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Justice: The Heart of Environmentalism

Dale Jamieson

Asking people what environmentalism is elicits diverse answers. Some peo-
ple think of it as the practice of engaging in various activities from recy-
cling to hunting. Others think of it as supporting pressure groups ranging
from the National Wildlife Federation to the Farth Liberation Fronr. For
many of my students, environmentalism implies activism. Even those who
are vegetarian backpackers are often reluctant to call themselves environ-
mentalists, for they see themselves as lazy or lacking commitment. Yer,
according to surveys, most Americans are willing to identify themselves
publicly as environmentalists or enviconmentally concerned,’ even those
who vote for environmentally abusive candidates. I remember how sur-
prised I was when I moved from Colorado to Minnesota to discover that
Minnesota “greens” held more or less the same views as Colorado
“browns.” In Minnesota, members of the “bait and buller” crowd are con-
sidered environmentalists, whereas in Colorado they are the “wise use”
antienvironmentalists.

Asking this question internationally produces an even wider array of
answers. Some who claim to speak for the developing world will tell you
that environmentalism is a meaningless concept where they come from,
because people do not distinguish themselves from nature, or (alterna-
tively and inconsistently) they sometimes say that people in the develop-
ing world see nature as a resource. In many European countries “greens”
have replaced “reds”™ on the left of the political spectrum. Once T asked
a4 European friend of mine about the background of his country’s new
environment minister. “He was an ultra-left terrorist before he was a
green,” my friend said, exaggerating only slightly.
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In this chapter | am not going to address the entire heterogencous
domain of environmentalism. My rarget will be American environmen-
talism. I will suggest that it has two distinet sources and that this accounts
for some of the uneasiness one finds in the movement. A focus on justice,
I claim, can reconcile these perspectives across a broad range of issues, In
this respect it can be said thar justice is both conceptually and historically
at the heart of environmentalism. Justice also gives environmentalism a
heart in the sense of motivating people to make change and taming the
movement'’s tendency toward misanthropy and pessimism. The heart is
not the whole of an organism, however, and justice does not exhaust envi-
ronmentalism. There are unruly features of the human relationship to
nature that express themselves in both environmentally friendly and envi-
ronmentally destructive ways, Any attempt to provide even a partial map
of American environmentalism must also acknowledge these features.

Think Globally, Act Locally

The American environmental movement can be seen as having two dis-
tinet dimensions, One has its source in nineteenth-century movements
tor community beautification and public hygiene; the other has its source
in global concerns about conservation and preservation. The former tra-
dirion evolved from a focus on public health to a broader concern with
ecological identity and a sense of place. It finds its expression in the work
of writers such as Edward Abbey and Wendell Berry. lts signature issues
include Love Canal and the construction of the Glen Canyon Dam. The
latter rradition came to prominence in the 1970s with the publication of
such books as The Limits to Growth, Its heroes are scientists such as
Paul Ehrlich and E. O. Wilson, and it sees climate change and biodiver-
sity loss as the central environmental issues.

These traditions express very different artitudes toward authority and
democratic participation., Those whose environmentalism is motivared
by a sense of place tend to be misrrustful of science and management.
They see environmental problems as largely cansed by failed attempts 1o
manage complex systems and are skeptical of the idea that even more
intensive management 15 the solution to these failures, Those who focus
on global change issues as the most serious threats tend to put their faith
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in science, They peint out that it is scientists who have alerted us 1o
climate change and the biodiversity crisis, and it is they who are most
credible when it comes to solutions.

These perspectives are not enly distinct; they are in some ways quite
antithetical, For place-based environmentalists the rurn to scientific man-
agement, rather than being a solution, is another iteration of the same
problem. As Berry writes, “Properly speaking, global thinking is not pos-
sible.” Those wheo have claimed to think globally, he writes, have imposed
“simplifications too extreme and oppressive to merit the name of
thought.™* Partisans of the global perspective, on the other hand, say that
what is needed to protect nature are objective scientific managers who
take the long view and are insulated from the emotional storms of local
polirics thar often result in myopic and selfish policies. We can deamatize
these differences by saying that those who focus on the global are mod-
ernist progressives who valonze science, whereas those who act from
place-based concerns are antimodernists, deeply mistrustful of science,
and generally pessimistic about the prospects for rational management.

