolized meaning of peace that the world has agreed on. This means that “the
pursuit of peace through development became the overarching unexaminable axiom™ (Illich,
1982: 57). Therefore, anyone who goes against such an idea, economic growth as the means to
reach peace, could be considered as an enemy of peace (Illich, 1982). However, liberal
peacebuilding or the process of pax economica faces serious criticisms by hiding the

destructive truth of development.

An absence of war is one of the necessary preconditions to reach peace, but not the only
factor to consider. Subsequently, there are various factors that can interrupt the peaceful
existence of all beings, and there are diverse aspects to be considered in order to define peace
and violence. Accordingly, peace research has expanded to include different types of peace and
violence related to social, cultural, and environmental issues, instead of solely focusing on the

limited concept of peace and violence.

As Galtung highlights, violence is “any avoidable insult to basic human needs, and,
more generally, to sentient /ife of any kind, defined as that which is capable of suffering pain
and enjoy well-being” (2013: 35). In other words, peace does not only mean an absence of war
but “it is a virtue, a state of mind, a disposition for benevolence, confidence, justice” as the

philosopher Spinoza said. For that, in this section, the author explores how the definition of
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peace and violence has been discussed and developed, and observes how the topic of ecological

well-being is deeply interconnected and interdependent with peace.

3.2.1. Negative and Positive Peace

The terms negative and positive peace were introduced by the prominent peace
researcher, Johan Galtung, in the editorial to the founding article of the Journal of Peace in
1964. According to Galtung, negative peace is the “absence of violence, absence of war”, while
defining positive peace as referring to “the integration of human society” (1964: 2). More
specifically, positive peace, which indeed is an ambiguous term, indicates “all other good
things in the world community, particularly cooperation and integration between human groups”
(Galtung, 1967: 12). Therefore, to simply put, positive peace puts more attention on the system

of social justice and equality.

Positive peace intends to reach toward a more just and equal society even though
Galtung does not specifically indicate the pathways to reach a just and equal society, which
needs to be further discussed in peace studies. In comparison to negative peace, reaching
positive peace is more complex and difficult, but then it is essential to challenge structural
violence, which threatens positive peace along with negative peace. For example, social
inequality can be the focal source of conflicts and even the outbreak of wars. In other words,
despite the dichotomy between negative and positive peace, “positive peace provides the
essential conditions of negative peace, because war, armed conflict and political violence result

from the absence of positive peace” (Atack, 2009: 41).

As Galtung continuously highlights, “the most promising way to reduce the negative

relations to the minimum is via an increase of positive relations” (1967: 14). However, even
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Galtung doubted that this could be realistic without complete disarmament (Grewal, 2003). For
that matter, some scholars find the definition overly idealistic. However, despite all possible
criticisms, Galtung established a theoretical tool that reveals “a connection between peace,
conflict, and development research” by relating violence to the social structure due to its “social
justice connotations” (Grewal, 2003: 3):
The definition of ‘peace’ becomes a major part of scientific strategy. It may depart from
common usage by not being agreed to ‘the most’ (consensus not required), yet should not be
entirely subjectivistic (‘agreed to by many’). It should depict a state of affairs the realization of
which is not utopian (“not impossible to obtain”), yet not on the immediate political agenda
(“complex and difficult”). And it should immediately steer one’s attention towards problems
that are on the political, intellectual, and scientific agenda of today, and tomorrow.
(Galtung, 1969: 168)
3.2.2. Direct, Structural and Cultural Violence
According to Galtung, violence is “present when human beings are influenced so that
their actual somatic and mental realizations are below their potential realization” (1969: 168),
and Galtung furthermore points to six important dimensions of violence, which are: (1)
between physical and psychological violence; (2) between the negative and positive approach
to influence; (3) whether there is an object that is hurt; (4) whether or not there is a subject
(person) who acts; (5) between violence that is intended or unintended; and (6) traditional
distinction between two levels of violence, the manifest and the latent (ibid.: 169-172). By
observing different dimensions, Galtung made the clear distinction between direct violence,
which is characterized as easily seen because there is an “actor that commits the violence as

personal or direct”, and structural violence that is not straightforwardly shown as “it is

essentially static, it is the tranquil waters” (Galtung, 1969: 170, 173).
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On top of the basis of this distinction, Galtung formed the typology of violence through
the conflict triangle of direct, structural, and cultural violence (see Figure 3.1). Fundamentally,
violence could start at any corner of the malicious violence triangle, which is direct, structural,
and cultural violence since “violence breeds violence within and among actors, in space and
over time” (Galtung, 2013: 35). In more detail, structural violence is built on an unequal and
unjust structure that often takes a longer time to show the side effects since the causes are

indirect (Bufacchi, 2005).

