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I.1 Concerning Environmental Violence

We live in a time of immense juxtaposition. On July 28, 2022, the United Nations 
General Assembly (UNGA) voted – by a count of 161 in favor, with eight absten-
tions – that living in a clean, healthy, and sustainable environment is a human 
right [1]. Building on the similar declaration by the United Nations Human Rights 
Council in October 2021 [2], the UNGA has now reinforced the notion that the 
growing assaults on human health through environmental hazards are transgres-
sions against the basic rights and freedoms of people. Efforts toward the con-
struction of a human right to healthy planet, and even a planetary right to health 
signifying potential rights of nature [3, 4], are growing both in real activity and 
demand [5]. But why are such declarations and efforts needed? Likely because of 
the current human-modified conditions of our planet. For example, more than 90% 
of the world’s population is not able to enjoy this alleged human right due to toxic 
pollution exposures alone [6, 7]. Or the fact that we are now believed to be exceed-
ing several critical earth systems’ planetary boundaries, which could result in rapid 
deleterious changes rippling through the global ecosystem [8, 9] – an outcome 
many suggest is already transpiring today, to varying degrees, such that massive 
systemic ecological collapse and increased global suffering may be no more than 
a few decades away [10].

However, in contrast to the dire state of the planet on many counts, many 
humans are living longer lives than ever before [11]. Infant mortality is at its low-
est levels in our evolutionary history [12]. And much of humanity has the greatest 
technological and material access and use, and abuse through excess use, of any 
humans to walk the earth. Maybe tellingly, malnutrition had been decreasing glob-
ally for decades due to changes in food production. However, in the last few years 
human systems hit an inflection point and malnutrition is on the rise again but with 
geographic variations. There are an estimated 100 million more people expected 
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to be considered malnourished in 2030 than in 2018 as a result of ongoing climate 
change dynamics and exacerbated by COVID-19 [13]. How is humanity to hold 
these disparate yet intricately interwoven realities? On the one hand the incredible 
contemporary potential for human flourishing, on the other hand a planetary sys-
tem deteriorating, supplanting flourishing, and supplying suffering. Is the human 
knack for innovation in the face of environmental changes now exceeded by the 
social, political and economic constraints some human groups, institutions, and 
corporations have overlaid on the planet [14, 15]?

This collection, and the concept and framework it centers on, is intended to 
address exactly this complex dynamic: to name it and frame it. The UN declara-
tions, like other attempts to rally widespread willingness to curtail human contri-
butions to climate change, have not yet elicited the desired response. Our hope 
is that the conceptualization of environmental violence will be a critical tool in 
the toolbox for resistance and systemic, even radical, change that can address the 
cumulative and ongoing deleterious inputs of human activity into the earth system 
to create the conditions for a transition to human and planetary flourishing in a 
just and equitable manner. Environmental violence is harm due to excess pollution 
put into the earth system through human activities and processes. Environmental 
violence is not the only mode of framing the myriad ills facing humanity and the 
planet, but as a tool it is designed to map, trace, and draw out the multitude of 
potential and realized pathways of harm from environmental hazards framed in the 
antecedent conditions and impact-mediating contexts that are integral parts of the 
whole of the violence facing humanity and the planet.