Although this division is deep and profound, it is easy 1o overlook,
because many environmentalists drink from both wells, Indeed, the most
important environmental writers, such as Aldo Leopold and Rachel
Carson, can reasonably be claimed by both sides. Both Leopold and
Carson were trained as scientists, and their writing reflected the abstract,
generalized concerns of scientific thinking. At the same time, however,
both were in love with particular places that they wrote about with great
passion and power.

These two dimensions of environmentalism mingle almost completely
when it comes to opposing environmentally destructive initiatives.
Greens of various shades can unite in their opposition to nuclear power,
sprawl, and the opening up of wilderness areas to development, because
they can be seen as either characteristic expressions of science and rech-
nology or perverted expressions of them distorted by political corruprion
and human irrationality. This unity in opposition can obscure the fact
that environmentalists share very little by way of positive images of how
humians should relate to nature. Far from visionary, environmentalists
are better ar opposition and obstruction than at creating and articulating
POSIEIVE VIEWS,
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A ruling vision sourced in an idea of justice can help bring these per-
spectives together. Consider, for example, how their different views of
scientific authority might be treated. Rather than viewing science as the
whaole of the problem or the entirety of the solution, a perspective that
centers on justice would see it as another acrive participant in the nego-
tiating process. A vision informed by considerations of justice would
help us to see science as an institutional agent with important powers
and capacitics, bur also its own interests. Onee we see things in this way,
science can be spared the full credit or full blame for epistemological clo-
sure or conflict. Rather than causing the lack of consensus abour envi-
ronmental policy, the fissures in science will themselves be seen as part
and product of larger normative conflicts (Jamieson 1996).

The Environmental Justice Movement

The idea of environmental justice burst into the American consciousness
in 1982, when there were more than 500 arrests in the largely African-
American community of Afton, North Carolina, during a campaign of
nonviolent civil disobedience directed toward preventing the disposal of
PCB-laced soil in the Warren County landfill. Among those arrested was
Congressman Walter Fauntroy, who subsequently asked the United
Stares General Accounting Office (GAO) to study the racial demograph-
ics of hazardous waste siting. Both the GAO study and a larger research
effort mounted by the United Church of Christ came to the conclusion
that people of color and the poor disproportionately bear the environ-
mental costs of a highly consumptive, affluent sociery.?

Since these events, a growing academic literature on these questions
has developed, but in America the idea of environmental justice has
come to be identified with the social movement that protests toxic waste
siting, excessive pesticide use, and contamination of air and water on
Indian reservations, among Latino farm-workers, and in poor white
and African-American communities. By the early 1990s, the environ-
mental justice movement had become so influential that President
Clinton established an office of environmental justice as part of the
Environmental Protection Agency, and on February 11, 1994, he signed
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Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. ™

From the beginning, there were concerns about the appropriation of the
language of environmental justice on behalf of a social movement directed
toward promoting the interests of minority groups in America. For most
philosophers and rheorists, justice involves impartiality and universality
and thus moves in the direction of a global perspective. Particular groups
may struggle to be treated justly, but rhis is not the same as struggling to
implemient a conception of justice. In recent years important elements of
the environmental justice movement have begun o organize around
broader issues with global impart,? but constructing a full account of envi-
ronmental justice very much remains a work in progress,

Dimensions of Environmental Justice

Some may find the very idea of environmental justice strange, for they
may think of the environment as a kind of amenity thar one may purchase
more or less of, depending on one’s preferences and resources. On this
view environmental quality is like cultural institutions or sports facilities;
its allocation s a matter of discretion, not of justice.

Contrary to this view, at least thirry-three nations and rwelve American
states now recognize a constitutional right to environmental quality.®
Environmental preservation is increasingly seen as central to human
flourishing, and in some cases a matter of life and death. It is also becom-
ing clear that the overconsumption of the earth’s resources by some con-
demns others to poverty. When seen in this way, it seems undeniable that
many environmental concerns involve questions of justice.

Bur whar exactly is environmental justice? Aristotle distinguished mwo
types of justice: distributive justice and corrective justice. Distributive
justice concerns how various benefits and burdens should be distributed;
corrective justice 15 about punishment and compensation. Although it is
plausible ro suppose thar some instances of environmental justice involve
corrective justice,” the larger tempration is ro think of environmental jus-
tice as primarily a kind of distributive justice.” On this view the environ-
ment is a resource whose distribution should be governed by principles
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of justice. Because many aspects of the environment cannot physically be
transferred from one community to another, this view is more precisely
thought of as advocating the distribution of the benefits and costs of
environmental resources according to principles of justice. From this per-
spective environmental resources are in principle no different from
money, food, health care, or other distributive goods over which people
have claims of justice. It is an open question as to how exactly environ-
mental resources are defined, how benefits and costs are assessed, whart
principles of justice are appropriate for governing their distribution, and
who are the subjects and beneficiaries of these duties.

