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Abstract

Social scientists of conservation typically address sources of legitimacy of conservation policies in
relation to local communities” or indigenous land rights, highlighting social inequality and
environmental injustice. This chapter reflects on the underlying ethics of environmental justice in
order to differentiate between various motivations of conservation and its critique. Conservation is
discussed against the backdrop of two main ethical standpoints: preservation of natural resources for
human use, and protection of nature for its own sake. These motivations will be examined highlighting
mainstream conservation and alternative deep ecology environmentalism. Based on this examination,
this chapter untangles concerns with social and ecological justice in order to determine how
environmental and human values overlap, conflict, and where the opportunity for reconciliation lies,

building bridges between supporters of social justice and conservation.
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Introduction: ‘just conservation’

Environmental anthropology, political ecology and social geography address sources of legitimacy of
conservation policies as well as indigenous land rights in connection to conservation practice. In this
chapter conservation will be discussed in two main ways: conservation as preservation of natural
resources for human use, associated with neoliberalism and utilitarianism, hereby referred to as



neoliberal or mainstream conservation; and conservation as protection of nature for its own sake,
associated with deep ecology and animal rights, hereby referred to as radical conservation (Shoreman-
Ouimet and Kopnina 2016). This chapter will further distinguish between different types of
“environmentalists”, including the “mainstream environmentalists”. The latter category is broken into
sub-groups based on the “nature” the environmentalists want to conserve: nature that is used for the
sake of human welfare (instrumental value) or nature protected for its own sake (intrinsic value).
These sub-groups are then differentiated by their position on who needs justice: only less powerful
people, non-humans, entire habitats, or everyone; or those that are not concerned with justice atall. In
this chapter, environmentalists and conservationists will be labeled in accordance with how the authors

quoted refer to these groups.

Neoliberal conservation is described as a form of top-down environmental governance, which creates
protected areas exploited for profit, and as critics argue, disadvantage local communities (e.g.
Wilshusen et al 2002; Brosius 2005; Buscher 2015). In this framing, large environmental non-
governmental organizations (ENGQ's) are linked to a broader capitalist enterprise, which commodifies
and profits from nature (e.g. Brockington 2002; Sullivan 2006). “Conservationist industry” (Wilshusen
etal 2002) is linked to industries such as timber and (eco)tourism, catering to political and corporate
elites by appropriating natural resources through ‘green grabbing’ (Igoe and Brockington 2007;
Brockington etal 2008). This type of conservation is often generalized by its critics of
‘environmentalism’ in general and seen as imposed by post-colonial governments that exclude
vulnerable communities in the process of capital accumulation (e.g. Kemf 1993; Escobar 1996;
Brockington 2002; Goldberg 2010), particularly in developing countries (Kothari 2013; Lyman et al
2013; Rantala etal 2013). This critique is mainly focused on social justice in conservation, namely
equitable distribution of environmental benefits and burdens among the human groups (Gleeson and
Low 1998; Kopnina 2014a). Martin et al (2015) claim that conservation that succeeds in the
‘biological objectives’ fails to address social injustices, introducing new forms of coercion or
dispossession, and that ‘local cultural norms are forcefully displaced’ (P. 166). This critical attitude to
conservation as the perpetrator of social injustice stems from the fields of political ecology and
ecological anthropology. A much-quoted anthropologist Kottak (1999:33) has implied that it is the job
of anthropologists to prioritize human interests and not be “dazzled by ecological data”. This position

is summarized by the platform Just Conservation (http://www.justconservation.org/). In this view of

‘justice’ in conservation, social and environmental justice are conflated as environmental justice refers
to fairness in the distribution of natural resources among people (Gleeson and Low 1998; Faber and
McCarthy 2003; Gould and Lewis 2012; Gould et al 2015).

The exclusive social justice perspective, in turn, has attracted some counter-critique from ecological
justice proponents. In essence, this critique states that those that argue for the necessity to benefit local

communities tend to present nature as a ‘warehouse for human use’ (Miller atal 2014: 509). Recently,


http://www.justconservation.org/

however, a small number of anthropologists, along with the champions of animal rights, have leveled
criticism against the humanist anthropocentric worldview for its presumption that only humans are
morally considerable and that human rights trump those of nonhumans (Sodikoff 2011). Within the
new wave of ecocentric anthropology (e.g. Kopnina and Shoreman-Ouimet 2011; Desmond 2013;
Shoreman-Ouimet and Kopnina 2016) the hierarchical relationship between humans and nonhumans
was critically examined, providing a very different ethical context for viewing conservation based on

deep ecology and animal rights perspectives.

The opposing utilitarian view of conservation, the deep ecology perspective underlies the intrinsic
value supporting close interconnections of cultural and biological systems (Naess 1973). As opposed
to the utilitarian or ‘money green’ environmentalism, the deep ecology conservation supports broader
ecological justice, promoting environmental protection independent of human interests (Wissenburg
1993; Cafaro and Primack 2014; Kopnina 2014a; Cafaro 2015). While an instrumental motivation can
produce environmentally-positive outcomes in situations where both humans and environment are
negatively affected, for example when biodiversity is used by local people for eco-tourism or by the
pharmaceutical industry to develop medicines, anthropocentrism does not guarantee biodiversity
protection which does not offer direct human benefits (Katz 1999; Kopnina 2012c, Bonnett 2013), nor
safeguard animal welfare, let along animal rights (Singer 1977; Kopnina and Gjerris 2015; Kopnina
2016a, 2016¢). What allows pragmatic ethicists to rehabilitate anthropocentrism as a basis of the
utilitarian position outlined above is their rejection of the intrinsic value of nature (Noss 1992;
Mathews 2016). By rejecting intrinsic value, a human environmental right, or the right to use nature
and animals subjugates all other needs of nonhumans to those of humanity (Bisgould 2008; Borras
2016). This anthropocentric bias has been characteristic of much of conservation critique (Kopnina
2014b, 2016a), ignoring ecological justice that encompasses justice between species (Baxter 2005;
Schlosberg 2007; Higgins 2010; Kopnina 2014a; Cafaro 2015).

While the mutual accusations of conservation critics and supporters clearly speak of perceived flaws
amidst conservationist efforts, they also illustrate the gap in agreement in what environmental justice
entails. A significant problem in relation to the value judgments in regard to conservation and
environmentalism is the lack of conceptual clarity and failure to agree on definitions - the problem that
has dogged the pursuit of sustainable development (e.g. Faber and McCarthy 2003; Washington 2015).
This chapter will reflect upon different strands of arguments, contending that it is important to
recognize the ideological, political and social forces active in shaping both the broad scope of
environmentalism in order to differentiate goals in relation to conservation. The sections below

outline various conservation perspectives that may help to build bridges between different types of

justice.

Critique of conservation



Several tropes emerged from the environmental justice critique of conservation, ‘things as classic as
wilderness and as nouveau as carbon trading—as imagined categories invented as tools of the
capitalist majority to wrest power away from the weak’ (Wakild 2015:43). This critique contains at
least two threads of accusations. First, mainstream environmentalists supposedly collaborate in the
very enterprise that they criticize — that of capitalism and corporatism (West and Brockington 2011).
Indeed, the critics have pointed out that as protected areas approach designates certain areas as
“wilderness”, it restricts human habitation or resource use and seeks to separate humans from “nature”
(Brockington 2002). In this critique of ‘fortress conservation’, environmentalism is described as a
view of the past as a “glorious unbroken landscape of biological diversity” (West and Brockington
2011:2), with the “environment” represented as natural and benign and humans as other-than-natural
and destructive. According to West and Brockington, this romantic view achieves separation between
humans and nature “by seeking to value nature and by converting it to decidedly [word missing in the
original] concepts such as money; and ideologically, through massive media campaigns that focus on

blaming individuals for global environmental destruction” (Ibid).