The earth system has never been more modified by human action than it is 
today, the mark of the Anthropocene [16, 17]. A central mark of the human touch 
is EV, constituted by a range of novel and/or unprecedented intensities of toxic and 
non-toxic pollution. These materials are increasingly emitted through production, 
consumption, and the corresponding waste byproducts, either in making them or 
in the disposal of them, which cumulatively portend a future where no living thing 
is unscathed by the human touch. Our current era has been dubbed many names – 
the Capitalocene [18], the Sixth Extinction [19], the Pyrocene [20], the Synthetic 
Age [21] – but all signify a moment in our evolutionary history where the human 
species is the primary driver of geologic change and that this moment is potentially 
a major (negative) inflection point in the planetary story. EV is one of the primary 
causes and consequences of this moment. The global metabolism for material and 
energy shows no signs of abating [22–24] and the possibility of relying on decou-
pling consumption from material use and emissions shows no sign of materializing 
in a sufficient way to avoid ecological catastrophe [25–29]. To drawdown emis-
sions and regenerate biotic and abiotic communities are likely the orders of the 
day [30, 31], and this volume proposes EV as a tool to help us get there.
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The devastating impacts of toxic pollution alone, that is not taking into account 
the harm of human-produced non-toxic pollution namely climate change–driving 
greenhouse gas emissions, can hardly be overstated. Reliable estimates put the 
number of people who die each year as a result of toxic pollution at 7–9 million, 
at least [6, 32–35]. In comparison, approximately 90 000 people die annually due 
to armed conflict [36]. In total, there were about 1 million armed-conflict deaths 
between 2000 and 2017 and about 2.25 million between 1990 and 2017 [36, 37]. 
Globally, another 460  000 people perish annually via homicide [37]. The sum 
of armed conflict and homicide deaths is, thus, more than an order of magnitude 
less than the annual deaths attributable to human-produced toxic pollution. And, 
importantly, these toxic pollution early mortality estimates do not include deaths 
caused by climate change, which is driven by anthropogenic greenhouse gas emis-
sions. Such deaths include those resulting from the increased frequency and inten-
sity of extreme heat events which are now estimated to account for almost half 
of all heat-related deaths annually [38]. More than 90% of these toxic pollution 
deaths occur in low- and middle-income countries [6, 33]. Coincidingly, the dis-
tribution of the negative effects of climate change is also such that, on average, 
these same low- and middle-income countries face the greatest resulting hazards 
[6, 39]. Current estimates, albeit using conservative assumptions, are that at least 
13 million deaths annually are due to an unhealthy environment and environmental 
hazards [40]. All of this despite these countries and people being least responsible 
for the greenhouse gas emissions creating anthropogenic climate change and the 
rampant consumption of materials and goods and their corresponding toxic pol-
lution emissions from extraction to use to disposal [22–24, 41, 42]. Importantly, 
death, though salient, is only one form of loss and damage that extends from 
human-produced environmental hazards [43–47]. A full accounting of the effects 
of these hazards has as yet not been made despite the pervasive patterning of their 
insidious effects in the everyday lives of literally billions of people.

I.2 Contextualizing Environmental Violence

Previous uses of EV, and related terms, have been instructive, highlighting the 
social processes of environmental harm production and their outcomes. However, 
the use of EV has been inconsistent, general, broad, and insufficiently connected 
to human health and well-being to be an effective tool to track, measure, and ulti-
mately impact human health outcomes and to shift corresponding environmental 
health policies and management [48]. We offer a definition and analytical model 
of EV that aims to substantively increase the ability of researchers, practitioners, 
and policy makers to identify and orient on a specific frame for EV and recognize 
it for what it is: violence to humans with substantive health outcomes. To that end, 
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we propose that EV be defined as direct and indirect harm experienced by humans 
due to excess toxic and non-toxic pollutants put into a local – and concurrently 
the global – ecosystem through human activities and processes. Our definition 
specifies and centers excess human-produced pollution as a violent environmental 
health hazard. Pollution is in excess when human flourishing has been maximized 
and its production does, or is not required to, meet a human need and instead, on 
net, causes more externalized human suffering than it serves to prevent.

Our definition and proposed framework recognize that EV arises as part of 
dynamic anthropogenic socio-ecological processes. EV’s persistence is facilitated 
by structural and cultural violence contexts; it is mediated by human vulnerability, 
specifically a person’s or community’s exposure to it and capacity to deal with the 
impacts of toxic and non-toxic pollutants. EV exacerbates and creates harm and 
power differentials at individual, community, regional, and global scales. And, 
importantly, all of these components are connected, mutually shaping, and have 
potentially substantive impacts on health. Central to understanding and mapping 
EV, and thus a critical aspect that the framework draws out, is existing, multivalent 
inequalities: from the inequality in the production of EV through production and 
consumption and potential corresponding benefits [22, 24], to the inequality of 
its distribution and realized impacts and the corresponding inability to participate 
in the processes that mediate these outcomes [42, 49]. Addressing and amending 
inequality, in all forms, is essential to stopping ongoing, and remediating past, EV 
and creating the conditions for planetary and human flourishing [50].