The idea that duties of environmental justice are global in scope has
been around since the 1970s, At the United Nations Conference on the
Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972, the notion of global envi-
ronmental justice was introduced as the developing world's answer to the
industrialized worlds growing concern to preserve pure environmental
goods such as species and ecosystems, many of which exist primarily in
developing countries.® The idea began to gain traction in 1991 with
the publication of Global Warming in an Unequal World: A Case of
Environmental Colomialissn by the Indian environmentalists, Anil
Agarwal and Sunita Narain.

Poor countries often argue that rich countries committed various envi-
ronmental injustices in the process of their development and continue to
commit injustices by appropriating more than their share of the earth’s
resources. For example, they point out that, not only is the United States
the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases, but its annual increases
since 1990 have been greater than those of any other country except
China. On a per capita basis Americans emit twenty-two times as much
carbon dioxide as Indians, eleven times as much as Brazilians, and eight
times as much as Chinese,?

Viewing global environmental issues from the perspective of distribu-
tive justice can certainly be a useful analytical approach, as the case of
greenhouse gas emissions illustrates. The Framework Convention on
Climate Change, which now has been ratified by 189 countries, includ-
ing the United Staves, commits the parties to the goal of stabilizing
“greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would
prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.”
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There are many ways of reaching this objective, bur any successful
artempt would impose costs in foregone development opportunities and
in economic and social restructuring. Different regimes would distribure
these costs differently. One approach would be to establish an annual
global ceiling on greenhouse gas emissions, allocate permissions to emir,
and then allow unlimited emissions trading. This approach would be
highly efficient, but whether it would be just would depend to a great
extent on how permissions to emit are initially allocated." Viewing this
as a problem of distributive justice 15 a useful analytical approach
because it invites discussion of the issues that matter most, rather than
shunting them off into a technical dead end. Although ordinary people
are excluded from abstract discussions of atmospheric physics and chem-
istry, the language of justice implicared in discussions of the distriburion
of greenhouse gas emissions is one with which everyone can identify.

However useful and intuitive it may be to see global environmental
problems in this way, it is also clear that the idea of environmental jus-
tice is not exhausted by the notion of distriburive justice. In an insightful
carly article on the American environmental justice movement, Iris
Marion Young argued that it was participatory justice, not distributive
justice thar was the primary demand of communities such as Afton,
Morth Carolina." People objected not only to the fact that they were
being subjected to risks, bur also o exposure withour their consent and
without institutional mechamisms that would allow them to articulate
their opposition, This was also the case in the lare 19705 at Love Canal
in Mew York state, when white working-class homeowners became so
frustrated by the lack of governmental responsiveness to their concerns
that they derained officials from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency who had come to allay their fears about the fact that
their community was built on top of a toxic waste dump.™

The centrality of participatory justice to environmental justice is also
indicated by the fact thar the “Principles of Environmental Justice™
{appendix A), adopted by the First National People of Color Environ-
mental Leadership Summit in 1991, emphasized self-determination and
respect for diverse cultural perspectives rather than distributive justice.
Indeed, distributive justice is mentioned in only two of the seventeen
principles adopred by the summir."
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Participatory justice is also important at the global level. Those who
suffer most from environmental insults are often not at the table. For
example, rising sea levels caused in part by climate change are likely to
destroy completely such countries as Sao Tome and Principe, Kiribati,
Maldives, and Tuvalu. Because their land mass will be underwarer, these
countries may literally cease to exist.” Other small countries in the
Caribbean and elsewhere will be ravaged by more intense, and perhaps
more frequent, storms and hurricanes. Seventy million farmers and
their families in Bangladesh will lose their livelihoods when their rice
paddies are inundated by scawarter. Yer despite the vast number of peo-
ple around the world who will suffer from climare change, most of them
are not included when decisions are made. Indeed, to a great extent, the
Linited States has set the world on this course through its own unilateral
action.