The second accusation is the supposed proximity of ENGO’s to the neocolonial capitalist enterprise
(e.g. Chapin 2004; Adams and Hutton 2007; West 2008). West and Brockington (2011:2) state that it
is rare today to find ENGO’s that challenge corporations or their logic, and that environment has
become another “vehicle for capitalist accumulation”. Moreover, environmentalism is said to have
gotten “snugly in bed with its old enemy, corporate capitalism” especially in developing countries
(West and Brockington 2011:2).

Responding to these concerns, some conservationists have pointed out that most of the conservation is
already targeted toward human welfare (Redford 2011; Doak et al 2015). Based on research
demonstrating that the top-down conservation is both inefficient and incompatible with local norms,
values and beliefs (Chaundhuri 2012), participatory, bottom-up, community-based conservation
(CBC) was proposed (Brechin et al 2003; Brosius et al 2005; Sullivan 2006).

In turn, critiques of CBC exposed community participation as a mechanism for masking persistent
political power through the ‘creation of unwieldy projects aimed at top-down environmental
management” (Brosius 1999:50). It was also noted that CBC still garners a relatively low level of
public acceptance (Hovik et al 2010), resulting not only in poor environmental protection and poverty

reduction, but triggering grassroots resistance (Horowitz 2012; Temudo 2012).

Arguing that the local communities’ benefits should be considered as the primary objective of
conservation, some commentators promoted, the ‘new conservation science’ (NCS) stated that
conservation should be for people’s benefit, especially for vulnerable communities that live in or near
protected areas (e.g. Kareiva et al 2011; Marvier 2014). Utilitarian conservation can be characterized
by maximizing human use of land, water, or minerals to safeguard natural resources, or maintaining



wetlands for duck hunting. In fact, Kareiva et al (2011) have called for conservation to exclusively
support programs for rural development targeted at human well-being. As many endangered species
are not directly related to human welfare (Haring 2011), even protection of the critically endangered

rhinoceros has led to an acerbic critique of “politics of hysteria in conservation’ (Blscher 2015).

The noble savage?

Defenders of indigenous rights contend that conservation threatens cultural survival. For example, in
the case of Greenland, hunting contributes little to the national economy but does constitute an
important part of the cultural identity of Icelandic traditional groups (Nuttall 2016). In this context,
conservationists that seek to prohibit fishing or hunting are seen as threatening local culture.
Hlustrating this critique, both Einarsson (1993) and Kalland (2009) describe anti-whaling
organizations as ‘culturally imperialistic’, ‘intolerant’, and even ‘militant’ as they are opposed to the
traditional way of life of whalers. In the case of the Inuit hunting, the animal rights activists are said
to threat ‘cultural survival’ of northern economies (Wenzel 2009; McElroy 2013; Nuttall 2016)*.

The reification of ‘traditional cultures’ as ‘noble’ is not new. Roger Sandall describes ‘the noble
savage’ representation as “the romantic insistence on the superiority of the primitive” which is
“increasingly grounded in a fictionalized picture of the past - a picture often created with the aid of
well-meaning but misguided anthropologists” (Sandall 2000:1). While social justice proponents insist
that the local people should have special access rights —including hunting, in effect, they reify the
indigeneity ironically implying that these ‘traditional' societies should somehow be assigned different
rights than more ‘modern' societies. Reminiscent of Sandall's (2000) critique, this view tends to
disregard the drastic changes in the local environment and the dwindling numbers of surviving
wildlife. Social scientists failed to recognize that indigenous people are rarely isolated from global
market forces (Poutney 2012:215), thus stimulating the erroneous representation of the ‘noble savage’

who lives ‘in harmony with nature’ (Koot 2016).

Ironically, insistence on supporting special privileges (such as hunting endangered species) by the
indigenous people presents ‘the natives’ as fundamentally different from the rest of humanity. In fact,

L1t is worth pointing out that those most concerned with social environmental justice are not necessarily the ones
foundin less powerful groups based on class, race/ethnicity, and national and global stratification systems. Also,
the critiques of environmentalists are not uniform — while some are frustrated with political, corporate and
ENGO elites masquerading as environmentalists, others are upset by the prioritization of environmentalism and
animal rights over ‘traditional lifestyles'. But there is also evidence that the less powerful have a difficult time
getting their voice heard and can benefit from more powerful “established academics” helping to tell their story
and help provide access to resources. And while the “noble savage” perception may be in play during some of
the arguments, both by academics and by the indigenous, a noble savage to sustain the claim is not necessarily
needed to sustain a claim for human rights. Often it is simply cultural protection, deemed necessary given the
assimilationist, or worse, genocidal tendencies that have been present historically.



special rights, like other forms of positive discrimination, tend to reify disparities in power as much as
they address them (Strang 2013). Strang (2013) inquires whether Aboriginal communities in Australia
should have the ‘right' to extend their traditional practices, for example, to shoot rather than spear
wallabies, to the point that the once plentiful wallaby population in Cape York has dwindled to critical
levels. The possession of cars and rifles has enabled new forms of hunting within increasingly fragile
habitat created by intensifying cattle farming. Should this be an Aboriginal choice? Should it be
anyone’s choice? How are we, as social scientists and as members of this planet, to “build bridges”
between people inhabiting such different political, economic, and other cultural worlds, with different

values, norms, and beliefs? Is that our responsibility as academics and/or practitioners?

Strang (2013) inquires whether anyone, advantaged or disadvantaged, has the right to prioritize their
own interests at the expense of nonhumans. Besides, the reification of indigenous rights to exploit
nature is derived from the culturally and historically unique logic of industrial neoliberalism, and is by
no means ‘traditional’. | need to emphasize, however, that bias towards reifying humanistic values
might be present in much of academic work that considers itself liberal and inclusive. As academics,
as well as non-academic actors, speak of justice, democracy, and equality, as some of the highest
moral values — at least in the context of today’s western morality, instructed by the heritage of
enlightenment and humanism. Yet, ironically, all these noble values are not necessarily widely shared
and maybe in themselves a manifestation of a biased worldview based on these historically and

culturally unique ideas of some Western liberal academics.

It also seems that proponents of traditional practices are very selective. As Western colonial
governments have prohibited ‘barbaric practices’ such as human sacrifice and headhunting, indigenous

rights campaigners are not eager to revive them. Yet, they seem to relegate animal killing to an

‘indigenous rights’ domain.

It was argued that extreme cultural relativity, in which it is possible to ignore major abuses of human
rights, can be seenas an abdication of moral responsibility (Caplan 2004). If we extend this to non-
human rights, then the key concernis our responsibility towards non-human species, independent of
human interests. In fact, the ‘biological objectives’ that Martin et al (2015) dismiss, and the politics of
hysteria’ that Blscher (2015) ridicules, includes desperate attempts to preserve the critically
endangered species. The realization of the dire predicament of the biodiversity crisis highlights the
need to consider ecological justice, or justice between species (Baxter 2005; Higgins 2010). Social
justice advocates, while correctly identifying the larger destructive force of neoliberal capitalism that
threaten both cultural and biological diversity, fail to recognize that these ‘forces conspire not just
against the poor [who live near protected areas] but also against wild places [themselves]” (Wakild

2015:52). The NCS position “restricts the focus of conservation to the advancement of human well-



being, which it frequently conflates with narrow definitions of economic development, and thereby

marginalizes efforts [...] to protect nature” (Doak et al 2015:30).

