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The convergence ol interest in environment, gender, and development has
emerged under conditions of rapid restructuring of economies, ecologies,
cultures, and polities from global to local levels. Global economic, political,
and environmental changes have affected both men and women as
stakeholders and actors in resource use and allocation, environmental
management, and the creation of environmental norms of health and well-
being. Some scholars and activists see no gender differences in the ways
human beings relate to the environment, except as they are affected by the
constraints imposed by inequitable political and economic structures. Others
see the gendered experience of environment as a major difference rooted
in biology. We suggest that there are real, not imagined, gender differences
in experiences of, responsibilities for, and interests in “nature” and envi-
ronments, but that these differences are not rooted in biology per'se. Rather;
they derive from the social interpretation of biology and social constructs
of gender, which vary by culture, class, race, and place and are subject to
individual and social change.

In this volume, we explore the significance of these differences and the
ways in which various movements, scholars, and institutions have dealt with
gendered perspectives on environmental problems, concerns, and solutions.
The major schools of feminist scholarship and activism on the environment
can be described as:

ecofeminist;

feminist environmentalist;
socialist feminist;

feminist poststructuralist; and
environmentalist.

OB QO D —

Ecofeminists posit a close connection between women and nature based on a
shared history of oppression by patriarchal institutions and dominant
Western culture, as well as a positive identification by women with nature.
Some ecofeminists attribute this connection to intrinsic biological attributes
(an essentialist position), while others see the women/nature affinity as a social
construct to be embraced and fostered (Plumwood 1993; Merchant 1981,
1989; King 1989; Shiva 1989; Mies and Shiva 1994; Rochelean
1995). Feminist environmentalism as articulated by Bina Agarwal (1991)
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emphasizes gendered interests in particular resources an(_i ('*L:o'logica] processes
on the basis of materially distinct daily work and responsibilities (.Seagcfr 1993;
Hynes 1989). Socialist feminists have focus‘(:d on th(_? incorporation of gender
inte political economy, using concepts of prc:\clucuon an(} z'cp_rodut':rjmn.to
delineate men’s and women’s roles in economic systems. They 1dcn§1ty both
women and environment with reproductive roles in cconomie_s ?I uneven
development (Deere and De Leon 1987; Sen and Grown 1987; bc_n 1994.)
and take issue with ecofeminists over biologically based portrayals of wormen
as nurturers (Jackson 1993a and b). chiniq pos.tstruqu}"ahsls_ explain gc.n-
dered experience of environment as a ‘mani‘[estamon. 0_1 s1tuat§cl knu.wled.gcs
that are shaped by many dimensions of identity and difference, including gen-
der, race, class, ethnicity, and age, among ot!lers (Harax‘vay. I_99];.Hardmg
1986; Mohanty 1991). This perspective is informed by feminist critiques of
science (Haraway 1989; Harding 1991) as well as poslstructural' critiques
of development (Escobar 1995; Sachs 1992) and embraces compl?xuy-to clar-
ify the relation between gender, environment, and dcveilop.mtut.. I*malhf, mfm.lyi
environmentalists have begun to deal with gender within a llb(:ra,ll feminist
perspective to treat women as both participants and parsners in envl:onmen-
tal protection and conservation programs (Brambl(: 1992; Bath 1995).

We draw on these views of gender and environment to elaborate a new
conceptual framework, which we call feminist political ecology. It li'nks 50[11(’:
of the insights of feminist cultural ecology (Fortmann. 1988; Hoskins 1-9‘88,
Rocheleau 1988a and b; Leach 1994; Croll and Parkin 1993) and political
ecology (Schmink and Wood 1987, 1992; Thrupp 1989; Carney 1993; Fﬁ?t
and Watts 1993; Blaikie and Brookfeld 1987; Schroeder 1993;\]&{‘0:@2 1993;
Pulido 1991; Bruce, Fortmann and Nhira 1993) with those of feminist geog-
raphy (Fitzsimmons 1986; Pratt and Hanson 1994; Hartmann 1994, I‘iat_z
and Monk 1993a and b; Momsen 1993a and b; Townsend 1995) rand femi-
nist political economy (Stamp 1989; Agarwal 1(:395; Arizpe 19932-1 and b;
Thomas-Slayter 1992; Joekes 1995; Jackson 1985, 1995; M'ackcnzm 1995).
This approach begins with the concern of the le.lt‘lC&ﬂ ecologists W]]-O empha-

size decision-making processes and the social, pglmcal, a-n_d economic context
that shapes environmental policies and practices. Political ecologists ha\fe.
focused largely on the uneven distribution of access to and control aver
resources on the basis of class and ethnicity (Peet and ‘Na.tts 1993). Teminst
political ecology treats gender as a critical variable in shaping Tesource access
and control, interacting with class, caste, race, culture, and ethnicity to shape
processes of ecological change, the struggle of men a\nd women to §usta_m‘
ecologically viable livelihoods, and the prospects of any community for
“sustainable development.” .
The analytical framework presented here brings a feminist perspective to
“wpolitical ccodlogy. It seeks to understand and interpret local expeience 1n
I the context of global processes of m'lvironrnen‘tal '(I'Llld economic change. -W.e
1 begin by joining three critical themes. The first is gendered knowledge as 1t
l reflected in an emerging “science of survival” that encompasses the creation,
—emintnnmnnna and nratecrinn af healthy enviranments at home. at work and
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legal and customary rights that are “gendered.” Our third theme is genderea
envirommental politicsand grassrools actioism. The recent surge 1 women’s involve-
ment in collective struggles over natural resource and environmental issues
is contributing to a redefinition of their identities, the meaning of gender,
and the nature of environmental problems.