Poor people and those who live on the margins are effecrively voiceless
in many environmental debates. In some cases participation is denied not
because of institutional or political failure, bur because those in question
are not recognized as in the domain of justice. Historically, at various
times and places, slaves and women have been denied justice not only in
the sense that they have bome disproportionate burdens or that their
voices have been muted, bur also in thar they have not been regarded as
the proper subjects of justice. This explains why so much of the rhetoric
of the American civil rights movement centered on asserting the “human-
ness” (or “manhood ") of African Americans, African Americans were not
only denied their fair share, but were also excluded from the community
over which justice was supposed to prevail.

Poor people and those at the margins are not alone in being disen-
franchised. Furure generations are not at the table to defend their inter-
ests, and the use of standard decision-theoretic tools such as the discount
rate is often used to effectively dismiss even their most important inter-
ests. Again, this can be seen clearly in the case of climate change. It is rich
people currently alive who reap the greatest share of the benehits of emir-
ting greenhouse gases. It is poor people who will live in the second half
of this century and bevond who will bear most of the burdens. Iv is dif-
ficult to believe that we would behave so irresponsibly if we had to
defend our acrions directly to those who will suffer from them,'*
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Some of those who speak of global environmental justice also believe
that we owe duties of justice to other entities that cannot speak for them-
selves: individual plants, individual animals, populations, species, eco-
systems, geological formations, or even planets. Various cases are made
tor including such entities in the domain of justice, but they typically
appeal to criteria of inclusion such as naturalness, wildness, releolog-
ical organization, and sentience.” Although there are many difficult and
controversial issues here, it seems clear that the case for recognizing
duties of justice to some non-human animals is as strong as the case for
recognizing such duties to some human animals. The other great apes,
for example, have complex social systems and lives that can go berter or
worse in a way that matters to them. The same reasons that we have for
recognizing duties of justice to some humans apply to them as well. Once
this point is recognized it becomes clear that many other nonhuman ani-
mals also qualify as beneficiaries of duties of justice.”

I have claimed that a clear and consistent concern with duties of envi-
ronmental justice will go beyond the confines of our domestic communi-
ties and encompass the globe. It will also project from the present into
the future, and include posterity. Finally, it will encompass a grear deal
of the “more than human world, ™" Having said this, however, | also
believe that the bounds of justice will not exhaust our relationship to
nature.

Beyond Justice

Justice is at the center of environmentalism, burt there are rwo ubiguitous
artitudes toward nature that cannot perspicuously be taken up in the lan-
guage of justice. The first sees nature as “radically other™; the second
sees humans as “part of nature.” Both of these attitudes are ancient and
remain influential.

The artitude that sees nature as “radically other™ is expressed in vari-
ous spiritual traditions as well as in some Greek philosophical schools.
One memorable statement of it may be found in chapter 5 of the Tao Te
Chring, artributed 1o the Taoist sage Lao-Tse: “Heaven and Earth are
impartial; they treat all of creation as straw dogs.™ In ancient Chinese rit-
uals, straw dogs were burned as sacrifices in place of living dogs. What
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is being asserted here is that the forces that govern the world are as indif-
ferent to human welfare as humans are to the fate of the straw dogs used
in ritual sacrifice.

From this perspective, nature is seen as amoral: in no way does it pro-
vide us with moral conceprs. Moral concepts arise either from divine
commandment, as in the case in the Hebrew Bible, or they are artificial
human constructions laboriously created and maintained to provide us
with a refuge in an otherwise heartless world, as in the story told by the
sixteenth-century philosopher Thomas Hobbes. Both versions of this
story see nature as immensely powerful and humanity as weak, vulnera-
ble, and in need of protection. From this perspective the idea that moral
concepts such as justice would apply to nature seems bizarre.

Although this perspective does not support any idea of environmental
justice, other important artitudes toward nature do arise. One artitude
provides a rationale for human attempts to conguer and dominate nature.
If humanity and its projects are to survive and thrive in this amoral world,
nature must be subdued and kept at bay. On this view nature, by indif-
ference if not by intention, should be seen as an enemy of humanity

A second attitude that may arise from this perspective involves a pro-
found appreciation of nature. This thought is powerfully developed in
Edmund Burke's 1757 treatise, A Philosophical Enguiry into the Origin of
Ohwer Ideas of the Subline and Beautiful. The human experience of the sub-
lime is, according to Burke, a “delight™ and one of the most powerful
human emotions. Yer, perhaps paradoxically, the experience of the sub-
lime involves such “negative™ emotions as fear, dread, pain, and terror and
can occur when we experience deprivation, darkness, solitude, silence, or
vacuity. The experience of the sublime arises when we feel we are in dan-
gee, but are not actually in danger. Immensity, infinity, magnitude, and
grandeur can cause this experience of unimagined eloquence, greatness,
significance, and power. The sublime is often associated with experiences
of mountains or oceans. Such experiences may occasion wonder, awe,
astonishment, admiration, reverence, or respect. In its fullest extent, the
experience of the sublime may cause rotal astonishment.