The primary difference between our definition of EV and past concepts is our 
delimited focus on human-produced pollution as the vector of violence. This pro-
posal is consistent with broadly used definitions of violence that describe it as 
“any avoidable insult to basic human needs; violence lowers the real level of needs 
satisfaction below what is potentially possible” [51, 52]. We do not ignore the 
political economy and other contexts around the production of EV or other ills, 
such as violent conflict or the experience of dispossession, connected to it. In fact, 
we directly account for them in our specification of the EV dynamics and process, 
and its constituent components and the feedbacks between them (see Figure I.1). 
But, in light of the fact that toxic and non-toxic pollution are the single largest 
global cause of early human mortality, morbidity, and myriad health hazards [6, 
39, 42], honing in on human-produced pollution and its harms makes EV tractable, 
trans-scalar, and transportable without losing its analytical power and potential to 
contribute to promoting human, and inseparably planetary, health and flourishing.

We specify toxic pollution (e.g., the hazardous air pollutants particulate matter 
(PM2.5) or ozone(O3)) and non-toxic pollution (e.g., the greenhouse gases carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4)) to capture diverse earth system processes that 
directly and indirectly pose risk and harm to human health [53, 54]. Our focus on 
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EV as it relates to human health is also supported by the structure of contemporary 
environmental policy. Most all pollution management laws are written to protect 
human health and the environment, placing primacy on human health [55–58]. 
This is also reflected in the UN declarations of access to a clean, healthy, and sus-
tainable environment as a human right. However, we recognize and acknowledge 
that human flourishing is only maximized when planetary health is also flourish-
ing, such that this nexus is an immutable and mutually reinforcing relationship. 
EV is for human and planetary health. This is also reflected in the growing call for 
the establishment of the rights of nature to progress to, or at least bring alongside, 
the construction of the human right to a healthy planet and the planetary right to 
health [3, 4].

Importantly, humans always have and likely always will produce pollution as a 
byproduct of meeting our needs. As we will make clear later, and this is the yet unre-
solved threshold determination of our definition, we argue that human-produced 
pollution transitions from necessary to violent after basic human needs have been 
met and optimized. By proposing our definition and framework, it is our hope 
that the conversation about EV progresses to focusing on this critical, specific but 
complex, determination to inform ongoing global environmental change discus-
sions and everyday decision-making processes to work toward “a good life for all” 
within planetary boundaries [23, 29, 41].

I.2.1 Modeling Environmental Violence

EV is concomitantly a human health hazard – a vector of violence – and a pro-
cess. To frame the dynamics of EV and provide an analytical tool that can be 
applied across varied contexts, we developed a heuristic model (Figure I.1) that 
outlines the constituent components of EV and the flow and interactions between 
the components.

I.2.2 Structural and Cultural Violence

Structural violence consists of formal policies or practices that lead to the unequal 
distribution of risk and benefits to different groups of people, often divided along 
lines of race, socioeconomic status, or other differentiators [59–62]. As applied 
to EV, we might think of a local or state environmental policy that allows for a 
factory to pollute (i.e., a permit to pollute) into an area where low-income people 
live as a structural violence that promotes EV. Cultural violence consists in the 
beliefs and norms that allow for other forms of violence to be so naturalized that 
they are not even thought of as violence or questioned as violent [63, 64]. Racism 
is a clear example of cultural violence at work [63, 65, 66]. As applied to EV, 
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cultural violence may view as normative, and as taken for granted by society at 
large, the consumption of goods beyond what is needed for meeting human needs. 
Such cultural norms and exorbitant consumption perpetuate EV and the structural 
violences that allow for EV. 

 Together, structural and cultural violence facilitate the production and persis-
tence of EV by normalizing and legalizing it. The harm and power differentials 
that EV causes can reduce, and further reinforce existing inequality   in, the ability 
of marginalized persons and groups to work against EV.  