GLOBAL PERSPECTIVES FROM LOCAL EXPERIENCE

Until recently, conventional wisdom in international environmental circles
suggested that environmental issues in industrialized countries had to do
with “quality of life,” whereas in Africa, Asia, and Latin America they had
to do with survival. If we compare the conservation agenda of wildlife orga-
nizations in the United States with the Chipko movement to protect the
forests and watersheds of the lower Himalayas, or with women’s tree-planting
Initiatives in Kenya, this view seems accurate. However, there are also wildlife
conservation organizations in Africa and citizens’ environmental justice
movements in the United States. Toxic wastes, contaminated food, and work-
place environmental hazards have become more than quality of life issues
in many urban and industrial communities as well as in the remote rural
areas aflected by the same processes.

Perhaps it would be more accurate to recast this dichotomy along different
lines, based on a careful analysis of the gender division of rights, responsi-
bilities, and environmental risk in everyday life. While there are several axes
of power that may define peoples’ access to resources, their control over
their workplace and home environments and their definitions of a healthy
environment, we focus on gender as one axis of identity and difference that
warrants attention. Ieminist political ecology deals with the complex context
ingwhich' gender interacts with class, race, culture and national identity to
shape“our experience of and interests in “the environment.”

Our approach to feminist political ecology examines the very definition
of “environment” and the gendered discourse of environmental science,
environmental rights and resources, and environmental movements, using
feminist critiques of science (Hynes 1989, 1991, 1992; Shiva 1989; Mies and
Shiva 1994; Merchant 1982, 1989; Keller 1984; Griffin 1987; Birke and
Hubbard 1995; Haraway 1989, 1991; Harding 1986, 1987; Tuana 1989;
Hubbard 1990; Zita 1989) as well as the analyses and actions of feminist
and environmental movements. For example, Sandra Harding (1986) has
raised issues of gender inequities in science as a profession, gender. biases

“and abuses in the practice of science, the myth of gender-neutral objectivity,
~ gendered metaphors employed in scientific explanation and process, and the
possibilities for a transformed, socially just science. Donna Haraway (F997)
y discusses the need to recognize and combine situated knowledges and invokes
the “power of partial perspective™ as a pathway toward greater objectivity.
1 She advocates a pursuit of scientific knowledge that joins many knowers on

ithe basis of affinities (reaching beyond identities) to build a Joint, expanded
understanding as part of an exnlicitlv sacial nraiect
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m social welfare programs in the United States, and Patricia Stamp (1989)
who addresses the gendered discourse of “donors and recipients” in inter-
national development. We extend their analyses to examine the impact of
gender on environmental discourse and its differential effects on women and
men (Merchant 1992; Hynes 1989, 1992; Plumwood 1993; Haraway 1991;
Harding 1991).

The overview and case studies in this volume draw upon the experience of
grassroots environmental movements worldwide, including such diverse situ-
ations as the struggle to save old growth forests in Europe, women’s initiatives
to secure safe food supplies in the industrial core of Poland, community efforts
in the United States and Spain to fight toxic waste dumping, women’s move-
ments to retain access to land and forest resources in Kenya, and women’s
participation in the struggles of the rubber tappers’ union to protect their for-
est homes and workplaces in the Brazilian Amazon. Less visible, mare diffuse
gendered struggles occur at household and community levels in the case study
examples from Zimbabwe, the Dominican Republic, the Philippines, and
India. The experience of all of these disparate groups provides distinct exam-
ples of gendered science, rights, and political organization.

Reviewing these cases we find common threads of concern over:

e survival;

e the rights to live and work in a healthy environment;

e the responsibility to protect habitats, livelihoods, and systems of life support
from contamination, depletion (extraction), and destruction; and

e the determination to restore or rehabilitate what has already been harmed.

These common threads surface repeatedly within our varied case studies,
which range from urban neighborhoods to arid farmlands to dense rain-
forests, The commonalities and differences in the relation of gender and
environment in these cases both contribute to and challenge prevailing theo-
ries and serve to inform policy and practice for environment, development,
and women’s programs and movements.

THREE THEMES COMMON TO GENDER AND
ENVIRONMENT WORLDWIDE

Environmental science and “the international environmental movement”
have been largely cast as the domain of men. In fact, while the dominant
and most visible structures bf both science and environmentalism may indeed
be dominated by men, mostly {from the wealthier nations, the women of the
world — and many men and children with them — have been hard at work
maintaining and developing a. multiplicity of environmental sciences as well
as grassroots environmental movements. And while it is the same few who
may lay claim to pieces of the living landscape as private and state prop-
erty throughout the world, women and many men and children have also
been busy maintaining and developing their own places on the planet through

e)?tht'f daily management of the living landscape.

