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PREFACE


This is in some ways an unusual reader in the field of environmental anthropology. Given the enormous growth of scholarship by anthropologists on the environment in the last few decades, no reader can reasonably hope to be comprehensive. In this case, the question for us became: how should we choose what to include in this volume? One consideration that influenced our choices was that the selections should bring together accessible, engaging, and ethnographic examples of recent work that also considered key themes of sustainability. Within this frame, we wanted the volume to highlight intersections between environmental anthropology, with its abiding interest in nature variously understood, and sustainability, with its emphasis on fostering human and nonhuman forms of life.

Given these goals, we organized Sustaining Natures into key themes that speak to both environmental anthropology and sustainability studies. These themes include farming and food, urban environments, energy and energy alternatives, multispecies relationships, and landscapes and identity. The urgency and importance of environmental justice, decolonial approaches to environmental studies, and confronting the enormous challenge of planetary-scale climate change through innovative ethnographic research remains a concern across the sections. The reader addresses these topics through ethnographic examples that span different continents, relying on a diversity of perspectives and voices, broadening the representation of the discipline. We selected articles published in the last decade or so, mostly by a new generation of researchers whose work we see as moving the field of environmental anthropology in exciting new directions. We have maintained the authors’ original format for figures, references, and notes, except for converting footnotes into endnotes when applicable. Each thematic section begins with a short overview of the topic, along with several questions to help guide classroom discussion.

We have kept the reader deliberately selective in themes and articles so that the volume is a reasonable length and can be used in conjunction with other materials that individual instructors may wish to build into their curricula. It was not an easy task to arrive at the selections themselves, but our sense of students’ interests—in topics like sustainable food systems, alternate energy, environmental justice, the ethics of human relations with nonhumans, and the environmental perspectives of historically oppressed and excluded groups—guided us. We hope both emergent concerns and diverse treatments of them in recent scholarship are well represented here.

All our editorial decisions, of course, occurred within the shadow of the vigorous discussion of the Anthropocene. We understand this concept to convey, at a minimum, that human inhabitation going forward will always be of a deeply altered planet—one that is perhaps losing its ability to recover from continuing shocks. While acknowledging the power of this idea, we wished to remain sensitive to the important caution raised by many scholars against a facile use of the term Anthropocene that ascribes equal culpability in planetary destruction across all humans. We thus placed emergent themes in environmental anthropology in dialogue with topics including environmental justice and social and economic inequality.

Environmental anthropology has always been astute and even relentless as a field in offering critique of the human condition with all its oppressions, inequalities, and exploitative relations among humans. It has also provided critical evaluation of human relations with the nonhuman world. This tradition, in its many forms, can be found in this volume. Beyond critique, however, we also offer selections that attend to the urgent work of repair and restorative justice, where people learn to treat those historically marginalized with respect and strive to forge alliances across past divisions for crafting lasting, equitable solutions to the grave planetary crisis of this moment in history.

Ultimately, our goal in Sustaining Natures is to foreground the anthropological perspectives on sustainability, while retaining an interest in the way nature as an organizing concept for human relations with the nonhuman continues to be powerful. We hope this volume will be used by future scholars and practitioners seeking solutions to global challenges, who will glean from this volume that cultural understanding is integral to imagining and enacting sustainable and equitable futures.

Sarah R. Osterhoudt                K. Sivaramakrishnan

BLOOMINGTON, JULY 2022        NEW HAVEN, JULY 2022
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INTRODUCTION

SARAH R. OSTERHOUDT AND K. SIVARAMAKRISHNAN

We are in a period of unrivaled human transformation of nature, leading to unprecedented extinctions, changes in climate, and levels of pollution. These escalating environmental challenges intersect with the urgent concerns of social and racial justice and human well-being. In fact, as is becoming increasingly evident, many of the baneful effects on the environment are a direct consequence of profound and persistent human inequality, leading to severe exploitation of many humans by the few who pursue extravagant, unsustainable lifestyles that require extreme forms of extractive regimes to maintain.