      I.2.3     Environmental Violence: The Vector of Violence   

 Human-produced pollution that is a hazard to human health is the vector of EV. 
The effects of toxic pollution alone are arguably one of the largest direct threats 
to global human health [ 32 – 35 ]. Toxic EV vectors are found in air, water, and 
soil with the air pollutant PM2.5 by far the leading hazard [ 33 – 35 ,  67 ]. Non-toxic 
vectors are predominantly, though not limited to, greenhouse gas emissions like 
carbon dioxide and methane that are driving global climate change resulting in 
hazards from deadly extreme weather events [ 68 – 75 ]. The global distribution of 
EV is predominantly in low- and middle-income countries while the consumption 
and other pollution producing practices and activities that are driving its produc-
tion have been, and generally still are, predominantly in high-income countries and 
by wealthy individuals in all countries [ 33 ,  35 ,  42 ,  76 ]. This does not exempt any 
group from their potential participation in producing EV but is the general pattern 

     Figure I.1      Environmental violence framework    
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and distribution of production. The EV vector results from both its actual produc-
tion and also the consumption of the item produced – that is, consumers and pro-
ducers are culpable for the EV emitted as they are part of the supply-demand chain.

EV, as modeled here, is increasing globally [6, 9, 17, 33–35, 69, 70, 77–79]. 
While most toxic pollution emissions are on average decreasing in high-income 
countries, they are increasing in low- and middle-income countries with corre-
sponding increased rates of human health harm [6, 33, 35, 42]. Global climate 
change, driven by anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions, and its corresponding 
degradation of human health are also increasing [70, 78–81]. Taking these pollu-
tion streams together and assessing them holistically but specifically is critical to 
effective environmental and health policy making [42, 82, 83].

I.2.4 Vulnerability

A person’s or group’s vulnerability mediates their exposure to EV and their ability to 
resist or adapt to it. Vulnerability is the “state of susceptibility to harm from exposure 
to stresses associated with environmental and social change and from the absence of 
capacity to adapt” [84]. Vulnerability determines a person’s human security, defined 
as the “… condition that exists when the vital core of human lives is protected, and 
when people have the freedom and capacity to live with dignity. In this assessment, 
the vital core of human lives includes the universal and culturally specific, material 
and non-material elements necessary for people to act on behalf of their interests” 
[85]. Contexts of structural and cultural violence shape a person’s exposure to EV and 
other conditions of human security and vulnerability – such as their material capacity 
to protect themselves from an extreme weather event.

The magnitude of an EV hazard and the vulnerability of a person or group to 
that hazard interact and determine the ultimate effect of the hazard. For exam-
ple, all people in a region experiencing an extreme heat wave may be similarly 
exposed to the hazard, but not all people may have the ability to depart the region 
or access air conditioning to reduce the negative health effects of their exposure. 
Similarly, people with pre-existing health conditions, including conditions such 
as asthma linked to toxic pollution exposure [86, 87], are often more vulnerable 
to EV. Paradoxically, the groups most responsible for EV – that is, predominantly 
wealthy nations and people – tend to be less vulnerable to EV resulting in an une-
qual distribution of harm and power differentials.

I.2.5 Harm and Power Differentials

The harms stemming from EV range from dementia and cognitive impairment 
[88–91] to mental health maladies [92–96] to mortality [33, 35, 67, 97, 98]. The 
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unequal distribution of these damages results in some groups, especially those 
already marginalized or materially lacking, being less able to effect change regard-
ing the drivers and regulation of, and capacity to work against, EV [94, 99]. Thus, 
until the people with the power to effect change choose to do so, the EV process 
will continue to cycle and ratchet up as it is today. The cumulative effects of EV 
both over time and by overlapping effects – that is, multiple EV hazards occurring 
concurrently – further exacerbate and potentially multiply the effect of any indi-
vidual EV hazard [6, 42, 82, 83, 100, 101].

I.2.6 Key Points and Limitations

EV, as a framework, offers several critical contributions. While not exhaustive, we 
find these insights most compelling. First, the framework leverages well developed 
concepts from the social sciences and explicitly integrates them with concepts and 
practices from environmental and public health science, policy, and management. 
Cohesively joining these robust frames draws together diverse points of approach 
and investigation making it transdisciplinary forward looking but grounded in 
established empirical and theoretical models.