Jof=wemen. Several rural women’s movements to protect forests,
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rights (over both property and the resource management process) ar
gendered organizations and political activity. Specific places are trezi[e(;
culturally and ecologically distinct, but with many shared probleﬁls ar‘
concerns related to gender and environment in both élobal and Ioceﬂ contexl

THEME 1: GENDERED SCIENCES OF SURVIVAL

Gendered science can be viewed in terms of the definition of what is scienc
a.nd who does it, in terms of the different possibilities for defining }I;c ]"(:‘l’
tion of people and “nature,” and in terms of the apparently sepnra}s sciem‘é
and Fcchnologics of production and reproduction, pﬁblic and kpr'i\fu't
domams,. ‘f‘“d home, habitat, and workplace spaces. Thmugh the storics(c
communities il.'l\’Ol\'Cd in a wide range of political and cnvhfonmema] strhug;
gles we examine the gender implications of the separation of work ang
knowledge, science and practice for the gendered science of survival in rura
as well as industrial contexts. The case studics presented here illustrate th
ntersection of rural “local knowledge” with urban and suburban “house
wivesepidemiology” and link the gendered knowledge of everyday life ir
urbancand-rural, and “north” and “south” contexts. R
Ogr ‘exploratlon of the convergence of gender, science, and “environ.
ment™ 1s informed hy several sources, including feminist scholarship
environmental science and policy literature, alternative environmental anﬁ
developmem.scholarship, women’s movements, environmental movements,
and alternative “development” movements (including “appropriate tech-
nology”). We rely heavily, but not exclusively, on the lite;ature and ex J[‘I‘iCl]'“
of the last twenty years. ’ S e
; In North America and Europe, feminist health movements and the “house-
wwes"’.environmentalisl and anti-toxics movements have queslio-ncd- 1khJc
prevailing paradigm of professional science. They use women’s experience
to challenge the professionalized definitions of “e/n\-'ironmem” ;m(‘i (‘('O]-O
and offer their own alternative perspective on environmental is.;;ués ‘r'elalizl:
{0 personal health and the home. Many feminists among the “deep ecolo-
gists,”  social ecologists, and “biocentric” cm-'iromnc;ralisl.s -Hz)f\fe J;tI\;o
developed a distinct criique of mainstream  environmental science arllcl
fesource management, with a strong emphasis on the identification of women
with nature and the mistreatment of both by a male-dominated, instru-
mentalist science (Plumwood 1993; Biehl 1991; Merchant 199‘7\1 M’ﬂn
advocates of these approaches have been labeled or have begun to (j;ll Lhtﬂ'l)i
selves ecofeminists. We suggest that feminist political ccol-;gv L‘rlc;)m )as-seq
much..of ecofeminism as well as several related approaches that \-\fbullcl 1101
fit that label as currently used.
e sty o ko e b e
spe lenc survival largely in the hands
-
waler resources in Asia, Africa and Latin America have recently (rszci“elg
gl_obal recognition and women scholars have in several cases harome Tao....
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Plate 1.1 Linking environment with health: march in Boston for
Breast Cancer Awareness Month

Sowrce: Lisa Beane
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Several common threads have run throughout the scholarsh]g cmd.mn
; : sClENCe environ-
movements that address the convergence of gcnde}r, 5L1f:rcllccl; a.rzhe .
; e ured by '
rns have often been obscur }
ment, but common conce . PULE ! -
d i1 alternative ce. We draw the
] s of resistanc e, and alternative practic
discourses of resistance, crifique, . ; ; ey 10
following points into a common perspective: and the authors pursue e
them in the case studies, as approprate:
DT ers, : & sumers” have
1 Women’s multiple roles as producers, rept 0c¥uc§as, cmd. COTS‘?{-GS il
ar intai ir integrative abiht -
ired w evelop and maintain the L
required women to dev d praive L i
; ; : andscape anc
1 E household, community, an
with complex systems of ; mt e, o 5
i ict with s scie that focus on only
- aflict with specialized sciences :
often brought them into con . at 2 ivery
\ ins. ‘The conflict revolves ar he separation ol domain:
' 5 ains e conflict revolves around the :
one of these domains. The co . : | B
of knowledge, as well as the separation of knowing and doing, and of “fo
-dge, as we
and “informal” knowledge. |
aric itical :ONOMic
9 While women throughout the world under various pollln.c(.s.l dl(l}:(; eco o
~ : ; i n cc cial activities (Berry :
: g tent involved in commercia y
systems are to some ex ! R heon
];ckson 1985), they are often responsible for pm\»idmg} or )mar(liag g he
.' : it ily life (f uel, clothing) and are mos
| ecessitic aily life (food, water, fuel, c
fundamental necessities of daily ( : o e
y 1 : are, cleaning, and childcare n me,
hose charged with healthcare, 1, care : :
sk o level (Moser 1989). This responsibility puts women

ir community : :
il not aL_ t_he ‘)‘l___-".ﬂ i hhanlih life and wital subsistence resources,
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This does not preclude women from engagmg in economic interests, but
suggests that they will almost always be influenced by responsibilities for
home, health — and in many cases — basic subsistence.

