SESSION 41
Ben Wisner


Course Title:  A Social Vulnerability Approach to Disasters

Session 41:      Risk Reduction and Sustainability in the First World      Time: 1 hour



Objectives:

At the conclusion of this session, the students should be able to:
Objective 41.1     Understand sustainability principles in the context of hazard 
                              mitigation in the US

Objective 41.2     Identify socio-economic issues in risk reduction in the US and 
                              other high-income countries

Objective 41.3     Examine democracy and sustainability as political issues

Scope:


In this session, students analyze risk reduction in the context of environmental justice and explore how hazards of all types must be considered in sustainability discourses. Readings and discussion contrast top-down command and control approaches to grassroots democratic planning efforts. The importance of race and class as foundational dimensions of sustainability are also reconsidered. 


Suggested Readings:

Instructor readings:  

1.  Robert D. Bullard. 1994. Unequal Protection: Environmental Justice & Communities of Color.  San Francisco: Sierra Club.
2. The John H. Heinz III Center. 2000. The Hidden Costs of Coastal Hazards.

      Washington, D.C.  Island Press. Chapters 2, ‘Stormy Weather: Hurricane 

     Hugo’s Impact the South Carolina Lowcountry,” pp. 23-44, and 4, “Risk and 

     Vulnerability Assessment of Coastal Hazards,” pp. 105-138.    

Student readings:
  Review from earlier session:

1. Beatley, Timothy, “The Vision of Sustainable Communities,” in R. Burby, ed. Cooperating with Nature.
2. Abramowitz, Janet, “Averting Unnatural Disasters,” in L. Brown et al. State of the World 2001.
New material:

1. Robert D. Bullard. 1994. Pp. 3-22 ( “Environmental Justice for All”) in Robert D. Bullard ed. Unequal Protection. San Francisco: Sierra Club.

Recommended: 

Joni Seager. 1993. Pp. 70-108 (Chapter 2, “Business as Usual”) in Earth Follies: Feminism, Politics and the Environment. London: Earthscan.


General Requirements:    Briefly review session objectives [Slide 2]
As in the previous session, search for recent case studies of disasters where land use and environmental management have had an important role: e.g. USA: Forest fires, 2001; Mississippi floods, 1993; Kentucky mine waste dam collapse, 2000; southern West Virginia landslides and floods, 2001; Overseas: Sydney, Australia wild fires, 2001-2002; UK floods, 2000-2001; hurricane Mitch (Honduras and Nicaragua), 1998; People’s Republic of China floods, 1997.  Using local newspapers (on-line search, library, microfilm) locate local examples for use in class.

In addition, search for recent and, if possible, local or regional cases where a group of people alleges violation of “environmental rights,” denial of “environmental justice,” or the perpetration of “environmental racism.”  For example, in early 2002 in the U.S. rich class discussion could depart from the debate surrounding the approval of a national nuclear waste depository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada.

Objective 41.1  Understand sustainability principles in the context of hazard                          

                           mitigation in the U.S.
Requirements:

An optional class exercise is suggested. To prepare, make copies of the matrix provided in Supplementary Considerations. 
Then, at the conclusion of the discussion of sustainability principles in the US context, break into groups and spend 15 minutes reviewing Session 39 on sustainability definitions and critiques. 
Each group should apply this knowledge to finding their own examples such as the one above on the hydrological cycle in the following matrix that juxtaposes the five sustainability principles and the eight environmental processes and conditions.

Remarks:

 I.
What do we mean by “sustainability principles?”
A. Definition of “sustainability principles”
General policy, design, and management criteria whose rigorous and systematic application is meant to result in the following social goods:

1. Minimization of harm: 
Policies, design, and management that minimize harm to people at all scales (locally, regionally, nationally, internationally) no matter where a raw material, component, product, or energy source, or resulting byproducts and wastes, are produced and consumed.  
Referring back to Session 39 and the Brundtland definition of “sustainability,” these criteria must also function to protect future generations from harm.

2. Maximization of benefits: 
Policies, design, and management that maximize benefits to all people, in accordance with agreed notions of distribution justice, wherever they are involved or impacted by the production or consumption of a raw material, component, product, or energy source, or their resulting byproducts and wastes.  
This also must include an intergenerational component; thus resources cannot be used in such a way that their enjoyment by future generations is compromised.