Alternative environmentalism

There are many schools of thought within the broad label of ‘ecocentrism’ - indeed conservation cannot
be neatly construed in terms of insiders and outsiders (Igoe 2011: 334). A few generalizations about the
core philosophy canbe made. A tremendously diverse environmental movement is inspired in part by the
work of transcendental writers such as Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry David Thoreau, as well as the
work of environmental philosophers Aldo Leopold (1949) and Arne Naess (1973). Both in the land ethics
(Leopold 1949) and deep ecology (Naess 1973) humans are seen as part of nature. While
anthropocentrism and shallow ecology typically sees the environment in terms of human-centered
interests, deep ecology recognizes that the attempt to ignore our dependence on the environment and to

establish a master-slave role has contributed to the alienation of man from himself (Naess 1973:96).

In an ecocentric view, turning nature into a ‘natural resource’ is inherently problematic (Rudy 2012).
Ironically, it is this type of ‘economism that dominates human concerns in the West to override any
conservationist concerns’ (Bonnett 2013:11). This position of mastery over nature and resources
resembles ‘ecological colonialism’ (Eckersley 1998), a process in which environmental management
becomes normative. By contrast, deep ecology argues that the natural world is a subtle balance of
complex inter-relationships and sees the human being an integral part of nature, recognizing the inherent

worth of all living beings. The types of conservation organizations that promote conservation for the

‘sake of nature’ are the Sierra Club, The Sea Shepard, and many ‘radical’ environmentalists.

Recognizing this common victimhood of vulnerable human and nonhuman communities, deep ecology
environmentalism neither attempts to separate humans from nature nor collaborates with the capitalist
power holders (Merchant 1992; Taylor 2008). In fact, deep ecology is openly critical of neocolonial
history that has displaced supposedly inferior humans and wild nature to the fringes of earthly landscapes
and human mindscapes (Crist and Kopnina 2014). This displacement has historically served the
‘superior’ human races that supposedly possessed the capacity for reason, morality, civilization,
technology, and free will above animals or supposedly ‘inferior’ races or minority groups (Crist and
Kopnina 2014). This same displacement also made it permissible for nature to be exploited as a means for
human betterment. In fact, deep ecology favors diversity of human ways of life, of cultures, of
occupations, of economies’ (Naess 1973:96) and thus embrace all. Deep ecologists support the fight
against economic and cultural domination, and they are opposed to the annihilation of seals and whales as

much as to that of human tribes or cultures (lIbid).



There is little doubt that radical environmentalists are far being complacent to the system of neoliberal
oppression (Sunstein and Nussbaum 2004). In fact, many ‘radicals’ are motivated by the belief that the
promotion of ecological justice is similar to the previous social liberation movements, such as the
liberation of slaves (Liddick 2006). Thus, radical environmentalists are not the ones who have “taken a
back seat to corporate power” or “brought corporate leaders directly onto the boards of directors of their
organizations” (West and Brockington 2012). In fact, environmentalists who support ecological justice,
animal rights, and biospheric egalitarianism are thwarted by those who allow anthropocentrically
motivated utilitarian conservation to blossom. Indeed, alternative environmentalists are lesser heard,
fewer in number, albeit an ecologically enlightened moral minority (Scarce 2011; Scruton 2012). In the
United Kingdom and the United States members of the Earth Liberation Front or Animal Liberation Front
are considered to be terrorists (Liddick 2006).

Granted, mainstream environmental organizations do engage in strategic alliances with corporate partners
(e.g. Van Huijstee and Glasbergen 2010; Van Huijstee et al 2011; Kopnina 2016b). Perhaps many
mainstream environmentalists are accepted in a wider society precisely because they have become ‘much
more sensitive, well behaved, and well spoken’ (Best and Nocella 2011). In this sense, deep ecologists
and social scientists might agree that the ‘'mainstream environmentalists' are part of the industrial

neoliberal system.

The premise that ‘the conservation community needs to take justice issues seriously and that it cannot
claim to be doing this until it has developed ways of assessing justice impacts of conservation
interventions’ (Martin et al 2015) needs to be critically examined. What is intolerable is an injustice that
threatens the very survival of all species but one. For deep ecologists, “the sense of ability to coexist and
cooperate in complex relationships, rather than ability to kill, exploit, and suppress” (Naess 1973:96)
describes mutual justice. As Strang has argued (2013:2):

Discourses on justice for people often imply that the most disadvantaged groups should have
special rights to redress long-term imbalances... However, if the result is only a short-term
gain at the long-term expense of the non-human, this is in itself not a sustainable process for
maintaining either social or environmental equity.

This opens up a question of whether social scientists should promote cultural relativity to the degree that

no universal human — or other — rights carry any weight.

Reflecting on the arguments: points of conversion and disagreement

While some of these conflicting perspectives attempt to combine social and ecological interests, both
contain critiques of capitalism, but also of each other. At the most basic level, the primary distinction
between these different schools of thought can be credited to the dualism between nature and culture.
There is robust literature critiquing the nature and culture dichotomy, high-lightening interdependence

and the human-nature continuum (e.g. Ingold 2006; Paterson 2006; Sullivan 2006; Shoreman-Ouimet and



Kopnina 2016). Indeed, the nature-culture dichotomy is a significant contributor to the lack of progress
toward ecological sustainability (Strang 2013). Due to the global reach of human impacts, there are few
places left on Earth that could be considered to be “natural”’. Even if humans have never physically been
there, our climate and other ecosystem-influencing impacts have. Also, there is nothing that can be
considered to be human that is not shaped by the non-human world. Following this, the rights of humans
and non-humans cannot be thought of as wholly distinct, nor should one be valued over the other
(Kopnina 2016¢). Thus collapsing the dichotomy and thinking of nature and human social systems as co-

produced is more helpful than leaving the two areas as mutually exclusive (Moore 2015).

Yet, the dichotomy needs to be addressed in legal terms as well (Kopnina 2016¢). Deep ecology requires
a radical restructuring of societies in accordance with the recognition of basic rights of individuals within
the species, entire species, or even whole habitats or ecosphere (e.g. Naess 1973; Eckersley 1998).
Classified under the banner of animal rights, or biospheric altruism that extends beyond ‘animals’ and
includes plants or entire habitats, the concept of ecological justice has recently become prominent in legal
scholarship. As Sykes (2016:75) has reflected, the emergent status of non-human protection as a matter of
weight “both reflects and adds to a nascent consensus that a global conception of justice must include
some notion of justice regarding animals”. In recognition of the rights of nature, some countries have
oriented their environmental protection systems around the premise that nature has inalienable rights, as
do humans (Borras 2016:140).

However, there still appears to be a large gap between the recognition of human rights and animal rights.
This gap originates from what environmental sociologists William Catton and Riley Dunlap (1978) have
termed the dominant “Human Exemptionalism Paradigm” or HEP. HEP is symptomatic of sociology’s
tendency to consider humans exempt from ecological influences and in seeing humans as morally

superior.

The moral concern with social justice has increased during the post-colonial and post-world-wars
decades, expanding our concern for human lives everywhere. At present, few academics and liberal
intellectuals would dispute the importance of human rights, environmental justice, racial and gender
equality and economic equality. Yet, the daily subjectivism of animals and plants for the industrial food-
production or pharmaceutical industry is oftenignored (Crist 2012:145). As witnessed by the massive
scale abuse of animals in the industrial food production system (CAFO’s), animal experimentation, and
habitat destruction, it seems that our regard for the rights of other species has in fact decreased. While
“raising the standard of living” everywhere is outwardly admirable it is also a “euphemism for the global
dissemination of consumer culture” (Crist 2012: 141-142). Below, alternative types of environmentalism

that defend the rights of other species are examined.