Yet despite such challenges, there are reasons for hope and an opportunity to meaningfully reimagine human engagements with nature. Demands for instituting more sustainable economic, political, social, and environmental policies are gaining momentum. Energy industries in the global North, for example, seem to have reached a turning point, as nonrenewable, highly toxic energy sources are losing favor with governments and corporations, many of which are increasingly adopting green and renewable energy programs. These and other sustainability efforts are led by a new generation of environmental leaders, from activists to scientists, from inventors to poets.

The field of environmental anthropology is well positioned to build on this positive momentum. Environmental anthropologists have long investigated the multifaceted dimensions of human and nonhuman relationships, exploring questions of power, meaning, value, knowledge, and history. They draw from ethnographic methods that provide an up-close view of how individuals experience, understand, and give meaning to their everyday relationships with nature. Such research perspectives are vital to address the “wicked problems” of sustainability, which necessitate a nuanced and multidisciplinary approach to understanding nature in its many forms.

Our aim with this reader is to highlight the intersections between environmental anthropology, with its abiding interest in nature variously understood, and sustainability, with its emphasis on fostering mutually supportive relationships between human and nonhuman forms of life. Bringing nature and sustainability together enables a consideration of the generative relation between the two concepts, as ideas of nature are reimagined and sustainability initiatives realize socially inclusive, environmentally just, and nature-respecting alternatives for human life on Earth.

In bringing together these two fields of inquiry, however, we must first grapple with how to contextualize the two main concepts of this volume: nature and sustainability. Both terms elude precise definition. The term nature is one of the most expansive, enduring, and contested concepts in human thought (Castree 2005; Kimmerer 2017). It is used to describe the entirety of the nonhuman world as well as the totality of human and nonhuman surroundings. Nature may denote an essence, a force, or an idealized state. Yet despite this suggestion of universality, ideas of nature often contain a distinct narrowness, connecting to particular Northern genealogies that depict nature as pristine, wild, and existing apart from human influence (Cronon 1996; Nash 2014). This conception characterizes nature by its absences—a view that may lead to justifying human dominance of nature. This characterization of nature affects the treatment not only of the environment but also of people. As scholars of critical race and gender studies have shown, those people considered lesser humans in any sense are often described as being more of, and in, nature. At the same time, framing nature as untouched and pristine is not always taken as a sign of nature’s inferiority. As seen with the rise of ideals around pristine wilderness, for instance, these views of nature may signify integrity and purity in urgent need of rescue, preservation, and care (Delaney 2009).

The understanding of a reified nature apart from humans has proved influential, propagating forms of power that tend to erase the multiplicity of ways of knowing and experiencing nature, including those rooted in non-Western religious, epistemological, philosophical, and aesthetic traditions (Dungy 2009; Finney 2014). The narrow definition of nature is more than a semantic debate. Such definitions of nature—and what counts as natural—have justified violent and unjust actions against particular groups of people, including seizing Indigenous land and resources in the name of nature conservation (Neumann 1998; Shiva 2016). They have further undergirded violence against nonhuman species, as certain forms of life are deemed less natural and subsequently of lesser value, falling outside human priorities of conservation or cultivation (Marris 2013).

Environmental anthropologists have long countered the epistemic and political violence of taking a singular view of nature by advocating for theories that address the social construction of the natural world. This work situates knowledge production about nature among other things, in specific political and historical perspectives. It argues against the easy universalization of any one knowledge system as definitive, especially when it relies on creating a division between nature and culture to establish its own claims to authenticity. Instead, environmental anthropologists highlight the political conditions and philosophical motivations that separate human from nonhuman life and other facets of the inanimate world. Some environmental scholars, following the suggestions of thinkers like Georges Canguilheim (2008), are examining the cultural processes that lead to locating nature as something that exists a priori, outside of human conception. Equally, they have begun to challenge, in the spirit of the French philosopher Bruno Latour (2004), the idea that nature is purely a cultural artifact produced by humans through their interactions with the nonhuman world.