3 Both health and ecology are amenable to feminist and alternative
approaches to practice since they do not necessarily require special instru-
mentation, but rather focus on the “objects™ and experience of everyday
life, much of which is available through direct observation (Levins 1989).
While some aspects of health and ecology have become highly technical,
there is much new insight and information to contribute to these disciplines
that is still available to observation without specialized instruments beyond
the reach of ordinary folk. There is also scope for a feminist practice of
ecology that uses specialized tools differently and for different ends,

4 While formal science relies heavily on fragmentation, replication, abstrac-
ton, and quantification (Levins 1989), many women have cited the
importance of integration and a more holistic approach to environmental
and health issues (Candib 1995). Feminist scholars have shown that some
women researchers in professional sciences have used distinct approaches
based on skills acquired in their socialization as women (Keller 1984; Hynes
1989, 1991, 1992). On a more personal and everyday level, some grassroots
women’s groups have explicitly stated that “our first environment is our
bodies™ (Gita Sen, personal communication), calling for a more integrative
approach to health, environment, and family planning in development,
welfare, and environmental programs,

5 Most feminist or women’s environmental movements have incorporated
some or all of the elements of the feminist critique of science as summa-
rized by Sandra Harding (1987). The five classes of critique address:

nequity of participation and power in science-as-usual;

abuse and misuse of science on and about women;

assumptions of value-free objectivity and universality in science;

use of culturally embedded, gendered metaphors in scientific explanation
and interpretation; and

= L2 M —

2 development of alternative ways of knowing and ways of learning based
on everyday life, women’s experience, and explicit statement of values.

Feminist_political ecology addresses the convergence of gender, science and
envirénment in academic and political discourse as well as in everyday life
and-in“the social movements that have brought new focus to this issue. In
this volume, we explore the critiques of gendered environmental science, as
well as the alternative practices of science both within and beyond the current
dominant paradigm. And finally, we examine the gendered sciences of
survival in a wide range of circumstances, from production systems to respon-
sibilities for health and hygiene,

These sciences occur in several forms, from local environmental knowl-
edge (for example, which plants can cure us and how we can proteci them
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aintai - forest plants in a
(what is making us sick; or how we can mamtan our forest plants
. . 1 1ences acticed by diverse groups
changing landscape). These various sciences are practiced by diver %T‘ gre pl
o it ‘ | : ] ‘ban residents, professiona
from rural herbalists and forest farmers to suburban xcal(ici‘]ts, pro msl (S
i : i esider actory workers.
ir ntal e -rs and urban residents anc
rses, environmental engineer ; '
While » other axes of difference that may shape peoples’ expe
While there are many other axes of di 3 y sha pls’ ol
rience and understanding of “environment” and their sciences ol € g},{
) i © ’ . . 5 2 9 -
ninis itical ecology focuses on gender, while including discussions o
feminist political ecology cL c includh
interactions with class, race, age, ethnicity, and nationality.

THEME 2: GENDERED ENVIRONMENTAL RIGHTS
AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Who controls and determines rights OVer IeSources, qualiu{‘} E]lflcfwlr()l:;;l;n;;
and the definition of a healthy and desirable chlronmcr}ts lt {{’Licsri .
crucial to the overall debate on _gcndcr‘ anq 611\'1r01é11n(,nta' . ;i Pm
Ecofeminism and other feminist (:riLEques of cmqromnent? I?nm;ﬁims ,Or
paradigms have raised c}lucstions logf8 Feu;l?;; Sp;)ggegr? élézgcfalrggoé S-h'wa
economic development (N CI‘C.l.al’ll ; Hynes l_, )fgcu%d OUJ Shiva
1989), while many feminist critiques of development have ft D aocess
( -ont ver resources (Agarwal 1991; Deere 199.2, cere ar
;Ot);? dl QCQS;U;’JLI: Okeyo 1980; Mumcmba 1982; _'Wan:gan. 19?1). Alttl;ztlg(i}
gendered resource tenure has been discussed prlmarlly '1;1 th; C.O}ilas e
rural development, and gendered power over e.nVironmeTta qua gy S VOh:lme
treated more in terms of urban, 111dust:rla.l sites, the Lgscs in L:ns olume
apply and synthesize both approaches in rural and urban con
Ieg;:’f:lsxlecognizc gendered environmental rights of conﬁtrol }imcil aczz}slsoiig x;:g
as responsibilities to procure and manage resources for t C] ou e
the community. These rights and rie)sponmbtllﬁtles r;;tg; z;fqz }E/C Lgml?ironmem
sour 1d, water, trees, animals) or to the qu ) ront .
;Zb(:éllcfifisoga&d;he ge:':der division of resources, ther(? isa gencdier citl\’rlilc(}:r;1 \(f
power to prescrve, protect, chang.e, cons;tnilct: ;‘chal)ﬂltate, and resto
‘ eoulate the actions of others. :
m“{f}lf;‘;ci?;g?i; ?eﬂect women’s and men’s often dis_tinct. “Eh ts T'ldhizspsrz
sibilides in production (subsistt?ncc. and commer_malk), .1.(,111' n;gimnn]ent
responsibilities to create or mamtz}m‘a healthy biop ‘11y.511.(_,.a : fo e
(including chemical aspects), and their rlght_s and responsibi 1ueabl s
the quality of life and the nature of the environment. 1;1 more laover ﬂl,ings,
we can speak of gendered mandates an_d terms o lc-ontrn? g thé
processes, the direction and impact .Df environmental czange{s, e
distribution of those impacts. The rlghﬁs to control one’s own labo
regulate the actions of others are also‘ h}gl}ly g(:‘ndﬁl.“ed. =n. e
Environmental rights and responsibilities are also gendere SF . _Ch)\/;ided
example, men’s or women’s domains of access and controil are l{o lt::]e Sic
between public and private places, and chwelcn hornf: anc’lwo‘r I[); p and.
Tikewise we find gendered spatial categories in different kinds of homes
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While the specific designation of gendered spaces and the swength and vis
bility of those divisions may vary dramatically by culture, the existence
gendered spaces is widespread and affects both technocratic and customa
systems of resource tenure and control of environmental quality.