Figure 3.1. Galtung’s Violence Triangle

GALTUNGS
VIOLENCE TRIANGLE

Direct Violence

Structural Violence Cultural Violence

(Dutta, 2020)
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Consequently, through structural violence, people either die slowly out of deficiencies
or permanently suffer from misery. Structural violence is often a direct outcome of a socio-
economic system that exploits human beings and non-human-beings by damaging the system
of nature. Accordingly, under structural violence, the unequal and unjust system continues by

exploiting the “underdogs” while benefiting “the top dogs” of the society (Galtung, 2013: 37).

Therefore, in order to eliminate direct (physical, event) and indirect (structural)
violence (process) in the long term, it is critical to adopt non-violent means to promote a culture
of peace. This means that a culture of peace is interconnected to negative peace defined as “the
absence of organized collective violence” and positive peace defined as “sum total of other
relatively consensual value in the world community of nations” (Galtung, 1967: 17). In
conclusion, in comparison to positive and negative peace, achieving a culture of peace is a long
process since cultural violence requires a long period of time to slowly transform the basic

culture.

3.2.3. Ecological Well-Being in Peace Studies

As humanity has faced a worsening ecological crisis, which directly and indirectly
influences the well-being of living beings that depend on nature for their existence, the matter
of sustainability and environmental sustainability has become one of the most important topics
that need to be investigated within peace research. In fact, the environmental crisis is a big
threat to positive and negative peace as the ecological crisis is a cause of the violent circle and
vice versa. Furthermore, Galtung also highlights the necessity of including natural violence
within peace studies in order to answer questions “what is the cause of peace?” and “what is

the effect of peace?” (Grewal, 2003: 5).
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The issue of justice and equality, including social justice, in general, is an essential topic
in peace studies now more than ever since. As the constant ecological crisis threatens the well-
being of all the living beings, the truth is that the powerless (e.g., non-human beings, the
marginalized groups, future generations) are affected the most, which is a form of structural
violence. This means that as long as there is systematic exclusion and inequality that determines
the social condition of the marginalized, the structural violence that politically, economically,
and socially excludes the powerless while causing the destruction of the environment will

remain.

Thus, the ecological crisis that challenges the environmental sustainability, and directly
threatens the well-being of all beings in nature must be critically engaged and addressed in
peace studies. Ecological well-being is a prerequisite to a peaceful existence and an essential

quality of maintaining a peaceful life:

‘Ecological balance’ is a frequently used term for environment system maintenance. If not
satisfied there is ecological degradation, breakdown, imbalance. Ecobalance is to the
environment what survival + wellness + freedom + identity are for human basic maintenance;
if not satisfied the result is human degradation. The sum of all five, for all, might be one
definition of ‘peace’

(Galtung, 2013: 36)

In other words, the best way to prevent violence is through the positive peace approach
(Grewal, 2003). Therefore, pax economica which fundamentally depends on economic power
might help to reach negative peace by reducing the possibility of causing war, but it does not
provide a clear path to reach positive peace as the current economic system causes
extermination of natural resources. In addition, the economic system can cause direct violence

as various resource wars (e.g., the Iraq War) have shown.
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This is why most of the environmental justice movements have requested for a peaceful
future for all livingbeings within nature. In order to do that, the culture of peace that
understands the necessity of healthy nature, and teaches how to respect Mother Nature must
bloom. As Martinez Guzmén accentuates, peace research must ultimately promote “human
relations based on justice and relations with nature based on sustainability” (2008: 25). For that
matter, Martinez Guzman further suggests including the issue of the “fragility of the world
economic system” and the “vulnerability of the security system” within peace research (2008:
18). Consequently, the most realistic way to promote peace is reconstructing the ground rules

based on our capabilities and competencies to live in peace (Martinez Guzman, 2008).

3.3. Transforming the Vicious Violence Cycle toward Peaceful Future

Unfortunately, environmental conflicts have been rapidly increasing year after year as
the environmental crisis intensifies. There has been constant direct violence against nature in
daily life that is deeply connected to the systems of industrialization and commercialization
(structural violence), which transforms nature to capital in order to achieve economic growth
(Galtung, 2013). Due to the system, we have lost the connection to land and nature, and heavily
relying on scientific rationality that justifies consumerism (cultural violence). Thus,
environmental degradation/ecocide has become one of the biggest threats to world peace and

justice.

In view of that, the discussion of sustainable development has emerged as a potential
solution for environmental threat, but also to promote peace and justice: For example, in the
1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Develop