Second, the structure of the framework is also such that it is replicable across 
varied contexts – geographical, social, political, cultural, regulatory, and so forth – 
and it is trans-scalar. The subcomponents of EV and their interconnections can 
be determined at all scales such that: (1) recurring patterns, such as those in a 
fractal system, emerge; (2) their influence and impacts can be mapped, if not func-
tionally measured, to account for and understand them; and (3) then, hopefully, 
begin the critical work of reducing them. The trans-scalar and replicable properties 
of the framework – though notably not necessarily uniform application – of the 
framework across varied contexts promotes necessary comparatives of EV in the 
earth system facilitating exploring its varied processes of production, multivalent 
actions, and ultimate outcomes across space, time, and communities.

Third, the EV framework unifies what are often separated streams of environ-
mental risk production: toxic and non-toxic pollution. These two groups of pollut-
ants are often co-polluted: vehicle exhaust includes greenhouse gases like carbon 
dioxide and hazardous air pollution such as oxides of nitrogen (NOx) or particulate 
matter. Recognizing the interconnectedness of the production and outcomes of 
both pollution streams, the framework provides a more robust and comprehensive 
accounting of human-produced pollution and its collective, cumulative and inter-
active effects.

Fourth, and this is one of the key functions of this collection through demonstra-
tion, the EV framework recognizes a holistic complex of harm beyond a singular 
or dominant measure of loss and damage. Much of the impacts of EV cannot be 
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quantified in a way that is easily or readily translated into a cost–benefit analysis, 
the keystone process employed to weight the potential impacts of most environ-
mental and public health policy and management decisions. Environmental vio-
lence is as experiential and phenomenological as it is generically empirical. Thus, 
the framework draws out these paths even where it cannot necessarily define the 
boundaries of the path through some numerical measure.

There are other direct contributions of the EV framework. Just as the list of 
potential contributions may be long, so is the list of current limitations. Many 
questions exist and their answers are needed to better define and operationalize 
EV as a tool. For example, at what point does human-produced pollution tran-
sition from meeting human needs and maximizing flourishing to EV? In other 
words, what defines “excess?” Should EV only include or be centered primar-
ily on human health and flourishing as opposed to a broader specification for the 
inclusion of non-human species? Is EV an intentional act, and does intentionality 
matter for pollution to truly be considered violent? Or does knowledge of the pol-
lution associated with excess consumption and its deleterious effects on human 
health constitute constructed or intrinsic intentionality, moving from information 
to intentionality [102] – that is, does being knowledgeable make you responsible 
even if you do not fundamentally intend to harm someone? Does the EV frame-
work, as constructed, perpetuate or replicate forms of inequality and injustice, the 
very things it is intended to disrupt and deconstruct? It is these questions and more 
that are the primary onus for this collection. We do not promise to address them 
all, but rather we hope to further progress the conversation.

I.3 Why the Collection?

The implications of human-produced environmental harms for global health are 
complex, just as are their causes. As we have discussed, many frameworks have 
been deployed to conceptualize and analyze these patterns, with varying degrees 
of specificity, scope, and practical application. To accomplish the critical task of 
developing a broadly applicable but precisely determined understanding of EV, 
our collection brings together people – whether scholars, practitioners or a blend 
of both – from varied backgrounds, training, experiences, and modes of knowledge 
production to weave a multiperspectival tapestry of what EV is, what its implica-
tions and impacts are for different communities, how communities identify, engage 
with and work against it, and further developing and elaborating on the concept 
through critique and by putting it into conversation with other dominant concepts 
concerned with human and planetary flourishing. Our contributors include peace-
builders, engineers, economists, artists, theologians, anthropologists, and many 
other identities of scholarship and practice. Our contributors also range from early 
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career researchers with budding but rich agendas unfolding before them, to senior 
scholars and practitioners recognized as leading experts in their fields with stout 
contributions built and offered over years of exploration and engagement.

Emerging from the diversity of our contributors is a panoply of perspectives, 
experiences, expression, and engagement with EV. Our topics range from the 
intersection of Latin American Decolonial Thought and EV to pathways of sus-
tainable fulfillment to move away from environmental violence to the poetics of 
environmental violence, with geographic and cultural representations from around 
the globe. By braiding these different approaches and knowledges our collection 
offers a robust transcendent accounting of environmental violence, a much-needed 
tool in the fight against this grave ailment to the human condition and planetary 
health.