Explicating standpoints



One of the main points of disagreement is the agency of blame and the value placed on the environment.
Those conservationists concerned with protecting nature for its own sake typically addresses BOTH
structural factors (e.g. population pressures) and the role of tenure, authority, and global markets. It is the
exposure of structural factors that unleashes the most ardent counter-critique of social justice supporters.
Martin et al (2015) find that ‘local factors such as population growth and resource dependence’ (p. 167)
are irrelevant for analyzing conservation struggles. They state that the "narratives about population
pressure, about local poor people being the main threats.... tend to exclude in-depth political analysis of
the role of tenure, authority, global markets, and the systemic implications of expanding capitalist
relations” (Martin etal 2015: 167). Fletcher et al (2014) imply that overpopulation discourse is
constructed by racists and elitists that blame vulnerable populations, while the real cause of

environmental and other problems is industrial rapacious capitalism.

While identifying industrialism and top-down economic development a perpetrator of social inequalities
and deepened ecological injustice is constructive, discounting demographic trends is short-sighted. For
those that worry about the prospects of future generations, long term perspective on population in relation
to nature (even if only defined as a resource) needs to be considered (Hawkins 2012). If we assume that
the well-meaning social justice proponents want everybody in this world to enjoy a decent standard of
living, expansion of unsustainable consumptive practices that accompanies this process will necessarily
cause greater pressure on the planet and thus hurt the future generations (e.g. Smail 2003). Thus,
addressing population is not a condemnation of the poor, nor is it a call for coerced population control
(Campbell 2012), as the straw-men arguments imply that ‘environmentalists’ or other elites seek to do
(Fletcher etal 2014). Rather, it is a call to recognize the fact that there are many common factors
contributing to global poverty, inequality, and environmental destruction, and that population growth

exacerbates all of these (Wijkman and Rockstrom 2012).

The population pressure scales up all issues that might have been benevolent in ‘traditional’ (pre-
industrial) settings, leading to fundamental incompatibility of agriculture with nature conservation in the
context of the global demand for food (Henley 2011). This is why it is ironic that those who defend local
communities’ ‘ways of life’ use the very vocabulary of the power-holders they criticize. Despite the claim
that all biodiversity is needed to provide a safety-net for humanity (Rockstrém et al 2009), much of
biodiversity may be expandable from the utilitarian point of view (Crist 2012; 2013). It has been argued
that since monocultures suffice in sustaining human material needs, conservation should be based on the
intrinsic value of nature (e.g. Ehrenfeld 1988; McCauley 2006; Redford and Adams 2009). As Redford
and Fearn (2007) note, a review of existing writings and available evidence suggests that there is no easy
way for conservation professionals and organizations to defend conservation when it leads to the forcible
displacement of humans from areas that are to be protected, even if it is to stave off extinction of several
species. Equally, however, it appears difficult to justify massive displacement and extermination of

nonhumans in the name of justice (Crist 2013; Cafaro 2015). The common concern with the suffering


http://www.routledge.com/books/search/author/johan_rockstroem/

inflicted upon those displaced makes the question of displacement urgent for both social and ecological

justice proponents.

Many environmentalists, as well as social justice proponents, could find a meeting point in placing the
blame on political and corporate elites and more generally, the rich world's consumption. In fact, most
environmental organizations subscribe to sustainable development framework and aim to address issues
associated with the human use of natural resources and ecosystem services, as well as aim to minimize
negative environmental effects. Anexample of conversion of interests is a Greenpeace campaign to

minimize toxic pollutants or promote the use of ‘safe' energy (Greenpeace 2013).

There is an especially relevant thread of environmental justice literature that focuses on justice in the
distribution of environmental risks (such as pollution) and benefits (such as natural resources) to different
human groups. The environmental justice literature maintains that people should not be disproportionately
burdened by environmental threats or able to benefit from environmental goods because of race, ethnicity,
gender, or economic status, or other characteristics (Fredericks 2015). Environmental justice examines
the relationships between environmental toxins, risks, and the role of neoliberal policies in those
injustices (e.g. Harrison 2014; Gould et al 2015). The definition of environmental racism has arisen as
research has shown that people of color and the poor are disproportionally burdened by environmental
degradation (Faber and McCarthy 2003). Environmental justice advocates argue that everyone has the
right to basic goods and services and should not be disadvantaged (Gould and Lewis 2012; Gould et al
2015). Harrison (2014), for example, explicitly criticizes the social inequalities and relations of

oppression that help produce environmental inequalities.

Whereas many environmental justice definitions focus on equal distribution of benefits of nature
exploitation, Schlosberg (2007) highlights ecological justice by recognizing the varied needs of human
communities and non-human nature. If the considerations of ‘equal share’ are extended to nonhumans,
one can speak of inclusive justice or biospheric egalitarianism (Naess 1973; Baxter 2005; Schlosberg
2007). Environmental racism, in a more ecocentric interpretation, refers to human discrimination against

nonhuman groups.

Many organizations work within an established system trying to minimize environmental damage and
accommodate human needs — something that the majority of engaged social scientists support. However,
the realization of our collective impact needs to move beyond blaming elites and toward the recognition

of collective responsibility of us as a species towards millions of other living beings, from laboratory rats

to battery chicken to captive elephants.

Are the accusations that mainstream environmentalists are ‘part of the system’ (of neoliberal industrial
capitalism) fair? The answer to this largely depends not only on what is meant by environmentalism but

also on the degree of penetration of neoliberal ideology into social scientists’ own rhetoric. The critics of



conservation may be equally unjust in prioritizing human entitlement over the disadvantaged (and even
critically threatened) non-human beings. The critiques of mainstream conservation implicitly lump
together all environmentalism, while the ‘non-mainstream’ environmentalists who speak for whales,
seals, or lemurs as part of compassionate conservation (Bekoff 2013) remain marginalized. Most of the
critics” writings on conservation, quoted above, contain generalizations implying thatall conservationists
are environmentalists and that they share similar values, lumping together different groups in a sweeping
critique of supposedly socially unjust conservation and environmentalism. Are the critics of the
mainstream conservation and environmentalism (which tends to be utilitarian and anthropocentric)
prepared to accept deep ecology into the ‘mainstream’? If not, is it fair of them to ‘blame’ mainstream
environmentalism for being complacent? Are the critics themselves not part of the neoliberal system that

treats ‘nature’ as a ‘natural resources’ under the guise of justice?

Attempting reconciliation

There is a necessity is to find a way for conservation proponents and opponents, however diverse in their
approaches and orientations, to work and thrive together. In fact, many ideas are already shared by
proponents of community-based and conservation-for-the-sake-of nature approaches, such as the
misgivings about the 'dollar green' environmentalists. In distinguishing between different but at times
overlapping schools of thought or motivations, the positions on the main issues can be outlined: 1)
position on what/who is considered nature; 2) what kind of justice is sought and for who?; and, 3) how to
best approach environmental problems that affect both human and nonhuman communities. Intuitively
most easy way to reconcile positions is to include both human and nonhuman actors (thus, considering
both humans and nonhumans as part of nature; seeking justice for both human and nonhuman beings, and
approaching environmental problems that threaten both human and nonhuman survival).