Work in environmental anthropology draws from detailed ethnographic studies around the world, to widen our ideas of what nature is and can be. It points to the polysemantic and multivocal properties of nature—hence that use of the plural term natures in this volume’s title. As feminist theorists, Indigenous thinkers from the Americas and elsewhere, and spiritual traditions from Asia and Africa have long observed, the human condition is only fully imaginable when its deep connection to nature is acknowledged and respected (de la Cadena 2015; Duara 2015; Haraway 2016; Iheka 2018; Weller 2006). Such views are garnering increased attention. For environmental anthropologists, for example, becoming more attuned to such perspectives, which have long been marginalized within the field, opens new perspectives to understanding nature and its value across cultures. These perspectives bring much-needed insights to the urgent questions of how to reimagine more sustainable, fulfilling, and equitable relationships with nature.

Any discussion of the social constructions of nature, and human experiences of the natural world, must attend to the violence of human histories, including the experiences of slavery and the near extinction of Native Americans. The mutual shaping of Black intellectuals’ reflections on nature through the experience of slavery and Native Americans’ ideas about nonhuman life are deeply influenced by their shared history of European expansion into the Americas. These traumatic experiences have shaped alternatives to the hegemonic understandings of nature, as landscapes of forests and fields may denote memories of fear, suffering, and injustice, as well as specific forms of community solidarity, refuge, and resistance (Deming and Savoy 2011; Finney 2014; Murray et al. 2011). Such historical relationships with nature, and their shifts over time, are often obscured and devalued. Centering such narratives can form a basis for decolonial understandings of nature. They offer powerful examples of processes of learning among and across groups who have jointly seen their lives and cultures cruelly curtailed by the juggernaut of imperial conquest and its economic projects of accumulation (King 2019). Such studies are not only inquiring into transatlantic connections but also rethinking similar encounters and shared suffering elsewhere, including the realm of Pacific Island societies (Shilliam 2015).

Collectively, then, the field of environmental anthropology underscores that there is no single way to define, know, or experience nature. There is no one type of landscape where nature may be found. As new work in anthropology moves beyond forests, fields, farms, rivers, mountains, and wilderness, it finds nature in the heart of cities, in postindustrial landscapes, and in intensely traveled ocean routes, including the heavily polluted deep sea (Elias 2019; Gordillo 2014; Helmreich 2009; Rademacher and Sivaramakrishnan 2017; Tsing [2017] 2021). Despite having such broad reach, however, we hesitate to claim that the idea of nature is entirely a human construct. To stand in a meadow teeming with life, to look out to the ocean from the shore, or to contemplate the consciousness of another form of life is to acknowledge the agency, power, and beauty of nonhuman nature. Even as we walk in the crowded city center and see an old, magnificent wolf tree that has miraculously survived among the concrete and glass structures that have sprung up around it, admiration for nature may well up within us as we pause to reflect on the wonder of what has come to pass.

Thus, while there are many entry points to arrive at what nature is, we argue that it remains a salient and vital category for understanding all human and nonhuman life. This is precisely because ideas of nature have shaped the visions and politics, the violent and peaceful relations, and the patterns of coexistence and domination that have marked human history. Human understandings of nature have similarly shaped the treatment of all entities regarded as nonhuman, in the process creating a gradient for organizing (and often valuing) life on the planet.

Arguably such pervasiveness and persistence of nature as both source and setting for the human condition has led to its ubiquitous translation as the environment. The popularity of this term is noted, for example, in departments for environmental science, by the field of environmental conservation, and by the political collectives promoting environmental movements. If the best work in environmental anthropology currently interrogates both nature and humanity with equal rigor, it is also participating in vibrant debates that question the relationships between nature and the environment. As some scholars have suggested, the notion of the environment as the totality of our surrounding conditions provokes a different understanding of the environment as both present everywhere and always under threat or in shock (Benson 2020).