B. Sustainability principles include:

1. Energy  efficiency  principle: 
An attempt should be made to use as little energy as possible in producing a unit of production.
2. Conservation  principle:  
· An effort should be made to minimize the depletion of non-renewable resources (e.g. minerals, including hydrocarbons, soil under certain time scales) and to use renewable resources (e.g. water, soil, biodiversity, air) in ways that do not reduce their ability to renew themselves. 
· Here one should recall one of the definitions of “sustainable development” from Session 39 (National Commission on the Environment, 1993, cited in Beatley 1998: 235-6):  
Sustainable development is “a strategy for improving the quality of life while preserving the environmental potential for the future, of living off interest rather than consuming natural capital.  Sustainable development mandates that the present generation must not narrow the choices of future generations but must strive to expand them by passing on an environment and an accumulation of resources that will allow its children to live at least as well as, and preferably better than, people today.  Sustainable development is premised on living within the Earth’s means.”
3. Health principle:  
Human activities should not compromise the health of ecosytems and biospheric systems (defined and measured as species extinction and reduction in biodiversity, elimination of links in the food chain, simplification of ecosystems).

Nor should human activities reduce human health, defined by the World Health Organization as “full physical, psychological, and social well being.”
4. Precautionary principle:  
Since science and society do not have perfect knowledge of the possible consequences of human activities (especially technological innovations and industrialism), their impacts on ecosystem and human health and on the renewability of resources, there should  be a preferential bias in decision making against possibly harmful activities.
5. Resilience principle:  
Since despite the exercise of the precautionary principle and the other three principles above, extreme natural or technological events can occur, society and its component systems should be designed and maintained so that they can quickly recovery from such shocks, crises, or harm.

II.

What is the connection between “sustainability principles” and “disaster reduction?”
A. Quantity, quality and distribution of environmental “benefits”
1. Renewable and non-renewable resources, including energy sources, are necessary for individuals, groups, and for societies to take proactive measures to prevent extreme natural events (e.g. to build and to maintain levees, terraces, sea walls, irrigation systems)  
2. Such resources are also necessary in order to mitigate the effects of others (e.g. to maintain emergency water supplies for fire fighting, to build structures to withstand earthquakes and strong winds, to build cyclone shelters in tropical coastal areas)  
3. When society violates or does not follow the sustainability principles, in the long run it loses access to these “environmental benefits,” that is, the means with which to protect itself in very important ways from extreme natural events

B.  Environmental “harm”
1. The relationship between disaster and neglect of the sustainability principles is even more direct when one considers the environmental harm  
2. If we consider the eight environmental processes and conditions discussed in Session 39, the potential for harm in disasters is evident. These environmental processes and conditions within which extreme natural events can occur were given in Session 30 as:

· The hydrological cycle

· Water quality and available quantity

· Slope and topography

· Soil texture, fertility, toxicity, stability

· Vegetation cover

· Biodiversity

· Climate

· Air quality
3. For discussion:

Consider the case of the hydrological cycle 
In the U.S. farmers in Texas and Oklahoma have been pumping out more water from the deep aquifer in the ground below them for irrigated farming than is naturally recharged.  They are therefore becoming more and more vulnerable to drought.  The sprawling growth of greater Los Angeles has caused more and more of the surface to be asphalted and concreted over, becoming impermeable.  As the urban areas have also sprawled into the mountains to the West, these areas where rain falls have also been paved over.  
The result is to speed up dramatically the natural part of the hydrological cycle that takes rain down to the ocean.  The potential for flooding has increased, and each year there are deaths of children who fall into the concrete flood control canals where great quantities of water rush at 35 mph down into the Pacific Ocean.

Objective 41.2
Identify socio-economic issues in risk reduction in the US and other

high-income countries

Remarks:

I. What do we mean by “socio-economic issues?”
  A. General considerations:
1. “Socio-economic” means, in general, “involving social as well as economic factors.” That is, we are looking for ways in social (including political) and economic relations influence three kinds of processes or activities involved in risk reduction:

· “Policy making”
· “Design”
· “Management” 
Of course, these three activities are carried out by people in specific institutions, so they are, in themselves, also socio-economic.