Resource tenure

Gendered resource tenure encompasses both rights and responsibilites an
can be divided into four distinct domains:

I control of resources as currently defined:

2 access to resources (de facto and de jure rights; exclusive and share
rights; primary and secondary rights);

gendered use of resources (as inputs, products, assets; for subsistence an
comunercial purposes); and

gendered responsibilities to procure and/or marnage resources for famil
and community use.

The recent literature on gendered resource rights in development studic
has tended to focus on ownership and use rights in land, trees, water, wildlift
and other rural resources (Hoskins 1982; Fortmann and Bruce 98¢
Fortmann 1985; Rocheleau 1988a and b; Bradley 1991; Deere and De Leo
1985; Davison 1988; Carney 1988; Watts 1988; Berry 1989; Peters 198(
Bruce, Fortmann, and Nhira 1993; Leach 1994; Rocheleau and Ross 199¢
Schroeder 1993; Jarosz 1993). These resources are often contested, wit
multiple claimants at different levels: men and women; houscholds of distine
classes; different communities; distinct ethnic groups; and local, nationa
and international users.

The very notions of property and resources, so often assumed to be fixec
are both variable between groups and places and dynamic in time. Resourc
values and claims upon them change with human needs, abilities, knowledgc
and skills (Rees 1990: Omara-Ojungu 1992) as well as relations of powe
based on gender, race, class, ethnicity, locality, and nationaliry. For example
the land tenure reform in Kenya initiated by the colonial government an.
later implemented by the newly independent state, excluded women fror
resources previously available to them through customary rights of use an
access. While creating new resource values and property rights for some mer
the privatization of land has led to destruction of forests, grasslands, wate
sources, and soils and the termination of women’s access to many area
(Wangari 1991; Pala Okeyo 1980). In Eastern Europe and the Balkans th
land tenure reforms spurred by political and economic change have in man
cases returned control of rural farmland to traditional patriarchs and mal
heads of household (LaStarria-Cornhiel 1995).

Similarly, in the Gambia, a land tenurc reform and Irrigation projec
specifically intended to benefit women resulted in a redefinition of traci
tional land and labor rights and destroyed the women’s traditional floodplai

fields. The seasonal and spatial complementarity of men’s and women’s crop
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Watts 1988). Smmilarly, changes in industrial technology in North America,
coupled with simple definitions of land as property, have pitted the value of
waste disposal sites for industry (men’s domain) against use values of nearby
residential property and against the public health of surrounding commu-
nities (women’s domain).

Types of rights, types of uses, types of resources

The legal standing of resource tenure as well as the kind of tenure tend to
reflect gendered relations of power, Environmental rights, especially resource
rights, may be cither de jure {legal by court precedent or statutory law) or
de facto (by practice/custom). Men are often associated with de jure and
women with de facto resource rights, which has major implications for the
relative strength and security of tenure by gender. In many cases, particu-
larly in Africa and parts of Asia, simultaneous systems of customary and
statutory law have exaggerated and distorted the customary gender division
of resources. This is particularly true where the customary law of family and
marriage is applied to women’s claims to household or community resources
or environmental rights, while men’s claims are settled under “Western” or
statutory codes. The ways in which customary rights are distributed are also
gendered, though inheritance and marriage laws vary tremendously from
one place to another and are constantly changed and renegotiated over time
(Mackenzie 1995).

The types of legal and customary rights can also be divided into owner-
ship versus use rights. Rights of exclusive ownership olten coincide with
dominance by gender as well as class: wealthy men are often owners, while
women or poor men are more likely to be users of lands/resources owned
by others. Shared uses and multiple user practices are often beyond the legal
definitions of property currently recognized, including formal definitions of
“common property.” The concept of articulated bundles of rights (Fortmann
1985; Riddell 1985; Bruce 1989) provides one tenure framework that lends
itsell well to gender issues and to rights that pertain to resources and envi-
ronment, although it has been developed primarily in the context of forestry
and rural development. Many forms of customary law incorporate such
nested and overlapping rights, while modern legal codes usually do not.