Notwithstanding many instances in which hard choices that may affect or exclude human and nonhuman
groups have to be made (e.g. exploiting forest for timber plantations that may economically benefit local
community versus preserving biodiversity of this same forest with strict controls on human use),
including the interests of both humans and nonhumans and attempting to find ways to best balance them,

remains an ideal that has been in many cases successfully implemented in practice.

Positive examples of reconciliatory approaches include valuation of nature for both its benefits to humans
and as an intrinsic good, with ecosystem services including the services that all species provide each other
(Lawrence and Abrutyn 2015). The common search for justice, addressing the conditions that have
created domination and exploitation of the powerful classes over the oppressed ones, can be based both

on the appreciation of deep ecology, and sensitivity to the local context and the human costs of
conservation policies. Indeed, the outcomes in any conservation project are related to specific cultural,
historical and political circumstances (West et al 2006).



The points of conversion in the case of polluting materials that affect both human health and the
environment can be illustrated by the example of the use of DDT, an insecticide which was used to
increase agricultural productivity. There were high death rates among nonhumans who were directly
affected by the intake of DDT but it was not until 1970 when DDT was prohibited after adverse health

effects became apparent (Bateson 1972).

The underlying idea of a law against ecocide is based on strategically powerful argumentation of human
dependency on nature. Ecocide refers to “the extensive destruction, damage to or loss of ecosystem(s) of
a given territory, whether by human agency or by other causes, to such an extent that peaceful enjoyment
by the inhabitants of that territory has been severely diminished” (Higgins 2010). Crist (2012:147) is
more radical in her designation of ecocide as a form of genocide: “the mass violence against and
extermination of nonhuman nations, negating not only their own existence but also their roles in Life’s

interconnected nexus and their future evolutionary unfolding”.

Another point of conversion is the critique of neoliberalism or neo-colonial enterprise that commodifies
nature and equates human progress with economic prosperity. A conservationist Redford (2011) and
anthropologist Igoe (2011) both reflect that the differences between environmentalists’ and social
scientists’ positions are not irreconcilable. Indeed, ‘there are openings for serious engagement by social
scientists with conservationists and the broader conservation community’ (Redford 2011:329). We need
to ‘foster more informed understandings of how best to promote conservation that is effective and

equitable’ (Igoe 2011:334).

Inclusive justice canbe conceived as a form of multiculturalism that most of us, academics writing about
conservation, support (Kymlicka and Donaldson 2014). This multiculturalism is rooted in social justice,
human rights and citizenship, but also in ecological justice and animal rights, aiming to contest status
hierarchies that have privileged hegemonic groups while stigmatizing minorities. This progressive
conception, Kymlicka and Donaldson (2014) reflect, operates to illuminate unjust political and cultural
hierarchies, to de-center hegemonic norms, and to hold the exercise of power morally accountable.
Viewed this way, multiculturalism and animal rights are not in conflict, but flow naturally from the same

deeper commitment to justice and moral accountability.

Exclusive attention to social and economic justice leads environmental myopia (Pluhar 1995; Kopnina
2012a; 2012b; Wuerthner 2012) and even complacency in ecological genocide (Crist and Cafaro 2012;
Crist 2013). The conservation struggle is not between conservation elites and poor communities, but
between the larger forces of industrialism and “fickle but ravenous consumer desires” (Wakild 2015) and

those that seek to protect the last remaining troves of cultural and natural diversity.

Conservation critique outlined above masks the fact that the very environmentalism is NOT an elitist or

neoliberal invention but a truly transnational phenomenon (e.g. Dunlap and York 2008) with concern for



environmental issues consistently observed in different cultures (Dietz et al 2005; Milfont and Schultz
2016). Kelch (2016:83), for example, has explored the impact of culture on animal advocacy, finding that
there is “a universal facet composed of moral, ethical, empirical and other principles posited to be
accepted across cultures”. These universal principles can be constructed and utilized to advance the cause

of animals worldwide (Peters 2016).

A number of studies on the nature and origins of environmentalism and conservation are instructive as it
shows the breadth of movements and ideas (Milton 1993; 1996; 2002; Ingold 2006). Ecological justice
position was elaborated from the deep ecology perspective, supported by the ‘species turn’ (Ingold 2006;
Haraway 2008) in social science. These perspectives could strengthen the theoretical framework of
common justice that recognizes the artificiality of dualism, reintegrates the human and non-human, and
thus enables reconciliation between the critical perspectives on these issues (Shoreman-Ouimet and
Kopnina 2015; 2016). This theoretical frame has a potential not only to aid the mutual understanding of
social and ecological justice proponents through articulating their differences but may also promote their
cooperation towards a more socially and ecologically just world. As one of the reviewers of the earlier
version of this chapter has suggested, we need to ask: But what to do about those who do not support
universal justice, many who seem to have the power historically and in the present to turn their standpoint
into political, economic, and other cultural reality? Nobody has the easy answer and the lack of universal
support for presumably inclusive values is an ongoing source of frustration for those that care about moral
injustices. Yet, it is the author’s hope that we, as social scientists, as environmentalists or
conservationists, continue to provide evidence that demonstrates the costs and benefits of different
pathways, and that we should, as members of the Earth, advocate for those that best move us, based on

what the science reveals, toward ecological sustainability.

Conclusion

Whether the two Norwegians Arne Naess (1912 — 2009) and Arne Kalland (1945-2012), one a fervent
defender of all species, the other, of human and indigenous rights, could reconcile their views, is unclear.
Strang (2013) has raised a number of moral conditions to enable this reconciliation. First, one needs to
recognize the provision of justice to those who can speak for themselves, in preference to those who
cannot. Second, humans and nature are interdependent, and that disruption for any of the participants has
potentially major impacts on the others. Third, that the culture and nature dualism is theoretically
inadequate. The author sees hope in accepting ecological justice in environmental justice debates. There
are strategies for defending progressive causes, whether animal rights or human rights, against the danger
of instrumentalization and cultural imperialism (Kymlicka and Donaldson 2014). As the (most of)
humanity could be recently swayed to accept that slavery, racism and sexism are morally wrong, so can
the moral deficiency of anthropocentrism will be realized in time to extend justice to the most vulnerable

beings.



Bibliography
Adams, William A.,and Hutton, Jon. 2007. People, Parks, and Poverty: Political Ecology and
Biodiversity Conservation. Conservation and Society 5:147-183.

Baxter, Brian. 2005. A Theory of Ecological Justice. New York: Routledge.

Bateson, Gregory. 1972. Steps to an Ecology State of Mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 494-
499,

Bekoff, Mark (ed.). 2013. Ignoring Nature No More: The Case for Compassionate Conservation,

Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press.

Best, Steven and Nocella, Anthony J. 2011. The Animal Liberation Front: A Political and Philosophical

Analysis. Lantern Books.

Bisgould, L. 2008. Power and irony: One tortured cat and many twisted angles to our moral schizophrenia

about animals. Animal Subjects: An Ethical Reader in a Posthuman World, 8, 259.

Bonnett, M., 2013. Sustainable development, environmental education, and the significance of being in

place. CurriculumJournal, 24(2), pp.250-271.

Bonnett, Michael. 2015. Sustainability, the metaphysics of mastery and transcendent nature. In Kopnina,

H., and Shoreman-Ouimet, E. (eds.) Sustainability: Key issues. Routledge Earthscan, New York.

Borras, Susana. 2016. New Transitions from Human Rights to the Environment to the Rights of Nature.

Transnational Environmental Law, 5:113-143.