2.  Within the category “social,” the most important relationships to consider in this session are:

· “Power” (capacity to use authority or threat to achieve one’s will) and 

· Differentiation (differences in status, access, effective rights according to one’s membership (attributed or through self identification) in a particular social group (women vs. men, white vs. non-white, young vs. old, etc.).

3. The most important “economic” relations for purposes of this sessions are economic power and influence, and economic differentiation (differences in conditions of life and life chances according to one’s income and wealth)

B. Socio-economic issues in policy making for risk reduction in high-income countries
1. Definition and recognition of risk in policy making
· Power and differentiation – both social and economic – are involved in the process of officially recognizing or defining a risk, and in the process of deciding what are “acceptable risks”
· A distinction is often made between “voluntary” risks and “involuntary” risks  
· The former would be something like engaging in extreme sports
· The latter might be the decision to ship nuclear waste on a train line that went near a person’s house, whether or not that person agrees

· Contesting involuntary risk has become common in the U.S., where the siting of hazardous facilities has been questioned by low-income, racial minority groups since the late 1980s (see below)

· Contesting voluntary risk has also become common 
· On the one hand, some private property owners have taken government entities to court over whether or not the owners had the right to build on lots exposed to storms and floods – in one landmark case in South Carolina (Platt 1999).  
· On the other hand, some rescue organizations have begun charging people saved from mountaineering accidents in extreme conditions that rescuers believed foolhearty for the victim to try to confront (e.g. winter ascent of Mt. Washington in New Hampshire)

2. Resource mobilization in policy making.

·     There are usually winners and losers in society depending on where public funds for hazard mitigation come from, and where they are allocated; for instance, in the U.S. budget for 2002 some six billion dollars were transferred from occupational and environmental health activities to new activities focused on reducing the risk of bioterrorism.  
· In this reallocation of financial resources some workers exposed to occupational hazards may be losers, while other workers potentially exposed to bioterrorist hazards (e.g. postal workers exposed to anthrax) may be winners
·    Public expenditure and infrastructure allocation decisions also affect the development of potentially hazardous zones like flood plains (“the 

placement of infrastructure in hazard-prone areas is a significant step in 

facilitating the development of those areas” (Schwab et. al: 1998 cited by Burby and Wilson 2000)
C. Socio-economic issues in design for risk reduction in high-income countries
1. Whose knowledge counts in design?

·     Local knowledge of the environment is often neglected by designers and planners.  
· Elderly people, uneducated people, those who speak a minority language, and children and young people may know things from their own experience and observation that is important in order for designs and plans to be effective and realistic  
· Power and differentiation (both social and economic) often determine who is listened to and who is not
·     On the other hand, local people may not have the big picture that may include a whole river’s water shed, or long-term patterns of climate change apparent only through statistical analysis  
·     So, some kind of partnership is needed between local people and experts, each bringing their own equally important kind of knowledge to the design and planning process
2. Can you “design” human behavior?

·     Even the best-made plan or design for sustainable development of a territory is useless if the people affected are too poor to take part in the plan 
· For instance, Philips (2000, cited by Burby and Wilson 2000) notes that “low-income populations cannot afford to move away from hazardous areas because these areas are also usually where affordable land and housing are located”
·     What is in the “best interest” of the individual may not be in the “best interest” of the society, especially in the very long run; the basic principles of “maximizing benefit” and “minimizing harm” (see above) are very difficult to implement in practice 

·    “Risk taking” is a very complex phenomenon the causes or influences of which sometimes involve more than the processes referred to in this session as “power” and “differentiation” (in both their social and economic variations)  
· There are psychological determinants (or at least influences) on risk-taking behavior working at the individual scale and that of the group (social psychology or community psychology)
· There is also something that sociologists refer to as “organizational culture.” For instance, within the organizations of corporations or public entities that “manage” inherently high-risk activities, there is a “culture of risk taking” that grows up inside the organization over time  
Examples: NASA (the Challenger disaster), off-shore oil drilling (the Piper Alpha disaster), deep mining, and the nuclear power industry (Pitzer 1999)

D. Socio-economic issues in management for risk reduction in high-income countries
1. A “tragedy of the commons:” individual vs. collective management?