The turn to the study of the environment, in part, brings into view a growing interest in sustainability. In many respects, the term sustainability is similar to the word nature, albeit more recently prominent. Like nature, sustainability proves difficult to define. In its broadest sense, sustainability considers human-environment relations in all their multifaceted dimensions. Sustainability also describes the drive to understand what will degrade and destroy these relationships and how they might be renewed within more nurturing ecological, social, and political systems.

Notions of sustainability gained traction in the 1970s as people paid increased attention to escalating environmental challenges such as pollution, food insecurity, soil erosion, and species loss (Brundtland et al. 1987). However, like nature—which we have already argued owes its contemporary formations to the transformations wrought in the world by European expansion, modern slavery, and colonialism—sustainability seems to have emerged through similar processes that joined modern state formation with the rise of contemporary biological, physical, and social sciences, including the fields of political economy, demography, and development theory. In such emerging frameworks of sustainability, the human population was linked to the abuse of nature, including the wanton destruction of natural resources and the insufficient long-term husbandry of the earth and its bountiful biodiversity (Warde 2018).

Today, references to sustainability are ubiquitous. There are sustainability programs across the spheres of government, policy, education, business, and nonprofits. We see claims for sustainable fashion, energy, tourism, transportation, and fruit drinks. The proliferation of the term has led some scholars to warn that its overuse is eroding its meaning and power to make positive change (Thiele 2016). Yet like nature, the term sustainability has largely endured. In its ambiguity, it proves to be a compelling concept, with the potential to bring disparate groups and disciplines together to articulate shared visions and priorities (Brondizio et al. 2016; Leach et al. 2018). For such reasons, we do not abandon the term sustainability in favor of an alternative term. As with nature, however, we call for sustainability initiatives to be attendant to whose voices, experiences, and aspirations are meaningfully included in the conversation (Agyeman, Bullard, and Evans 2003; Davenport and Mishtal 2019).

Environmental anthropology has much to contribute to the evolving conversations on both nature and sustainability, as well as the connections between them. Research in environmental anthropology illustrates that questions of nature are also questions of materiality, power, meaning, knowledge, history, and justice. With its methodological attention to individual lives and narratives, environmental anthropology elevates the qualitative and indeterminate aspects of being human as essential to understanding nature and crafting sustainable futures. What moves us? What haunts us? And what forms of nature do we aspire to sustain? Such research highlights the commonalities in human experiences and meanings without erasing the diversity and validity of different views. In this volume, we have included work that both builds from these foundational strengths of environmental anthropology and charts new paths forward for the discipline—paths that are ever more inclusive of the multiplicity of voices and perspectives on what nature may be and on how to create a world where both human and nonhuman life can flourish.


OVERVIEW: TRAJECTORIES OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANTHROPOLOGY

Environmental anthropology has long been a vibrant subdiscipline of cultural anthropology, emerging over the course of the twentieth century. In this volume, however, we do not focus on the earlier work of the discipline but, instead, highlight scholarship from the past decade or so. We have made this decision for several reasons. First, there are many good resources already available that present a chronological view of the evolution of environmental anthropology, underscoring the key scholars and theoretical debates of the twentieth century (e.g., Dove and Carpenter 2008; Haenn, Wilk, and Harnish 2016). Second, moving toward more recent scholarship in environmental anthropology allows us to move away from an organization centered around somewhat narrow academic debates toward one with an emphasis on common themes that are key to sustainability work. While drawing from some of the foundational research in environmental anthropology, the pieces included in this reader present exciting new directions in the theory, methods, and applications of the field.

Although we do not focus on historical work in environmental anthropology, a brief overview of the field’s history and trajectories is helpful to situate the more recent scholarship we include in the volume. Earlier work in environmental anthropology, sometimes referred to as cultural ecology, broadly examined how material environments shaped and were shaped by cultural and social systems. Seminal research included how subsistence land practices in the Great Basin Shoshone influenced the social connections between households (Steward 1938) or explored the connections between seasonal variations in the Arctic and certain patterns of social organization for the Inuit people (Mauss [1979] 2013). As the field expanded, it investigated relationships between ecological systems and symbolic meanings, such as the nutritional and ecological implications of the rituals of hunting wild pigs in New Guinea (Rappaport [1968] 2000) or the mapping of cultural conceptions of purity and pollution onto particular elements of nature (Douglas 1957). Others examined the ecological knowledge and agrarian expertise of people practicing subsistence agriculture, situating these practices within broader historical, political, and spiritual frames (H. Conklin 1957).