Brechin, Steven R., Wilshusen, Peter R., Fortwrangler, Crystal L., and Patrick C. West, (eds.) 2003.
Contested nature: promoting international biodiversity conservation with social justice in the twenty-first

century. New York: State University of New York Press.

Brockington, Dan. 2002. Fortress Conservation. The preservation of the Mkomazi Game Reserve. James

Currey, ed. African Issues series, Oxford.

Brockington, Dan, Rosaleen Duffy, and Jim Igoe. 2008. Nature Unbound. Conservation, Capitalismand

the Future of Protected Areas. Earthscan, London.

Brosius, Peter. 1999. Green Dots, Pink Hearts: Displacing Politics from the Malaysian Rain Forest.

American Anthropologist 101(1):36-57.



Brosius, Peter. Tsing, A., and C. Zerner, (eds.) 2005. Communities and conservation: historiesand

politics of community-based natural resource management. New Y ork: Altamira.

',,

Biischer, Bram. 2015. “Rhino poaching is out of control!” Violence, Heroes and the Politics of Hysteria
in online Conservation. Paper presented at the British International Studies Association. 16-19 June,

London, UK.

Cafaro, Philip. 2015. Three ways to think about the sixth mass extinction. Biological Conservation, 192:
387-393.

Cafaro, Philip, and Primack, Richard. 2014. Species extinction is a great moral wrong. Biological

Conservation, 170: 1-2.

Campbell, Martha. 2012. Why the Silence on population? In P. Cafaroand E. Crist (Eds). Life on the

Brink: Environmentalists Confront Overpopulation. Atlanta: University of Georgia Press. (p. 41-56).
Caplan, Pat. (Ed.). 2004. The ethics of anthropology: Debates and dilemmas. New Y ork: Routledge.
Chapin, Mac. 2004. A challenge to conservationists. World Watch 17(6): 17-31.

Crist, Eileen. 2012. “Abundant Earth and Population”. In P. Cafaro and E. Crist (Eds). Life on the Brink:

Environmentalists Confront Overpopulation. University of Georgia Press. (p. 141-153).

Crist, Eileen. 2013. “Ecocide and the extinction of animal minds.” In Ignoring Nature No More: The

Case for Compassionate Conservation, Marc Bekoff, ed. Chicago University Press. (p. 45-53).

Crist, Eileen, and Philip Cafaro. 2012. Human Population Growth as if the Rest of Life Mattered. InP.
Cafaroand E. Crist (Eds). Life on the Brink: Environmentalists Confront Overpopulation. Athens:

University of Georgia Press. (p. 3-15).

Crist, Eileen, and Kopnina, Helen 2014. Unsettling Anthropocentrism. Dialectical Anthropology. 38,
387-396.

Desmond, Jane. 2013. Requiem for Roadkill: Death and Denial on America’s Roads. In Kopnina, H. and
E. Shoreman-Ouimet (Eds) Environmental Anthropology: Future Directions. New Y ork and Oxford:
Routledge. Pp. 46-58.

Dietz, Thomas, Amy Fitzgerald, and Shwom, Rachael. 2005. Environmental Values. Annual Review

Environmental Resources 30:335-72.

Doak, D.F., Bakker, V.J., Goldstein, B.E. and Hale, B. 2015. What Is the Future of Conservation? In G.
Woeuerthner, E. Crist and T. Butler (eds), Protecting the Wild: Parksand Wilderness, The Foundation for
Conservation, Washington, DC, and London: The Island Press, pp. 27—-35.


http://www.bisa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=364&Itemid=236
http://www.eileencrist.com/images/pdf/Ecocide-and-the-Extinction-of-Animal-Minds-Revised.pdf

Catton, William R. & Dunlap, Riley, E. 1978. Environmental sociology: a new paradigm. American
Sociologist (13): 41-49.

Dunlap, Riley E., and York, Richard. 2008. ‘The globalization of environmental concernand the limits of
the explanation of the Postmaterialist value: Evidence from Four Multinational Surveys'. The Sociological
Quarterly, 49: 529-563.

Eckersley, Robyn. 1998. Divining Evolution and Respecting Evolution, in A. Light (ed.) Social Ecology

after Bookchin, London, The Guilford Press.

Ehrenfeld, David. 1988. Why Put a VValue on Biodiversity?, in E. O. Wilson (ed.), Biodiversity,
Washington, DC, National Academy Press.

Einarsson, Niels. 1993. All animals are equal but some are cetaceans: Conservation and culture conflict.

In Environmentalism: The view from anthropology, ed. Kay Milton, 73-84. New Y ork: Routledge.

Escobar, Arturo. 1996. Constructing Nature: Elements for a Post-structuralist Political Ecology.
Liberation Ecologies. Richard Peet and Michael Watts, eds. Pp. 46-68. London: Routledge.

Faber, Daniel, and Deborah McCarthy. 2003. "Neo-liberalism, globalization and the struggle for
ecological democracy: linking sustainability and environmental justice." Just Sustainabilities:
Development in an unequal world. Ed. By J. Agyeman, R. D. Bullard, B. New York: Routledge. Pp. 38-
63.

Fletcher, Robert, Breitlin J. and Puleo V. 2014. Barbarian Hordes: The Overpopulation Scapegoat in
International Development Discourse. Third World Quarterly, 35(7):1195- 1215.

Fredericks, Sarah E. 2015. “Ethics in sustainability indexes”. In Sustainability: key issues. Edited by H.
Kopnina and E. Shoreman-Ouimet. New Y ork: Routledge. Pp. 73-87.

Gleeson, Brendan, and Low, Nicholas. 1998. Justice, Society, and Nature: An Exploration of Political
Ecology. London.

Goldberg, Jeffrey. 2010. The Hunted: Did American Conservationists go too Far in Africa? The New
Yorker, April 5.

Gould, Kenneth A., David N. Pellow, and Allan Schnaiberg. 2015. The treadmill of Production: Injustice
and Unsustainability in the Global Economy. New Y ork: Routledge.



Gould, Kenneth A., and Tammy L. Lewis. 2012. "The environmental injustice of green gentrification."
The World in Brooklyn: Gentrification, Immigration, and Ethnic Politics in a Global City. Plymouth:
Lexington Books. Pp. 113-146.

Greenpeace. 2013. Eliminate toxic chemicals.

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/campaigns/toxics/

Haraway, Donna. 2008. When Species Meet. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Haring, Bas. 2011. Plastic Pandas. The Netherlands: Nijgh & Van Ditmar.

Harrison, Jill Lindsey. 2014. "Neoliberal environmental justice: mainstream ideas of justice in political

conflict over agricultural pesticides in the United States." Environmental Politics 23(4): 650-669.

Hawkins, Ronnie. 2012. Perceiving overpopulation: Cannot we see what we’re doing? In P. Cafaroand E.
Crist (Eds). Life on the Brink: Environmentalists Confront Overpopulation. Atlanta, University of
Georgia Press. Pp. 202:213.

Henley, David. 2011. Swidden Farming as an Agent of Environmental Change: Ecological Myth and

Historical Reality in Indonesia. Environment and History 17: 525-554.

Higgins, Polly. 2010. Eradicating Ecocide: Laws and Governance to Prevent the Destruction of Our
Planet. Shepheard Walwyn Publishers Ltd. 62-63.

Horowitz, Leah S. 2012. Translation alignment: Actor-Network Theory and the power dynamics of

environmental protest alliances in New Caledonia. Antipode 44(3): 806-827.

Hovik, Sissel, Camilla Sandstrém, and Anna Zachrisson. 2010. Management of Protected Areas in
Norway and Sweden: Challenges in Combining Central Governance and Local Participation. Journal of
Environmental Policy & Planning 12(2):159-177.