The idea of the sublime was profoundly influential on nineteenth-
century American culture, notably through nineteenth-century painters such
as Thomas Cole and Frederic Church. It has gone on to be an important
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influence on American environmentalism through the writings of John
Muir and, more recently, Jack Turner (1996) and other advocates for “the
big outside™ (Foreman 1992). Indeed, the case for wilderness preservation
is often made in the language of the sublime. Although it is easy to sce why
concern for the possibility of such experiences can be an important maoti-
vation for some committed environmentalises, it is obvious that this con-
cern engages different considerations than the language of justice.

The second ubiquitous attitude, the one that sees humans as part of
nature, can be characterized by contrasting it directly with concerns
about justice. Viewing nature as an object of or as implicated in duries
of justice rests on certain presuppositions. Although these presupposi-
tions may be true, there are ways of viewing nature in which they do not
apply. For an entity to be in the domain of justice, it must be conceived
as disrince from what owes it justice and it must also be viewed as wor-
thy of respect. If there were only a single entity in the world, no question
of justice would arise. For example, if Robinson Crusoe were alone in
the world, he would not owe himself duties of justice. Nor would duries
of justice arise in Crusoe’s world in virtue of adding a stone, for scones
are not (in the usual sense) worthy of respect.

We are now in a position to see why some dimensions of nature,
viewed from a certain perspective, are not in the domain of justice. The
claim that nature stmpliciter is within the domain of justice fails the first
condition. This is because, from rhis perspective, we are not separate
from nature. Nature is inside of us and we are part of nature. Our skin
is a permeable membrane that is irself part of the narural world. Thus,
the separation between ourselves and nature that is required for duties of
justice to obtain cannot plausibly be maintained from rhis point of view.

When people say things thar are similar to whar | have just claimed, 1
confess that 1 often find myself quite irritated. This is because such claims
sound either trivial or false, pernicious or mystical. In one sense such
claims seem trivial, at least for a maturalist. Of course we are part of
nature. What else is there for us to be part of? Yer in another sense it is
clear that we do distinguish people from nature in much the same way
that we distinguish artifacts from natural objects. Someone who cannot
make such disrincrions, ar least in the ordinary case, either does not
know how to speak the language, or has some serious psychological
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deficiency or disorder. The claim that we are part of nature can also seem
pernicious, because it seems to imply thar there is no moral difference
between a human being who is killed by an earthquake and one who is
killed by another human. Of course those who claim that humans are
part of nature typically want to deny this implication, but this is where
the mysticism sets in.

My claim that humans are part of nawre is more straightforward.
Think of it this way. We can take many different perspectives on the rela-
tionship between ourselves and nature, For example, we can see nature as
a set of cycles, and from within this single perspective there are multiple
views, From the point of view of biogeochemistry, nature is the carbon
cycle, the nitrogen cycle, and so on. On this view we, like other natural
objects, are instances of these cycles. Ar another level of analysis we can
say that beeathing and respiration are instances of the same cycles that
govern the atmosphere; our circulatory system, as well as various cellular
processes, are instances of the hydrological cycle; digestion and meta-
bolism recapitulate the soil cycle; and we are as subject the laws of ther-
modynamics as any planet or star.” We could go on acknowledging other
perspectives and various points of view within them. From these perspec-
tives we are not separate from nature. Nature not only has brought us into
existence and sustains us, but also constitutes our identity. Because justice
requires distinction, and there is no distinction between us and nature, our
relation to nature cannot be constituted by relations of justice.