Collectively, this work established many of the enduring themes of environmental anthropology. It destabilized dichotomies of nature and culture, pointing instead to the recursive relationships between the two and placing humans as integral parts of ecological landscapes (Geertz 1972). It called attention to the variety of human languages, knowledge, practices, and meanings connected to the natural world. Much of this work also, however, replicated the larger trends of sociocultural anthropology during this period. For example, it tended to describe “primitive” societies as largely bounded, static, and isolated entities, instead of as fundamentally interconnected to wider trajectories of political, economic, and social history. Within the field, a power dynamic existed whereby white, usually male anthropologists traveled from academic centers in the North to “study” Indigenous groups and people of the global South, extracting knowledge to bring back with them for publication for academic audiences (Bruchac 2018). As a result, understandings of the environment were largely filtered through Northern epistemologies and traditions, obscuring the multitude of other ways of knowing and appreciating nature (L. Smith 2013).

Beginning around the 1970s, environmental anthropology intersected with the emerging field of political ecology—an interdisciplinary field fashioned by human geographers and social anthropologists in collaboration with others interested in the human dimensions of environmental change (Robbins 2004; Zimmerer and Bassett 2003). People were becoming more aware of the interconnectedness of humans and ecosystems across the planet. The escalating challenges of air, water, and land pollution underscored how environmental issues crossed space and species boundaries (Carson [1962] 2002). Environmental anthropology, like other subfields in sociocultural anthropology, also responded to growing social protest, especially led by students and young people around the world in the 1960s and 1970s. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s it reckoned with antiwar movements, as well as movements for the rights of Indigenous peoples, and responded to the rapid processes of decolonization around the world. Growing awareness of toxic waste dumping, dangers and risks posed by nuclear and other nonrenewable energy industries, and global deforestation for agribusiness and wood industries also became prominent concerns.

The displacement and destruction generated by high-modernist development came under the critical gaze of political ecologists. Political ecologists emphasized the multiscalar and dynamic nature of seemingly local environmental issues (Biersack 2006; Blaikie [1985] 2016; Paulson and Gezon 2005). They considered the processes, policies, and actions that played out on the international stage and their connection to local habitat loss, species endangerment, and livelihood destruction. This body of work examined environmental issues across space and time, bringing together analytics of environmental health, global economic markets, and political power (Duffy 2007; Rocheleau 2008). Political ecology also combined with poststructural scholarship, foregrounding how discourse and representation played a key role in how environments and resources were managed and which groups had the power to frame and co-opt these environmental narratives for their own benefit (e.g., Dove 1983; Escobar [1995] 2011; Fairhead and Leach 1996; Ferguson 1990).

Political ecology approaches to the environment similarly examined the workings of power, while also considering how landscapes and the people who made livelihoods on them were transformed, even disciplined, by powerful discourses like conservation, sustainable land management, and efficient resource use (Scott [1998] 2008). Scholars illustrated how international development and conservation activities generated forms of governing nature that controlled land, identified species to be preserved, and shaped human subjects by regulating their sense of responsibility for the environment (Agrawal 2005; West 2006). Also key to political ecology was the emphasis on not only critiquing existing structures but also working to improve them—a commitment that continues to appeal to scholars who would like their research to make a discernable difference in the world (Peet, Robbins, and Watts 2011).