Igoe, James. 2011. Forum. Rereading conservation critique: a response to Redford. Fauna & Flora
International, Oryx, 45(3): 333-334.

Igoe, James, and Dan Brockington. 2007. Neoliberal conservation: a brief introduction. Conservation and
Society 5(4):432-449.

Ingold, Tim. 2006. Against Human Nature: Evolutionary Epistemology, Language and Culture, 39 (3):
259-281.


http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/campaigns/toxics/
http://www.springerlink.com/content/978-1-4020-3394-0#section=436048&page=1&locus=0
https://springerlink3.metapress.com/content/978-1-4020-3394-0/

Kalland, Arne. 2009. Unveiling the Whale: Discourses on Whales and Whaling. Studies in Environmental

Anthropology and Ethnobiology Series. New York: Berghahn Books.

Kareiva, Peter, Lalasz, R. and Marvier, M. 2011. Conservation in the Anthropocene: Beyond Solitude and

Fragility. Breakthrough Journal. Fall, P. 29-27.

Katz, Erik. 1999. Envisioning a De-Anthropocentrised World: Critical Comments on Anthony Weston's
"The Incomplete Eco-Philosopher’. Ethics, Policy and Environment 14: 97-101.

Kelch, Thomas. G. 2016. Towards Universal Principles for Global Animal Advocacy. Transnational

Environmental Law, 5: 81-111.

Kemf, Elizabeth, ed. 1993. The Law of the Mother: Protecting Indigenous Peoples in Protected Areas.

San Francisco: Sierra Club Books.

Koot, Stasja. 2016. Cultural ecotourism as indigenous modernity: Namibian Bushmen and two

contradictions of capitalism. In Handbook of Environmental Anthropology, Helen Kopnina and Eleanor

Shoreman-Ouimet (eds). New York: Routledge. (p. 315-326).

Kopnina, Helen. & Gjerris, Mickey. 2015. Are some animals more equal than others? Animal rights and

deep ecology in environmental education. Canadian Journal of Environmental Education 20, 109-123.

Kopnina, Helen. 2016a. Half the earth for people (or more)? Addressing ethical questions in conservation.
Biological Conservation. 203(2016):176-185.

Kopnina, Helen. 2016b. Animal cards, supermarket stunts and World Wide Fund for Nature: Exploring
the educational value of a business-ENGO partnership for sustainable consumption.” Journal of

Consumer Culture, 16(3) 926-94.

Kopnina, Helen. 2016¢. Nobody Likes Dichotomies (but sometimes you need them). Anthropological
Forum. Special Forum: Environmental and Social Justice? The Ethics of the Anthropological Gaze.
(26)4:415-429.

Kopnina, Helen. 2014a. Environmental justice and biospheric egalitarianism: reflecting on a normative-

philosophical view of the human-nature relationship. Earth Perspectives, 1:8.

Kopnina, Helen. 2014b. Future Scenarios and Environmental Education. The Journal of Environmental
Education, 45(4):217-231.

Kopnina, Helen. 2012a. Towards Conservational Anthropology: Addressing anthropocentric bias in

anthropology. Dialectical Anthropology, 36 (1): 127-146.


http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1845455819

Kopnina, Helen. 2012b. ‘Re-Examining Culture/Conservation Conflict: the view of anthropology of
conservation through the lens of environmental ethics.” Journal of Integrative Environmental Sciences,
9(1): 9-25.

Kopnina, Helen. 2012c. Anthropology of Environmental Education. Nova Science Publishers, Inc. New
York.

Kopnina, Helen and Shoreman-Ouimet, Eleanor. 2011. Environmental Anthropology Today. Eds. H.

Kopnina and E. Shoreman-Ouimet, New Y ork and Oxford: Routledge.

Kothari, A., Camill, P., Brown, J. 2013. Conservation as if People Also Mattered: Policy and Practice of

Community-based Conservation. Conservation and Society; 11:1-15.
Kottak, Conrad. P. 1999. The New Ecological Anthropology. American Anthropologist 101(1): 23-35.

Kymlicka, Will and Donaldson, Sue. 2014. “Animal Rights and Aboriginal Rights”, in Animal Law in
Canada, ed. Vaughan Black. Irwin, Toronto.

Lawrence, Kirk S., and Abrutyn, Seth B. 2015. "The Degradation of Nature and the Growth of
Environmental Concern: Toward a Theory of the Capture and Limits of Ecological Value." Human
Ecology Review 21(1): 87.

Leopold, Aldo. 1949/1987. A Sand County Almanac and sketches here and there. New York, NY: Oxford

University Press.

Liddick, Don R. 2006. Eco-terrorism: radical environmental and animal liberation movements.

Connecticut: Praeger Publishers.

Lyman, Martha W., Danks, Cecilia, McDonough Maureen. 2013. New England's Community Forests:
Comparing a Regional Model to ICCAs. Conservation and Society 11:46-59.

Martin, Adrianne, Akol, Anne, Gross-Camp, Nicole. 2015. Towards an Explicit Justice Framing of the

Social Impacts of Conservation. Conservat Soc 13:166-78.
Marvier, Michelle. 2014. A Call for Ecumenical Conservation. Animal Conservation (17) 6 : 518-519.

Mathews, F. 2016. From biodiversity-based conservation to an ethic of bio-proportionality. Biological
Conservation, 200:140-148.

McCauley, Douglas. 2006. Selling Out on Nature, Nature, 443, 27-8.

McElroy, Ann. 2013. Sedna's Children: Inuit Elders' Perceptions of Climate Change and Food Security.
In Environmental Anthropology: Future Directions. Eds. H. Kopnina and E. Shoreman-Ouimet, New
York and Oxford: Routledge. Pp. 145-171.



Merchant, Carolyn. 1992. Radical Ecology: The Search for a Liveable World. New Y ork: Routledge.

Milfont, Taciano, and Schultz, Paul W. 2016. Culture and the natural environment. Current Opinionin
Psychology, 8:194-199.

Miller, Brian, Soulé, Michael E. and Terborgh, John. 2014. ‘New conservation’ or surrender to
development? Animal Conservation. 17(6): 509-515.

Milton, Kay. 1993. Introduction. In Environmentalism: The view from anthropology, ed. Kay Milton, 73—
84. New York: Routledge.

Milton, Kay. 1996. Environmentalismand Cultural Theory: Exploring the role of anthropology in

environmental discourse. New York: Routledge.

Milton, Kay. 2002. Loving nature: Toward an ecology of emotion. New York: Routledge.

Moore, Jason W. 2015. Capitalismin the Web of Life: Ecology and the Accumulation of Capital. Verso
Books.

Nash, Roderick. 2012. Island Civilization: A Vision for Human Inhabitance in the Fourth Millennium. In
P. Cafaroand E. Crist (Eds). Life on the Brink: Environmentalists Confront Overpopulation. University
of Georgia Press (p. 29-40).

Naess, Arne. 1973. The shallow and the deep: long-range ecology movement. A summary, Inquiry,
16:95-99.

Noss, Reed F. 1992. The Wildlands Project Land Conservation Strategy. Wild Earth, (1): 9-25.

Nuttall, Mark. 2016. Climate, environment, and society in Northwest Greenland. In Handbook of
Environmental Anthropology, Helen Kopnina and Eleanor Shoreman-Ouimet (eds). New York:
Routledge. Pp. 219-229.