The collection takes on and uses as a point of departure several key points of 
exploration left open or in need of refinement from previous work on EV [48, 
53]. The first is the application and interrogation of the framework as initially 
constructed. And what does the application of the framework to empirical case 
studies show about what it can draw out – the trans-scalar patterns and character-
istics across varied socio-ecological systems? How does EV articulate with other 
dominant concepts in this knowledge and practice of “sustainability” space, such 
as “green technology” and the renewable transition, the Sustainable Development 
Goals, and “degrowth?” And how can the framework be best calibrated and 
tweaked such that it does not occlude, replicate, or otherwise uphold the injustices 
and inequities it seeks to explore and account for? These and other themes are 
represented and unfold in the chapters of this collection.

This collection brings together a generative bricolage of peacebuilders, engi-
neers, anthropologists, theologians, economists, and several others working around 
the globe from Inuit communities in the Arctic to mining communities in central 
Africa, to explore this most pressing challenge to humanity. Their engagement, 
application, critique, and refinement of EV is as varied as it is powerful.

The first part of our collection explores geographies of EV across the earth sys-
tem through the realized outcomes and ongoing engagements of diverse human 
communities’ ecosystems. These applications show the myriad ways EV manifests 
but also offers insights into the application, use, and potential limitations of the 
EV framework as an analytical tool. Pickett and O’Lear, unpacking body politics 
in the case of Chornobyl in northern Ukraine, emphasize the contingent, politi-
cal processes of the production of scientific knowledge, and how those processes 
change understandings of both violence and the environment. They employ the 
1986 Chornobyl disaster as a case study to illustrate the mutually constructive 
processes of politics and knowledge production and how understating that mutual 
dynamic reveals the ways in which the slow environmental harms of Chornobyl 
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were made visible. They accomplish this by using examples from the social moni-
toring program of the Department of Social Expertise in its tracking of the embod-
ied EV among sufferers of the Chornobyl disaster. The particular geography and 
set of questions they explore is made only more intense and crucial given the eco-
logical risks transpiring from the ongoing Russian war of aggression in Ukraine 
[103].

Further exploring the implications of EV in a human-constructed disaster con-
text, McManus Warnell examines the communities and workers most impacted 
by acute climate disasters, within the context of business’s role in human rights, 
stakeholder well-being, and resilience, featuring illustrative examples from Japan 
and the United States. McManus Warnell employs the EV framework to contexts 
as diverse as the triple disaster at Fukushima to the communities in the United 
States ravaged by wildfires, elucidating how workers rebuild our societies from 
EV while simultaneously exposed to it in the process. McManus Warnell explores 
how the role of business in climate change, argued to be simultaneously indicted 
as much of the problem’s genesis and hailed as the source of innovative solutions, 
is clear and derives important insights about the causes and consequences of these 
EV scenarios.

Schoeppner explores EV in one of the, if not the, most vulnerable regions to 
the effects of climate change. Recounting how Inuit and Pacific Islanders have 
engaged in counter-mapping and counter-narrating their space that colonial pow-
ers have previously conceptualized as isolated, remote, and peripheral and how 
this is a practice of resistance to EV and its antecedent contexts of structural and 
cultural violence. Representing and speaking for a large geographic space consist-
ing of land and water, both groups are utilizing these practices in climate change 
negotiations to address conditions causing EV and to move toward a reality of 
environmental peace.

Exploring the structural forces behind EV, Jaskoski explicates the regula-
tory requirement of “prior consultation” related to extractive industries in Latin 
America. In several Latin American countries, the state has to consult impacted 
Indigenous communities before approving new hydrocarbon and mining devel-
opment. However, as Jaskoski demonstrates through case studies in Bolivia, 
Colombia, and Peru, this consultative process can be applied such that it frustrates 
its original intention of protecting Indigenous rights, acting instead as a mecha-
nism of structural violence and lending itself to the expansion of EV production.

Working at the intersection of coloniality, nuclear contamination, and deemed 
disposable areas and populations, Schoenberger explores how the history of 
nuclear testing and redress efforts in French Polynesia, or as many Polynesians 
prefer to call it, Māʻohi Nui, can illustrate the descriptive, political, and legal chal-
lenges posed by environmental violence in the atomic age. Schoenberger explores 
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risk imposition in and of itself (even in the absence of provable, measurable harm) 
as a form of environmental violence of particular salience and demonstrates how 
EV in the context of nuclear testing cannot be understood as separate from colonial 
contexts and forms of colonial violence. Connecting with global nuclear legacies 
and contexts, Schoenberger lays out the implications and constraints on law and 
how the dynamics of risk, causal uncertainty, and insufficient data frustrate pro-
cesses of victim compensation today.