The late 1990s and early 2000s brought another environmental crisis to the forefront: the rapid loss of biodiversity across the globe (E. Wilson 1992). With the loss of species, researchers pointed to the concurrent loss of potentially valuable genetic resources (Heywood and Watson 1995); the risks to integral ecosystem health (Perrings et al. 1997); and threats to the continuation of certain forms of environmental knowledge, practice, and meaning (Nazarea 2006). Attention to these issues led to a flourishing of anthropological scholarship in the 1990s and early 2000s on environmental knowledge, identity, and politics, especially as related to Indigenous groups (B. Conklin and Graham 1995; Ellen, Parkes, and Bicker 2003; Li 2000). Environmental anthropologists complicated the mainstream conservation narratives that placed much of the blame for biodiversity loss and global deforestation on small-scale farmers in the tropics (Kull 2002). Instead, research in anthropology pointed to broader economic and political drivers of resource degradation, including extractive industries, poor governance structures, and global capitalistic systems (Tsing 2005). Anthropologists also documented the human rights implications of removing people from their land in the name of conservation, advocating instead for community-based models of conservation that respected community priorities and practices (Alcorn 1989; West, Igoe, and Brockington 2006).

The attention to conservation projects reflects another abiding interest of the discipline of environmental anthropology—research into environmental institutions and policies. These institutions may include government forestry departments (Mathews 2005; Sivaramakrishnan 2009), international aid agencies (Corson 2016; Shipton 2010), or nonprofit conservation and development organizations (Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Muehlmann 2012), as well as more informal networks for natural resource governance (Barnes 2014, Lansing 2012). Such work examines the cultural dimensions of institutions and traces the material impacts that specific policy initiatives have on human and nonhuman landscapes.

More recently, anthropologists note a shift in much environmental policy and governance toward programs that take an ecocentric, rather than human-centric, approach to nature. These programs—which include ecosystem services (McElwee 2012), carbon offset models (Bidaud, Schreckenberg, and Jones 2018), and “rewilding” campaigns (Jørgensen 2015)—emphasize the regenerative capacity of minimally managed ecosystems. The shift in policy away from counting the number of species in an ecosystem, toward a consideration of the holistic health of landscapes more generally, opens space for more expansive and emergent views of nature. Such work has creatively engaged other fields, including landscape ecology, architecture and design studies, and sacred geographies.

Decentering humans in approaches to nature reflects a broader movement in environmental anthropology, often referred to as multispecies ethnography, or new materialism (Kirksey and Helmreich 2010; Ogden, Hall, and Tanita 2013). This scholarship takes seriously the agency and power of nonhuman species to shape the trajectories of culture and history. It brings forward “more-than-human” and posthumanist frameworks to understand how multiple ontological understandings of being and becoming in nature may coexist in any given landscape or assemblage of species. The work challenges us, for example, to consider the social relationships of forests from the point of view not only of humans but of trees (Kohn 2013) or points to the power of seemingly passive species such as mushrooms to influence human economic, social, and cultural relationships (Tsing [2017] 2021).

In its attention to how humans shape and are shaped by their material environments, multispecies anthropology echoes the work in cultural ecology of the mid-twentieth century. It differs, however, in closely thinking through the multiple positionalities contained in both human and nonhuman worlds (Velásquez Runk, Ismare, and Conquista 2019). In many ways, the interest in nonhuman life and how it is essential for human consciousness draws on much older philosophies and traditions of thought as much as it is born out of growing concerns with human destruction of the environment and the rapid extinction of nonhuman life in service of the human quest for prosperity (Dove 2021).

Collectively, posthumanist work underscores the interconnectedness of species (Lorimer 2016) and the ethical imperative for humans to be mindful of how their actions affect the continued existence of all forms of life. Often summarized as the ontological turn in the study of life beyond the human, or the pluriverse of life, these approaches offer a variety of new approaches to understanding the ways human and nonhuman agency are coproduced. These approaches consider how to acknowledge and comprehend forms of nonhuman thought, feeling, and sociality. They thus examine other types of potential personhood beyond humans, including the existence of distinct ecological selves. Together, these diverse beings coexist in complex webs of relations and may express themselves as both individuals and collectives (Pandian 2014).