·     Many of the decisions affecting the human influence over parts of the hydrological cycle, soil, biodiversity, air quality are made by individuals or corporations and not by the collectivity or society 
· How can society encourage or require that such decisions be made according to the Sustainability Principles regarding energy, conservation, health, precaution, and resilience?
·    This is a political question in each society.  Since the environmental processes concerned are often slow and have long-term consequences, it is impossible for market incentives alone to encourage the application of the Sustainability Principles  
· This is especially true in a competitive system where someone who does apply them may suffer higher costs than a competitor in the short -un and thereby be forced out of business  
· So, in addition, to market incentives, regulations, codes, and laws are needed  
·     Some laws, codes, and regulations already exist in the U.S.  
· For example, Burby and Wilson (2000, citing Schwab 1994) describe “zoning overlays” that allow “a degree of flexibility that is often needed in dealing with environmental constraints.They are called overlays because they add a separate layer of regulations to the area to which they apply and can be used in almost any hazard context to establish special conditions for various uses.”
2. Enforcement of codes and regulations: challenge to management

·     Power and differentiation (both social and economic) often determine whether and how codes and regulations get enforced
·     In addition to land use regulations (see “zoning overlays” above), building codes and standards can be effective tools for reducing risk (Burby and Wilson 2000, citing Olshansky and Kartez 1998)
·     However, these need to be reviewed, updated, strengthened when necessary, and vigorously enforced (Burby and Wilson 2000, citing Monday and Myers 1999)
 II. 
The concepts of the Risk Society and ecological modernization 

A. Risk Society
1. German Sociologist Ulrich Beck has had a major impact on the way we think about risk in industrial societies, beginning with publication of the English translation of his book Risk Society (1991)

2. The basic argument is that industrial society produces risk along with benefits as a necessary part of its chemical- and energy-intensive production

B. Ecological modernization and democracy
1. The process Beck calls “ecological modernization” is the elaborate way that 

industrial society organizes itself with laws and institutions, systems for measuring risk and managing risk
2.  But in Beck’s view none of this elaborate system can get to the “root causes”
of risk in industrial society, so that the cycle of creation/management of new 

risks is self-perpetuating and, in theory, endless

3.  Beck sees the rise of the “green movement” in Europe and the “environmental movement” in the U.S. as a form of “reflexivity.” 
That is, people become aware of the self-defeating nature of ecological modernization and demand to get to the root causes of risk.  They demand, in terms of the language and concerns of this session, application of the Sustainability Principles 
Note: The next section takes up the question of democracy
Objective 41. 3:  Examine democracy and sustainability as political issues
Remarks:

I. What is “ecological democracy?”
A. Ecological democracy from the top down: “institutions for the earth”


1. Political responses to grassroots demands in the 1970s and 1980s
Rachel Carson’s famous book Silent Spring first caused broadly based citizen awareness of the environmental dangers of pesticides.  It became a Book of the Month in 1964; the first Congressional hearings on the subject came about because of the book
· By 1970, Congress established the Environmental Protection Agency and then, in the 1970s, passed a whole series of environmental legislation including the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act
· In the 1970s and 1980s, political efforts succeeded in legislation protecting wilderness area (biodiversity), providing incentives for development of renewable energy sources, and minimum gas mileage standards for new cars


2. Political backlash in the1980s and 1990s
· Although there has been a high, though variable, level of citizen environmental awareness and concern since the 1970s, the party-political response and legislative/executive response have been uneven and the source of struggle
· This struggle can be seen over three kinds of debates and legislative initiatives:  
· Incentives and supports for development of  renewable energy sources
· Incentives and requirements for increased efficiency in energy use
· To allow or disallow drilling for oil in protected areas of the U.S. under Presidents Carter, Reagan, Bush Sr., Clinton, and Bush Jr.



[Additional Reference:  Gottlieb 1993]

4. During the Clinton administration several federal agencies began to rethink “disaster response” in a much broader way. 
· From the experience of hurricane Andrew in 1991 and the Mississippi floods in 1993, FEMA began to emphasize “prevention” and “mitigation” rather than just “response” and “recovery” in their approach to extreme natural events like hurricanes and floods  
· The EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers began to cooperate with FEMA and with each other in common efforts along these lines  
Much of the “prevention” and “mitigation” efforts included application of at least some of the Sustainability Principles in projects involving, e.g. 