The second part of this collection is centered on critical engagement of the 
EV framework and employing the EV framework to critically engage concepts 
that occupy a similar space. Damiano takes the EV framework and employs it 
to inspect and assess the idea of “sustainable development.” Damiano’s point 
of departure is that the concept of sustainable development, while aimed at 
improving both the human–Earth relationships and the relationships between 
humans, has problematic historical baggage: It is rooted in a Western idea of 
development, which is imbued in violence against various non-Western peo-
ples and is perpetuating controversial takes on economic growth and appropri-
ate technology. Through the EV framework Damiano discusses issues in the 
concept of Sustainable Development and its implementation, suggesting a shift 
to the pursuit of a different concept: sustainable life.

Further probing conceptions of sustainability, Mulrow et  al. propose and 
explore the “affluence-technology connection” regarding appropriate technology 
and affluence options for not just a sustainable future, but an equitable and just 
future. They keenly layout how the deployment of alternative technologies alone 
does not address many of the structural and cultural factors involved in generating 
EV. Shifting from one mechanism to another, or one material to another, entails a 
shift in economic context, but guarantees nothing about whether this new context 
will be more equitable, or even ecologically responsible. Utilizing three empiri-
cal examples, Mulrow et al. challenge different technology-centered pathways to 
sustainability and reducing EV while also offering an example of a fusion of old 
and new. Their analysis and conclusions suggest that appropriate technology and 
appropriate affluence have a critical role to play in building a future without EV.

Peña takes on EV and its connections with Latin American Decolonial Thought 
(LDET). Peña’s exploration of this nexus reveals critical knowledge-power strate-
gies that illustrate four emphases among decolonial thought and, at the same time, 
the critical dimensions to understand EV sources. These insights highlight poten-
tial limitations but also strengths of the EV framework as it articulates with LDET, 
a vibrant canon of research that has much to offer in shaping a just and sustainable 
future. Critically, Peña explores nature as an essential ally in this process.

Through a decolonial degrowth approach, which is grounded in a feminist, 
labor-empowering perspective, Abazeri et al. argue that an ideology of growth is 
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not tenable, and that EV has much to gain by intentionally integrating these lenses. 
Doing so, which means explicitly including these sets of theory into the theoretical 
composition of the EV framework and subsequently utilizing them in application 
of the model, better calibrates EV as a tool to quantify the multiple forms of EV 
that take place as a result of capital accumulation. Abazeri et al. work to show that 
in so doing, EV as a framework can better confront the challenges that arise from 
other strategies often used to reduce human suffering from environmental hazards 
while encouraging an emphasis on the celebration of local customs, knowledge, 
and ingenuity.

Examining the recent acclaimed film Don’t Look Up, Zenner explores how 
popularized manifestations of eco-crisis, apocalyptic climate allegories, and other 
similar narratives construct media representations of EV and their implications for 
our understanding of it. Drawing on ecocinemacriticism, literary ecocriticism, con-
temporary Indigenous studies, and social theory, Zenner assesses the presumptive 
Whiteness of vaunted mainstream ecocinema as a form of cultural narrative; the 
generally myopic coloniality of apocalypse narratives; and linkages to other forms 
of spectacle in an international polity dependent on neoliberal political economics 
and structures of extraction. Zenner thus provides critique of the construction and 
potential understandings of EV, while also questioning what the implications are 
for media representations of EV given the dynamics she unearths that are interwo-
ven with legacies of colonialism and racism.

Shifting the medium of expression to the widely exalted poetry of Nobel 
Laureate Pablo Neruda, Astorquiza interrogates the EV framework, specifically 
the framing of culture and cultural violence. Astorquiza traces how far culture can, 
in its autonomy, reproduce the practices associated with EV by analyzing a canon-
ical Latin American poetic discourse found in Neruda’s poem Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu. Astorquiza, articulates through a deep analysis of Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu, which contains similar intrinsic characteristics, questions the potentially 
interpreted base and superstructure division of cultural violence (base) and EV 
as a vector of violence (superstructure). Through this process, Astorquiza points 
to the need to reconsider how culture, and our ways of understanding it, are part of 
the cycle in which our ways of production and consumption are incompatible with 
the stability of the environment and society.