The division between customary rights of control versus rights of use and
access has a similar relation to gender (Rocheleau 1988a and b). In many
cultures, elder men share authority to allocate resources among themselves
and to women and younger men. They exercise control and allocate use

rights. Overall, women’s rights are often nested within rights controlled by

men, or women hold rights to resources that are allocated by men’s insti-
tutions or organizations+(clans, lineages, cooperatives, political committees).
This applies equally to “Western” or “Northern” countries but-rules are
indirectly encoded in the daily practices of political and economic institu-
tions and the disposition of private property rather than explicitly articulated
~o o mendaead lacal cade Far evamnle wamen mav encounter difficulty in
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C(_Jmmunil')--' level, women may be less likely th
ning and zoning boards.

rlh(f types of uses enjoyed by men and women also vary. Women ofi
have rights of renewable use (plant crops on soil: harvést lC‘a.\'(:‘S‘ from l(fnt
gather dead wood), while men have rights of cons:;nnp[i\f(-: use (l)ll'll'\"(‘ﬁt 't |
trees; bLl):’ and sell land; divert and consume irrigation x;f;ltcr'(\ \ '\\l'](
question 1s: rights over what? Men and women njay divide uls.c‘r' i}c ‘.‘“
control by the type of resource: land, water, specific animals )J';m’ '5_“? ‘
products. These resource categories may also embody a aivlis;()xlsl'()]t' L'l(
resources for use value and resources as'commodilics-.‘ o

an men to get elected to pla

Responsibilities

Parallel to the gender division of resource rig

division of responsibilities. They
and community levels
organization. The
resources mclude:

hts is an equally importar
are expressed most concretely at househol
» although they may also apply to larger scales of sociz
most common forms of gendered responsibility [

| ltcsponsﬂ)ility to procure particular inputs or products for home yse (sucl
as fuclw‘ood,‘ water, milk, and medicinal herbs in rural » botle
walter, air ﬁltcrs, pest traps, or disinfectants in urban areas): and

2 responsﬂ)lhr'y to manage particular resources (such as pr(_;t(.?:ti:m of wate
sources, maintenance ()Fcummlmil.y forests, and soil conservation in l']tll"ll
areas; or food shopping and meal planning, protection of parks resto )
tion of neighborhood safety, and detection of home and \\-’()Irk )l'. c l U} }
_hazards in urban and industrial settings), e

areas; or hottlec

Vi
e re e 1] q S — E i 3 Wi
V4 LIJU\L dlSUlbUUOll ol resource rlghls and T‘(’S]J()}]Sl!)llifﬁc.‘i ]_)C[W’CL‘]] men

nd. women 1\ far out of balance in many areas (FAO 1988). Women carry
| a;d.lspmpm‘uonzuc share of responsibilities for resource procurement a ‘;
é@ envirconmental maintenance, from New York City (o the LO\-\"(’I-' Hin‘-lal“ H
© and yel they have very limited formal rights ‘(emd ]imi-red political l}n::}

cconomic meal}s} to determine the future of resource avatlability '1-11:'{ C:l -
tF?H-mEIHﬁ] qu.ahq,-: In many cases, the rights of men to extract IC(—)n‘nn-(}dili‘(‘lﬂ
or to engage in consumptive use have pre-empted women’s use (;{' the S‘"il'ild’-
resource or the same place, yet women remain rcspmﬁsiblc . i i
 same product or service {rom another source. The -
. senous for the women themselves as well
,115111)'(11;111&‘ in environmental rights
of power hased on gender,

for providing the
consequences can be
as for the environment. The gender
and responsibilities derives f I
among other factors,

rom rela [i()ﬂS

Relations of power

The relations g g
elations among resource uses, users, owners. and managers may he

complementarity, or coexistence. which

gender. Thronehour the world  ae e e,

relations of conflict, cooperation,
raises the issue of power and
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gendered power relations and tenure uu.clcr shared use situations, as w_"el_lras
under private, state, and formal community ow1'1ersh]pl of resources, 1’n dlS?lIllCt
types ol environments. We focus on concrete expressions, .rathcr than exps:
nations of the origins of inequities. We do not promise to rcsol_vc t “
theoretical debates, only to apply relevant insights _fmm the case S[i.JCiICS'. We
also recognize that it is possible to work within, circumvent, amehorate,.or
undo the Inequities, once they are Lmder?.tood, and we dl.‘?;CuSS the_[)ol?lcy
implications of specific approaches within the case studies and in the
summary chapter.

Environmental quality

Gendered control over quality of environment encompasses th.ﬁ .right to
protect, change, or create environmental conditions that meet ¢x1stmg.stz.t?1-
dards of quality (especially with respect to hea]th.) and the rights to deferrrfme
the nature of the environment (land use planning, land use change, struc-
ture of homes, neighborhoods, landscape desigp). In spite of substantial
progress in our understanding of gender conflict over resource use and
1;01_111'01. and of the link between gendered resource use and environmental
changc; many areas of interest remain to .be explored. -

Just as the insights from resource tenure in rural r_]t‘\«'clo.pmen.l contexts can
inform our understanding of gendered environmental rlghts in urban al-ld
industrial regions, so can the gendered struggles over enwromncntal. quah.t.y
in North America and Europe help us better to comprehend 1‘ela\lf3d 1ssues in
less industrialized regions. In urban and industrial contexts, for example,
conflicts have arisen between grassroots groups, industry and government
agencies concerning: rights to use public space; access to and conﬂgol' Ovelr
clean air and water; and rights to healthy homes and workplactlts.. Similarly,
women in rural areas have a direct stake in the cunt.rol of pcst}mdc use on
commercial crops, and also in the decision to use a given area [()F commer-
cial rather than subsistence production. Women have bf:_cn at the forefront of
many efforts to address these issues of control aver em’lronm.cnl‘al resources
and environmental quality. In many cases, their i1‘1volvcn\1cnt Is a response to
their prior exclusion from access to resources as Iwcll as from L]]g corrldorfs 0,[l
power where environmental decisions are made in government, industry, and
mainstream environmentalist groups.