· Conservation of coastal vegetation as a buffer against coastal storms 
· Relocating residences and businesses outside of river flood plains so cities could then re-zone them for recreational or nature preservation, thus reducing future flood losses
C. Ecological democracy from the bottom up: “environmental justice”
1.    Origins of environmental justice as a concept

· In the late 1980s a study in the U.S. South supported by churches found that a disproportionate number of land fills and waste incinerators were located near the places low-income people of color lived (Bullard 1994; Pinkowski 2001) 
· Incinerators produce highly toxic compounds called dioxins and furans from the chlorine and other chemicals that make up commonly burned waste including pesticides, paint thinner, etc. (Steingraber 1997: 212-234).

· Throughout the 1990s more and more sophisticated mapping and statistical tests replicated this result for the whole of the U.S. using data collected by zip codes
2. Growth of an environmental justice movement [See Bullard (1994) and the Environmental Justice Resource Center http://www.ejrc.cau.edu/ ]
· During the 1990s people of color in the U.S. began to organize on a national basis to lobby for two things:  
· Inclusion of more people of color in the leadership of the mainstream environmental organizations in the country (Sierra Club, National Wildlife Foundation, etc.)
Note: A benchmark was the First People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit in 1991, at which the Principles of Environmental Justice were formalized (see above, and http://www.igc.org/saepej/Principles.html )
· Government recognition of the lack of environmental justice in the siting of hazardous activities (what they called “environmental racism”)
· What these two demands implied is that a distinction must be made between 
· The “green” issues that had been recognized already by Congress (clean water, clean air, wilderness protection, etc.),  and 
· The “brown” environmental issues that concern the blighted neighborhoods where many low-income people of color lived (e.g. lead poisoning for children, siting of hazardous facilities)
· This also implied that even regarding some of the “green” issues such as clean air, the daily reality of citizens was different: poor people of color breathed dirtier air (possibly explaining, for example, the high incidence of asthma among low-income inner-city African American  and Hispanic children)

3. Limitations of the environmental justice movement

· Some argue that too much time and energy has gone into fighting big projects like solid waste incinerators rather than on low-profile issues that may cause more ill-health in communities of color in the U.S. such as chronic disease (diabetes) and violence
· Some also think that the environmental justice movement hasn’t made enough alliances and links with other movements including the more middle class “environmental” movement, economic and housing rights movements, etc.


[Additional Reference: Foreman 1998.]
II.  Can environmental justice contribute to disaster risk reduction?

A. Environmental justice track record on chemical and radiation hazards

1. Love Canal 
· In 1978 over 21,000 tons of buried chemical waste were discovered in a residential community, including beneath the school in Niagara, New York  
· During that year, 980 families were evacuated by federal authorities after a vigorous campaign organized by residents involving partnership between residents and academics who provided alternative measurements and technical data (Gibbs 1995)  
· Later it became apparent that this was not a freak accident of forgotten industrial waste buried and neglected 
· Lois Gibbs, the housewife who led the campaign at Love Canal writes: “the elimination of dioxin is an environmental justice issue.  Cases of assaults on low-income and people of color communities must be exposed and challenged” (Gibbs 1995: 250)

2. Three Mile Island  
· In March 1979, the nuclear reactor at Three Mile Island, PA nearly melted down.  The crisis and evacuation were badly handled, and thereafter residents near the plant did not trust official reassurances and reports of measurements
· They began to do their own monitoring, increasing the visibility of parallel technical data collection by lay people (Gottlieb 1993)

3. Bhopal and Institute, West Virginia  
· On the night of December 3, 1984, the Union Carbide chemical factory in Bhopal, India exploded releasing methyl isocyanate gas

· At least 1,700 people living near the factory died immediately, and at least the same number over the next few days