This may seem hopelessly abstract or romantic, but it is because of
these perspectives from which we see ourselves as part of nature that we
cannot fully reduce nature to competing baskets of distributable goods,
at least not without radically changing our own self-understandings. We
are hesitant about markets in kidneys, and more than hesitant about
markets in brains, in part because these organs are seen as partly consti-
tutive of who we are. Even if we allow such markets, we will not be
tempted to think that everything that is important about a kidney or a
brain is expressed by its market value. It would be strange for someone
to perform a cost-benefit analysis of a brain as if its value in a shadow
market were its most important feature. The same sort of strangencss
attaches to attempts to assess in market terms “the value of the world's
ecosystem services and natural capital.™® A residue remains of our rela-
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tion to nature that cannot be fully expressed in the language of justice or
economics. This dimension is primordial and expressed in various tradi-
tions around the world. It cannot easily be dismissed.*

Conclusion

In this chapter 1 have amempted to maintain a delicate balance. 1 have
claimed that a concern with justice is at the heart of environmentalism but
that identifying oneself with nature, and viewing nature as “radically
other,” also hAgure in the narravives of American environmentalism, For
those who are unimpressed with Whitman's adage “1 am large, | contain
multitudes,” this may seem inconsistent, for each of these artirudes
toward nature involves quite different presuppositions. As | have already
claimed, however, we live with multple perspectives, and our stances
toward the world and ourselves are simultancously plural. Bur just in case
this point needs to be made more compelling, 1 will close by discussing
two examples,

Consider first the attitudes that we take toward our fellow humans.
We are almost never single-minded about them, nor are our attitudes
serial or linear, We live with multiple views and perspectives, often held
simultaneously, sometimes with quite different valences. Imagine a col-
league who is excellent at his work, narcissistic in his behavior, an emo-
tional abuser of women, but a charming and intelligent social
companion. | might give him a paper for review, but I would not intro-
duce him to a female friend. 1 might enjoy going to the movies with him,
but | would not open my heart in a conversation over dinner. Rather
than plunging me into inconsistency, | would say that such complexiry in
human relationships is the stuff of everyvday life.

Our relationships to nature are no less complex. Consider my relation-
ship to the Needles District of Canyvonlands National Park, part of the
American wilderness system. | have hiked and camped there, experienc-
ing the sublimity of Druid Arch and the luminescence of the full moon
over Elephant Canyon. In searching for warer [ have felt myself vo be part
of the narural system that orders and supports life in this desert. [ am irate
about proposals to open this arca o off-road vehicles. Such a policy
woiild be unjust 1o backpackers and wilderness advenrurers, who would
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lose the silence and solitude thar makes their preferred wilderness experi-
ences possible. I also mourn for the wildlife that would be destroyed or
driven away by such a policy. I find the idea of people treating this place
as if it were some desert speedway both vulgar and disrespectful. In short,
my attitudes toward this area embody all of the perspectives thar [ have
discussed in this chapter: a recognition that my identity is part constituted
by my relationship to this place; a desire for the experience of the sublime
that it affords; and most of all, a passion thar those who love and inhabit
this place be treated justly. The moral psychology of my attirudes is com-
plex, but it should not be surprising thar our artirudes roward nature can
be as complex as our attitudes toward our con-specifics.

In this chapter | have claimed thart justice is the heart of environmen-
ralism and that the idea of environmental justice is multodimensional. I
concerns the distribution of the benefits and burdens of our interactions
with the environment, the need for participation in decisions that con-
cern the environment, and the importance of expanding our conception
of who is within the domain of justice. Viewing environmental conflicts
in this light provides an opportunity for transforming environmentalism
from a collection of views and prejudices united mainly by their opposi-
tion to various policies and projects into a set of positive visions that can
guide us into the future. Putting justice at the center also gives environ-
mentalism a motivational heart that it often seems to lack.

What | have not claimed is that our complex relationships to nature
are fully exhausted by locating nature in a nexus of relationships gov-
erned by concepts of justice. We are nature and nature is us, and just as
my relationship to myself cannot be exhausted by duties of justice, so my
relationship to namure cannot be so exhausted. Yet in other respects we
are so alien from nature that it is beyond the reach of concepts such as
justice. These perspectives must be acknowledged. Environmentalism can
and should be remade with justice at its heart, but it muost also respec
what it cannot fully caprure.®
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than impartialiny. For further discussion, see Barry (1995).

18, 1 rake the expression, *more than human world,” from Abram (1996).

19, These themes are suggested by Suzuki and MceConnell {1997,

208, This is the tile of Constanza et al, (1997). According wo the authors, the
walue in question is in the range of $16-54 rrillion per year. For a critical dis-
pussion, see Mark Sagoff, *Can We Pur a Price on MNature's Services?™ available
nbing ar hirpatforww. poaf.umd. edwTPPPloontent. hem,
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