THEME 3: GENDERED ENVIRONMENTAL POLITICS
AND GRASSROOTS ACTIVISM

Our discussion of gendered political participation Foc_uses on the recent i
of women’s involvement in collective action for environmental c]]lzmgf:_ Tor
more than a decade, women have been at the fbrfifl‘OﬂL.(Jf emerging grass-
roots groups, social movements, and local _Pohuca] organizations engaged(nf
environmental, socioeconomic, and political struggles (i\f[e.rchzmt 1992;
Seager 1993; Hynes 1992). These phenomena are not localized: they are
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critics, politicians, and administrators (Agarwal 1991; Bell 1992; Brown 199
Collins 1991; Braidotti ef al. 1994; Dankelman and Davidson 1988; PAC.
1990; Frcuclc:nberg and Steinsapir 1991; Marcus 1992; Rau 1991; Shiv
1989). We look not only at the reasons for an apparent surge in women
mvolvement in collective struggles over natural resource and eny
issues, but also at the various forms such activism has taken.

What difference do collective struggles make to sound environments
policy and practice and to “sustainable development?” Three workin,
assumptions are noted below:

Ironment:

I Given the involvement of women in collective action around the world
there are critical linkages between global environmental and economi
processes and the recent surge in women’s participation in public fora, partic
ularly in relation to ecological and economic concerns, This surge m women’
activism is a response to actual changes in local environmental condition:
as well as to discursive shifts toward “sustainable development” in nationa
and international political circles,

2 Applying Gillian Har(s analysis within the Malaysian context (Hart 1991),
we transpose her conceptualization of “multiple and interconnected sites of
struggle” to an international setting. Different visions of society and differing
access to resources and to power are played out according to gender, race,
class, ethnicity and nationality, variously connected in complex systems.
Pramod Parajuli (1991) provides a similar explanation for the nature of social
movements in India.

3 Women are beginning to redefine their identities, and the mcaning of
gender, through expressions of human agency and collective action empha-
sizing struggle, resistance, and cooperation. In so doing, they have also begun
to redefine environmental issues to include women’s knowledge, experience,
and interests. While this is a worldwide phenomenon, the process and results
in any one place reflect historical, social, and geographical specificity (Alvarez
1990; Egger and Majeres 1992; Friburg 1988; Fraser 1987; Touraine 19868)

Why women? Why now?

When we talk about the environment, we are referring to the ecosystem on
which production and reproduction depend. The aspects of a particular
ecosystem that are important to the people who live in it vary according to
the circumstances of history and the specific demands of their system of
production. Regardless of these variations, issues pertaining to the environ-
ment are inherently political, and decisions about the environment are not
politically neutral. Access to and contro] of environmental resources are jnex-
tricably linked to the positioning of people by gender, race, class, and culture.
Environmental issues are central to debates about the nature of the society
we live in, the claims that each of us can make on that society, and the real-
tties of justice in distribution. Five considerations are important:

LI -



ROCHELEAU, THOMAS-SLAYTER, WANGARI / 16

movements derives from the difficulties they face in ensuring the survival of
their families in the face of ecological and economic crises. For many, these
difficulties have worsened in the last decade as a result of changes m social
and economic relations arising with the spread of capitalism, migration for
wage labor, divided families, and the decline in various forms of vertical ties
to patrons (Chen 1991; Hart 1991; Kates and Haarmann 1992). Poor house-
holds face increased environmental risk. uncertainty, and insecurity, while
their entitlements are either precarious or nonexistent,

2 The impact of structural adjustment policies: To these long-term struc-
tural changes one must add the immediate implications of the structural
adjustment policies of the 1980s and 1990s (Gladwin 1991) and the “retrear
of the state” from support of public services, social welfare and environ-
mental regulation in wealthy as well as poor countries. Poor women
throughout the world have been severely affected by insufficient foad, the
rising cost of living, declining services, and eroding economic and environ-
mental conditions. These impacts have spawned not only protest but also
strategies for change.

3 Consciousness raising and political awareness: Increasingly people are
linking the immediate impact of ecological and economic crises with recog-
nition of a need for structural political changes. Organizations that may
have originated from a specific objective, such as India’s Chipko movement
or the United States’ Citizens’ Clearinghouse for Hazardous Wastes, have
broadened their focus to include the larger social and political systems. In
some instances, environmental movements have addressed systems that
depress the standard of living for the poor or that emphasize cconomic
growth and military strength to the detriment of environmental safety and
personal health.

4 The political marginality of most women: For many women, economic
and ecological conditions are potentially catastrophic. They face severe
constraints on their livelihood options. They participate little, if at all, in
organized politics at the national level. Their activism usually begins locally
on matters critical to their own lives, their homes, and their families, It
reflects the pressure and distress generated by the system and its impact on
family welfare, among people operating “on the edge” both economically
and socially. In the last decade, the problems that women face have become
mcreasingly severe. The system does not address their needs, and so they
act collectively to secure the necessary conditions to guaranty subsistence,
protect the health of their families, and the integrity of the surrounding
ccosystem.