The third part of the collection brings together theoretical and empirical  
accounts of EV impacts, responses, resistance, and alternatives. One impact of 
EV that has received substantial attention is that of human displacement. Chessler 
examines how EV impacts migration, and how this displacement feeds into 
broader cycles of violent political conflict. As Chessler describes, EV is the largest 
driver of human migration today, displacing more than 20 million people annually 
[104]. Consequently, understanding the EV–migration linkage is critical. Through 
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a systematized review of the existing research, Chessler seeks to clarify the state 
of knowledge on the environment-migration-conflict nexus, identify points of con-
sensus and debate, and chart a path forward for future research.

Montevecchio explores the nexus of EV and mining, and corresponding 
responses. Montevecchio provides an account of how peacebuilding efforts, specif-
ically ongoing Catholic peacebuilding praxis, are actively, globally engaged with 
EV emanating from mining. This case examines and lays out the unique aspects 
of Catholic peacebuilding and the Catholic church for working against EV in the 
context of mining. He draws out insights and points of learning that can benefit 
individuals and groups, no matter their identities, carrying out peacebuilding and 
EV reduction efforts, but especially those engaged with mining. As Montevecchio 
notes, because of the minerals necessary for the proposed renewable transition, the 
lessons provided are made all the more important given the challenges of mining 
without producing EV.

Just as the EV–mining nexus is a critical forefront intersection, so too is the 
EV–agriculture connection. Stock begins by explicating contemporary agricultural 
practices and their corresponding EV from a heavy reliance on synthetic chemicals 
to raise commodities, as well as fossil fuels for tractors and shipping related to 
distribution. Through the lens of Jacques Ellul’s theory of a technological society 
and technique that values efficiency in all areas of life, Stock explores the relation-
ship between EV, contemporary agricultural practices, and wider critiques of tech-
nology, and offers potential pathways forward in agriculture that can regenerate 
human and ecological communities.

Another human practice that has an intricate relationship with EV, though quite 
different than those of mining and agriculture, is art. Sohns captures how art has been 
both a witness to, and mechanism of response to, proliferating human-produced 
pollution and its associated violence on human health and well-being. Art can 
draw our attention to the polyvalent presence and impacts of EV while also offer-
ing a pathway of coping. Sohns encapsulates these valences of the art–EV nexus, 
mobilizing a sense of urgency and empowering multi-sensory understandings of 
the impacts of EV, while also providing an effective means of coping with and 
responding stoutly to EV.

Closing out the third section and collection contributions, Isham provides empir-
ical evidence that, in our assessment, amounts to a basis for hope. Isham begins by 
reviewing the evidence to show that materialistic values support the production of 
EV while also being deleterious to human health and well-being through multiple 
other pathways. Isham, drawing on her empirical work in the field of positive psy-
chology, then considers how flow experiences – that is, optimal human experience 
through a particular activity – can offer an antidote that would allow us to reduce 
EV and to live better and more sustainably. In doing so, Isham offers practical 
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recommendations for how to encourage flow experiences across society and in the 
process reduce EV.

I.4 Reading This Collection

Engaging environmental violence, this collection proffers exploration of a 
phenomenon that is deeply wounding to human and planetary flourishing. It 
accounts for various ways in which communities are responding, from vio-
lently to artistically to active resistance. It makes clear how accepted institu-
tions can simultaneously construct vulnerability and facilitate the production 
of EV as a vector of violence. Importantly, it enables the analysis necessary to 
demonstrate effective alternatives to the potentially damning trajectory we are 
on. Thus, this is not a collection of despair but rather a demonstration of what 
is through the EV tool but also what can be: it is a provider of possibilities that 
lay before us. Environmental violence is a choice. This is both condemning 
and a source of hope. The collection is offered in the hopes of inspiring the 
necessary change – as complex as it is vast – to justly and equitably regenerate 
human and planetary flourishing.
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