· As many as 20,000 suffered blindness.  Estimates of the total number made chronically ill range as high as 200,000  
· Union Carbide had a very similar chemical plant in Institute, West Virginia.  Survivors in Bhopal and workers and their families in Institute began to communicate  
· There was a great outcry over the safety of chemical plants in general that finally resulted in the U.S. Congress legislating in 1986 the “citizen’s right to know act” that provided citizens access to information about the chemical hazards in factories where they live 
· This legislation further enhanced to growing movement of citizens’ direct monitoring of environmental hazards in local communities (Seeger, 1993: 96-101) 

[Additional Reference: “Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act” (EPCRA): http://www.epa.gov/ceppo/crtk.html ]
4. Post 9-11 roll back of “the citizen’s right to know”
· An important tool for community based/ citizen based monitoring and assessment of environmental hazards in their own localities was the Toxic Release Inventory published on the internet by the Environmental Protection Agency [http://www.epa.gov/tri/, and see the fact sheet on the EPCRA: http://es.epa.gov/techinfo/facts/pro-act6.html ]

· The TRI listed the types and quantities of chemicals stored and used by factories all of the country.  Chemical manufacturers are required by law to provide this information to the EPA  
· However, after the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon on September 11th, 2001, the newly formed Office of Homeland Security has discussed the possibility of removing this information from the internet in the interest of homeland security

5.  In the 1970s, Native Americans began protesting illness and destruction of their local ecologies by uranium mining and nuclear processing in the U.S.  
· Two-thirds of the uranium reserves in the U.S. are on Native American land, and in 1975 a full 100% of U.S. government-controlled uranium was mined on Native American land (LaDuke 1993: 99) 
· The Hanford Nuclear Reservation in the State of Washington lies within the treaty area of the Yakima Nation, on the Columbia river.  It is heavily contaminated with radioactive waste (Churchill and LaDuke 1992)



6. For discussion:  The “Right to Know” vs. “Homeland Defense”


What do members of the class think about the trade offs between the citizen’s 



right to know about the strengths and weaknesses of chemical storage 



facilities, factories, power plants, rail transport systems, oil and gas pipelines 

and other hazards the malfunction of which may affect her or his community,  

and the need to deny this kind of information from potential terrorists?

B. Environmental justice track record on natural hazards

1. El Niño flood in South Central Los Angeles, 1998

· In 1998 there were heavy rains in southern California due to the recurrence of unusually warm surface water in the western Pacific Ocean  
· The storm sewers in the historically African American area of the City of Los Angeles known as  South Central could not take the flow, and the streets were flooded with storm water mixed with sewage  

· An investigation later showed that this section of the storm sewer system had been bypassed for routine maintenance for years.  The city council member for this area, Mark Ridley Thomas, protested that South Central had been passed over for maintenance not simply because of budget shortfalls, but because of environmental racism  
· After a vigorous debate in the City Council and the press, money was set aside to repair and upgrade the sewer system of South Central Los Angeles

2. Old-growth logging dispute and landslide in Northern California, 1998

· Landslides are common in mountainous areas where companies clearcut old-growth timber. (For information on landslides: http://www.headwaterspreserve.org/articles/mattole_under_attack.php)
·  One of these landslides destroyed seven houses in the Northern California community of Stafford.  Residents claimed that this was the fault of the timber company and its activities and not at all a “natural disaster” (http://es.epa.gov/techinfo/facts/pro-act6.html )
· This lawsuit resulted in a settlement of a $3.3 million paid to the residents (http://www.mattoledefense.org/alerts/04112001_update.html ).
Supplemental Considerations:

Objective 41.1  
Prepare copies of the Sustainability Matrix  to guide student discussion

5 X 8 Matrix

of Sustainability Principles 

Applied to Environmental Processes and Conditions




Energy
Conservation

Health
Precaution
Resilience
Hydro cycle

Water Q&Q

Slope

Soil

Vegetation

Biodiversity

Climate

Air
Objective 41.2

In the earthquake in Kobe, Japan, in 1995, a large proportion of fire damage and deaths were concentrated in three wards within Kobe City.  These wards were the home of many people whose ancestors hundreds of years ago had been butchers and leather workers.  In a carryover from those feudal days, these so called Burakumin are still discriminated against and considered untouchables in modern Japan.  Their homes in these three wards were predominantly wooden, and an important occupation was small-scale leather work and plastic shoemaking.  Both factors added to the fire hazard after the earthquake.