3 The role of the women’s movement: The women’s movement, of which
the most recent wave has now been active for over twenty years, has gener-
ated international interest in women’s issues and women’s perspectives. It
provides some philosophical moorings for women’s activism, while it also
derives much of its vitality from the connections between groups that focus

#
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roles and interests of women. The emerging international women’s 1
ments have reconfigured the political landscape to address converging i
of gender, race, class, and culture and (o treat women’s rights as basic hu
rights. They provide crucial political and ideological underpinning
support for the increased political activism of women on emfironm‘-(
issues.

Exploring the forms of activism

Women’s emergng environmental organizations and movements have

three foci with organizational structures to suit the particular focus:

I Policy and environmental management issues: Here organizations {i
on specific policies, problems, or hazards that are harmful to inclividt
households, and communities. Often they start with the intent of dc
mentng an association between the incidence of discase or a health prob
and a specific toxic dump site, pesticide spray, workplace hazard, air po
tant or contaminated water source. They may go on to significant victo
in legislation and in public information about the specific issue. In the Uni
States the leaders and membership often include significant numbers
women as well as people of color. Environmental racism has become a ma
topic of concern for many groups. Such organizations, however. are for
the world over as people respond to the issues confronting them in d
life. In Bombay, for example, the Society for Promotion of Area Resou
Centers (SPARC) is working to demand better living conditions (Bell 19¢
In countries of the Caribbean ncluding the Dominican Republie, Domini
and St. Vincent and the Grenadines, grassroots organizations of inform
sector traders, many of them women, are springing up to claim and we
for better working conditions, protection of their rights, and environmen

conservation (PACA 1990: 101)

2 Access to and distribution of resources under conditions of environmen
decline and resource scarcity: Around the world, local groups are organizi
to share the management of resources and to increase their av:;ilabﬂi
Local-level associations enable people to respond with increased effectiy
ness to external changes in their environment. They help diminish risk ar
they create new opportunities. Organizations can provide improved acce
to land, labor, capital, and information. They may generate exchange oppo
tunities. They may provide access to common property, including resourc
such as water, forests and communal grazing, or institutions ;’l;’ld $ervic:
such as schools and health clinjcs. 7

3 Political change and environmental sustainability: Environmenral an
cconomic impoverishment are intertwined and linked to the political struc
tures 111.\\»'1'11(:11 they exist. Organizations may begin with the objective
economuc survival, but they often come to a sharp realization of the pol
tics af survival The Green Relt monement in Kamen .. ' -
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them, find that their strategic interests raise major questions about the polit-
ical systems in which they operate.

These organizational foci are merely suggestive. Most organizations deal at
some time or another with all three categories. Their agendas, as \.vcll as
the scale of their activities, are purposefully flexible and are continually
adjusted as they endeavor to meet both practical needs and strategic, long-
term interests.

What difference does women’s participation make for women,
the environment, and society?

All of these economic and ecological struggles have important implications
for the meaning of gender and for the nature of men’s and women’s roles.
These organizations are demanding more eql_lximble de.velopment- across
classes, ethnic groups, castes, gender, and generations. The increased involve-
ment of women is leading to a sense of agency and empowler.merlt.‘As a
result, there are new perceptions of women’s roles. \fVomc.n’s visions of their
rights, roles, and responsibilities are chanlging‘ Increasp]gly, women dTC
“finding voice” and are being aided in doing so by their participatiort in
groups and organizations (Ronderos 1992: 81), . .

There are many victories to be claimed by women’s environmental action
groups around the world. In addition to the cases presented in this’vol‘ume,
we note as examples the widespread planting of trees by the \’V(ljmen s Green
Belt movement of Kenya, the protection of a public park in downtown
Nairobi by the same group, and the protection of the Himalayan fovrests
from timber concessionaires by the Chipko movement in India. In .Nm'l,h
America, grassroots movements led by women have prevented the d1sppsal
of toxic wastes, as in the case of a landfill in Warren Cognly, North Carolina,
and they have pressed legislators and courts in Cahforpm and ;\fl_ass_achusetts
to take action on air and water pollution. Recently formed bridging orga-
nizations, networks, and coalitions (such as the Women’s Congress for a
Healthy Planet; WEDO — Women, Environment, and Developrr}em Organi-
zation; WEDNET — Women, Environment, and Development Network; and
Worldwide Network for Women) bring the concerns of these locally based
movements to national and international policy fora.

T . S ; P————
‘These grassroots organizations, with their significant involvement

women, are stressing the value of all human beings and._their rights to satisfy
basic human needs, including food security and health (.Escobar and Alvarez
1992). They emphasize ecological as well as economic concerns anc‘i Fhe
needs of future generations as well as those of diverse Clalma.nts on existing
resources. There is a fundamentally humanitarian, egalitarian, pluralistic,
and activist stance to many such organizations, although — as notcd by
Jackson (1993a and b) — women’s organizations are not inherently environ-
mentalist or altruistic,

The myriad of grassroots organizations, with women as well as men
involved in them, have begun to blur the distinctions betwcien‘pubhc ‘?md
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what is environmental, as well as what is Just and equitable. In the ch

ters that follow, the authors review gendered political responses to ecolog!
problems exacerbated by economic decline in houscholds and communi
around the world. They explore the way In which environmental activi
and politics have entered household and community and vice versa. ']
case studies also document the extensive involvernent of women in gri
roots organizations in response (o declining  ecological and
circumstances in degraded environments or to the magnitude of |
safety problems posed by the “maldevelopment”
communities and ecosystems.

econor
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