The ontological turn has further questioned a fundamental differentiation that has undergirded modern ideas of nature, between subjects capable of perception and knowledge and subjects who are, simply, targets of perception and knowledge production (Povinelli 2016). In complicating this divide, environmental anthropologists closely examine aspects of nature considered to have no discernible signs of biological life, from wind to sand, from glaciers to wood (Cruikshank 2006; Dudley 2014; Howe 2019; Zee 2017). These scholars identify the tendencies of such entities to resist or enhance human intention and endeavor, shaped by the entanglement of human agency with the material world. Such approaches are at times characterized as new materialism (O’Reilly, Isenhour, McElwee, and Orlove 2020).

Work in multispecies ethnography and new materialism also responds to the increasing interest across scholarly fields in the concept of the Anthropocene. The initial definition of the Anthropocene, fashioned by scientists, sought to identify a start for the epoch in which human activity had left an indelible imprint on biogeochemical cycles and created a geological signature (Mathews 2020). The concept of the Anthropocene potentially offers fundamentally new ways to think about human impact on the planet and how it has permanently altered relations between humans, nonhumans, and the material world. Just as the first views of the earth from space sparked concerns for the fragility of the earth as a system (Ingold 1993), earth systems modeling seems to have unleashed anxieties about the irreversible human destruction of the planet.

Unlike scientists searching for a definitive start date for the Anthropocene, historians and anthropologists are seizing on these planetary concerns to debate, disagree, and propose alternate theorizations of when such planetary-scale processes were initiated and accelerated. Relatedly, at least some environmental anthropologists have offered sustained critiques of the Anthropocene concept for wrongly distributing equal responsibility to all humans (Yusoff 2019). Instead, they argue that some humans should bear most of the responsibility for the Anthropocene, as a consequence of their empire building, slave trading, and relentless resource extraction. Such activities affect nature from ocean depths to mountain tops, as they build unsustainable, inequitable, and exploitative lifestyles (Bonneuil and Fressoz 2016; Patel and Moore 2017).

However, much of the discussion around the Anthropocene remains enchanted by the ability to analyze planetary consequences and prescribe planetary solutions, thus favoring the same ideas of technological mastery of nature that have created the environmental crisis in the first place. This thinking results in ambitious and expensive solutions, such as climate engineering, which remain unmoored from historical, social, and ecological processes—processes that will inevitably influence the uneven consequences of such global projects, taken across space and over time (Demos 2017).

Anthropological studies are beginning to offer alternate perspectives to the planetary focus of the Anthropocene that attend to the interweaving of the human condition with the historical processes of nature making (Mathews 2020). These approaches appear generative and more likely to foster just and sustainable outcomes. They respond to the rather one-dimensional generality of the discourses on the Anthropocene by turning our attention back to the localities where the severe disturbances of the Anthropocene, including climate change, are often manifested as practical and moral crises. One such model study along these lines (Gagne 2019) offers an examination of an ethics of care that emerges within the environmental challenges of the Anthropocene—one directed toward other people and nature in all its forms. Through such work, we are reminded that the biggest environmental crises of the day remain locally experienced as both physical and cultural phenomena that shape the everyday conduct, values, livelihoods, and sentiments of communities.

Another ethnographic study working with an Indigenous community in the Philippines considers the historical, moral, and politically inequitable processes through which people experience and react to climate disruption (W. Smith 2020). The Indigenous farmers in this region are no strangers to the climate variations produced by El Niño currents and the storms that beset coastal areas. Currently, they experience changed weather patterns as transformations that reorganize their agricultural and social relations, including their immediate relations to plants and soil. Like the high Himalayan herders described by Gagne (2019), the Indigenous farmers of upland Philippines find the wider environmental challenges and their personal ethical or cultural dilemmas to be a product of the changes that have overtaken their lives as global extractive economies intersect with local desires.