Paterson, Barbara. 2006. Ethics for wildlife conservation: overcoming the human—nature dualism.
BioScience, 56(2), 144-150.

Peters, Anne. 2016. Global Animal Law: What It Is and Why We Need It. Transnational Environmental
Law, 5, pp 9-23 doi:10.1017/S2047102516000066

Pluhar, Evelyn. B. 1995. Beyond Prejudice: The Moral Significance of Human and Nonhuman Animals.
Durham, NC: Duke University Press.



Pountney, Jessica. 2012. Book Review: Kalland, Unveiling the whale. Durham Anthropology Journal
18(1):215-217.

Rantala, Salla, Heini Vihemaki, Brent M Swallow, George Jambiya. 2013. Who gains and who loses from
compensated displacement from Protected Areas? The Case of Derema Corridor, Tanzania. Conservation
and Society 11 (2)97:111.

Redford, Kent H., and Eva Fearn, eds. 2007. Protected areas and human displacement: a conservation

perspective. Wildlife Conservation Society, Working Paper No 29.

Redford, Kent, H. 2011. Forum. Misreading the conservation landscape. Fauna & Flora International,
Oryx, 45(3): 324-330.

Redford, Kent. H., and Adams, William. M. 2009. ‘Payment for Ecosystem Services and the challenge of
Saving Nature’, Conservation Biology, 23, 785-7.

Rockstrom, Johan, Steffen, Will, Noone, Kevin. etal. 2009. A Safe operating space for humanity. Nature
461, 472-475.

Rudy, Kathy. 2012. "If We Could Talk to the Animals: On Changing the (Post) Human Subject."
Speaking for Animals: Animal Autobiographical Writing. Edited by Margo DeMello. Duke University
Press: Durham, NC.

Sandall, Roger. 2000. The Culture Cult: Designer Tribalismand Other Essays. Boulder, Colorado:

Westview Press.

Scarce, Rik. 2011. Ifa Tree Falls: A Story of the Earth Liberation Front Interview: Rik Scarce, Author of

‘Eco-Warriors'. http://www.pbs.org/pov/ifatreefalls/eco-warriors-rik-scarce-interview.php

Scruton, Roger. 2012. How to Think Seriously About the Planet: The Case for an Environmental

Conservatism. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Schlosberg, David. 2007. Defining Environmental Justice: Theories, Movements, and Nature. Oxford

University Press: Oxford.

Shoreman-Ouimet, Eleanor and Kopnina, Helen. 2011. Introduction: Environmental Anthropology
Yesterday and Today. Pp. 1-35. In Environmental Anthropology Today. Eds. H. Kopnina and E.
Shoreman-Ouimet, New York and Oxford: Routledge.

Shoreman-Ouimet, Eleanor and Kopnina, Helen. 2015. Reconciling Social and Ecological Justice for the

Sake of Conservation. Biological Conservation 184:320-326.


http://www.pbs.org/pov/ifatreefalls/
http://www.pbs.org/pov/ifatreefalls/eco-warriors-rik-scarce-interview.php

Shoreman-Ouimet, Eleanor and Kopnina, Helen. 2016. Conservation and Culture: Beyond

Anthropocentrism. Routledge Earthscan, New York.

Singer, Peter. 1977. Animal Liberation: A New Ethicsfor our Treatment of Animals. New York: Random

House.

Smail, Kenneth. 2003. Remembering Malthus 111: Implementing a Global Population Reduction.
American Journal of Physical Anthropology, 123(2):295-300.

Sodikoff, Genese (ed) 2011. The Anthropology of Extinction: Essayson Culture and Species Death.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Strang, Veronica. 2013. Notes for plenary debate - ASA-IUAES conference, Manchester, 5-10™ August
2013. Motion: ‘Justice for people must come before justice for the environment’.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oldnY TY Mx-k

Sullivan, Sian. 2006. The elephant in the room? Problematizing ‘new’ (neoliberal) biodiversity

conservation. Forumfor Development Studies 33(1): 105-135.

Sunstein, Cass R., and Nussbaum, Martha C. 2004. Animal Rights: Current Debatesand New Directions.

New York: Oxford University Press.

Sykes, Katie. 2016. Globalization and the Animal Turn: How International Trade Law Contributes to
Global Norms of Animal Protection. Transnational Environmental Law, 5, pp 55-79
doi:10.1017/S2047102516000054

Taylor, Bron R. 2008. The Tributaries of Radical Environmentalism. Journal for the Study of
Radicalism, 2(1):-61.

Temudo, Marina, P. 2012. "The White Men Bought the Forests": Conservation and Contestation in

Guinea-Bissau, Western Africa. Conservation Society 10:354-66.

Van Huijstee, Mariette and Glasbergen, Peter. 2010. Business—NGO Interactions in a Multi-Stakeholder
Context. Business and Society Review 115 (3) 249-284.

Van Huijstee, Mariette, Pollock, L., Glasbergen, P. and Leroy, P. 2011. Challenges for NGOs Partnering
with Corporations: WWF Netherlands and the Environmental Defense Fund. Environmental Values 20:

43-74.

Wakild, Emily. 2015. Parks, People, and Perspectives: Historicizing Conservation in Latin America. In
Protecting the Wild: Parks and Wilderness, The Foundation for Conservation. Edited by G. Wuerthner,

E. Crist and T. Butler. Washington, London: The Island Press. Pp 41-53.


http://www.brontaylor.com/environmental_articles/pdf/Taylor--Tributaries.pdf

Washington, Haydn. 2015. Is ‘sustainability’ the same as ‘sustainable development’? In Sustainability:
key issues. Edited by H. Kopnina and E. Shoreman-Ouimet. New York: Routledge. Pp. 359-377.

Wenzel, George W. 2009. Canadian Inuit subsistence and ecological instability — if the climate changes,

must the Inuit? Polar Research 28(1):89-99.

West, Paige. 2008. Translation, Value, and Space: Theorizing an Ethnographic and Engaged
Environmental. American Anthropologist, (4):632-642.

West, Paige. 2012. From Modern Production to Imagined Primitive: The Social World of Coffee from

Papua New Guinea. Duke University Press.

West, Paige and Brockington, Dan. 2011. Introduction: Capitalism and the Environment. Environment
and Society: Advances in Research 3 (1):1-3(3).

West, Paige, Igoe, James & Brockington, Dan. 2006. Parks and people: the social impact of protected

areas. Annual Review of Anthropology, 35, 251-277.

Wijkman, A.and Rockstrom, J. 2012. Bankrupting Nature: Denying Our Planetary Boundaries. New
York: Routledge.

Wilshusen, Peter R., Brechin, Steven R., Fortwrangler, Crystal L. and Patrick C. West. 2002. Reinventing
a square wheel: a critique of a resurgent “protection paradigm™ in international biodiversity conservation.

Society and Natural Resources 15: 17-40.

Wissenburg, M. 1993. “The Idea of Nature and the Nature of Distributive Justice”,in A. Dobson and P.

Lucardie (eds.) The Politics of Nature: Explorations in Green Political Theory. London: Routledge.

Wuerthner, George. 2012. Population, Fossil Fuels, and Agriculture. In P. Cafaroand E. Crist (Eds). Life
on the Brink: Environmentalists Confront Overpopulation. Atlanta, University of Georgia Press (p. 123-

129).


http://berghahn.publisher.ingentaconnect.com/content/berghahn/ares
http://berghahn.publisher.ingentaconnect.com/content/berghahn/ares
http://www.routledge.com/books/search/author/anders_wijkman/
http://www.routledge.com/books/search/author/johan_rockstroem/