Optional class discussion:  
How is it possible in a very modern society, with the latest science and technology and a highly developed system of city planning, that these run-down, fire-prone sections of Kobe City were overlooked in the master planning process?  
Would the earthquake disaster been smaller if the Sustainability Principles been applied?

Student Assignments:

Optional class debate:  

Students can be asked to meet outside class for at least an hour in preparation for Session 39. They should prepare arguments on two sides of the following proposition:  “When it comes to the application of the sustainability questions, all of humanity is in the same situation, so the particular social group arguments of environmental justice are not relevant.”  
If time permits, stage this debate at the conclusion of Session 39 as a summary of the section on Reducing Risk through Sustainable Development.

Optional assignment:
Is it possible that also in the U.S. there are pockets and “time warps” within which 

the application of underdevelopment theory is just as relevant as it is in the 

Burakumin sections of Kobe City (see above) or in parts of Africa or Latin America?

Try to apply the idea of a “vicious circle” of underdevelopment to rural West 

Virginia.  Using Chambers’ (1983) criteria, see if it is possible for you to understand 

why the floods and landslides that hit southern West Virginia in 2001 had such a 

devastating effect on the people there. 

Recall from Session 39 that Chambers defined this vicious circle in terms of:

· Lack of political influence

· Spatial isolation

· Low income

· Assess to poor, difficult land

· Physical weakness due to disease and under nutrition.

Homework resources:
U.S. Census: http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/54000.html ;  Child Poverty Report: http://www.wvkidscountfund.org/news/details.php?InputID=3 ;  State Health Department:  http://www.wvdhhr.org/hotlines.htm;  Heath Care for the Under Served: http://www.communityvoices.org/LL-WestVirginia.asp ;  State of the States 2002: http://www.nationalpriorities.org/sos2002/wv.pdf ;  Mine Land Reclamation: http://www.wvu.edu/~agexten/landrec/land.htm ;  US Geological Survey Activities in West Virginia: http://water.usgs.gov/pubs/FS/FS-049-96/ ; Farm Productivity Survey: http://www.ers.usda.gov/data/stateproductivity/ ;  Political Participation by Women in West Virginia: http://www.iwpr.org/states/worst.htm ; Influence of Age on Political Participation in West Virginia: http://etd.wvu.edu/ETDS/E1432/Taylor_B_ETD.pdf ;  Introduction to Black Lung Disease: http://www.umwa.org/blacklung/blacklung.shtml 

Study Questions:

1. What are the Sustainability Principles?  Give examples of each of them.

2. Are there major differences between the way “sustainable development” is defined in the U.S. and internationally?  Why?  Why not?  Use examples of the application of the Sustainability Principles in your answers.

3. What are the differences between economic development and human development?  Is this distinction valid only in poor countries of the world or also in the U.S.?  Why?  Why not?  Do these differences have anything to do with the application of the Sustainability Principles?  How?

4. How would you define the “root cause” of an environmental risk?  Do you agree with Beck that ecological modernization can never provide freedom from such risks?  Why?  Why not?

5. If the Sustainability Principles were universally and completely applied, do you think there would still be a place or need for an environmental justice movement?

Final Exam Questions:


1. The following is not an example of the links between the application of the Sustainability Principles and risk reduction:

a. Minimizing the amount of mining also reduces the chances that mine dams will break, causing floods

b. Minimizing the use of petrochemicals by using substitutes and renewables also may reduce the risk of pipeline breaks and refinery fires

c. Higher priced alternative energy will take money away from people who might use it to race cars or go sky diving, which are very risky activities

d. Preserving biodiversity may some day provide the genetic basis for a new medicine just in time to save us from an epidemic of a new, as yet unknown disease
2. True/False. If all eligible voters in the U.S. voted, we would automatically have an “ecological democracy.” (F)
3. What was the evidence that led to the coining of the term “environmental justice” in the late 1980s?
4. What is the meaning of the term “risk society?”  Do you think that you live in one?  Why?  Why not?
5. Imagine you are a member of the county or city planning board discussing the proposal of a developer to put up 3,000 new homes on a bluff overlooking the ocean.  What kinds of questions or concerns would you want to cover in the discussion to make sure that the development will not increase disaster risk?
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