Such work in environmental anthropology underscores the ways that planet-altering environmental challenges generate new relationships between people and nature and remind us that environmental crises are always also moral crises. In the case of the Philippines, even as farmers acknowledge the powerful large-scale forces of marginalization and environmental degradation that affect their land, they also seem to regret how these changes have altered their personal lives (W. Smith 2020). For many such Indigenous and other marginalized people who continue to farm, fish, live with forests, or work with animals for their livelihoods, they are facing quite personal ethical dilemmas. These moral assessments, in turn, may spur wider conversations and legal innovations that help to ensure the flourishing of more-than-human lives across varied conditions (Sivaramakrishnan 2015).

While there are many exciting possibilities presented by emerging anthropological work on posthumanism and the Anthropocene, this work also presents certain caveats. For example, such discussions run the risk of flattening the textured meanings of the human condition, imposing on it an artificial sense of uniformity and cohesiveness. Posthumanist studies, innovative and rich as they are, also work best when they examine specific situations in which humans are conjoined with nonhumans to produce individual ecologies of self—ways of navigating and understanding notions of identity, meaning, and personhood in relation to other beings. An additional challenge is to situate individual examples into wider political, economic, and social processes, thereby placing posthuman complexes within uneven and conflict-ridden global environments. This is where some emerging work in environmental anthropology, including some presented in this volume, combines political ecology and posthuman perspectives. Here we are particularly pointing to the ability of political ecology to track the working of power across scales and sites and to understand the influence of inequality on varied human and nonhuman entities, ecological systems, and socionatural relations (Andrews and McCarthy 2014).

When effectively combined with political ecology, posthumanist ethnographic understandings of nature lead to renewed calls for ecological equity and justice (Kopnina 2017; Strang 2020). Environmental anthropologists have long foregrounded structures of environmental injustice in their research (Agyeman, Bullard, and Evans 2003; Taylor 2014). Important early work made visible the racial and economic disparities that shape which communities are most exposed to environmental risks and hazards, such as environmental toxins (Bullard 2008; Pellow 2007). Environmental justice scholarship also helped to broaden notions of the “environment” to encompass cities and suburbs, regarding these landscapes as human-ecological systems (Rademacher 2015).

Bringing together perspectives on environmental justice, political ecology, and posthumanism illustrates how intimate human and nonhuman relations interface with questions of human justice, ecological complexity, international economic systems, and global conservation politics. In the United States, such work calls for legal and restorative justice for the abuses of natural resources, including the seizure of Indigenous lands (Tuck and Yang 2012). As we look at the exploitative processes unleashed by global capital in other parts of the world, a wider picture of land dispossession, commodity violence, and environmental justice comes into view (Fairbairn 2020; Li 2018; Osterhoudt 2020). For instance, anthropological research documenting Indigenous struggles against extractive industries in Papua New Guinea brings environmental justice scholarship into international arenas and concerns (Kirsch 2007). As shown in the case of the Maasai in Kenya, displacement from ancestral homelands can frequently occur in the name of nature conservation (Goldman 2011). Moore (2012) and Swanson (2022) provide fine examples of such integrative work through studies of fisheries in the Bahamas and Japan, respectively.

As these examples suggest, in the realm of environmental policy, as well as cultural and economic anthropology, frameworks for environmental justice are increasingly adopting a more ecocentric approach toward defining legal rights and responsibilities, with some nations conferring legal standing to animals, rivers, and nature (Kopnina 2017). At the same time, there are calls to not abandon commitments to humanistic projects that advocate for environmental equality and justice for all people, whether through the lens of food, water, energy, climate, or land (Allen and Jobson 2016; Todd 2016). At the international level, these efforts take the form of tribunals on environmental issues as international law and activist networks confront issues that transcend national borders, such as multinational corporations that violate basic human rights by posing what might be seen as global hazards in addition to local injustices (Prete and Cournil 2019). Such work has the capacity to unite food justice, climate justice, and struggles for sovereignty among communities seeking sustainable futures.



AIMS AND ORGANIZATION

Selective in coverage of immense and diverse scholarship though it may be, the above genealogy of anthropological work on nature and sustainability showcases several foundational themes. One is an abiding interest in the recursive relationships between humans and their environment, and a close attention to how people locate themselves both within and outside of understandings of nature. Much of this scholarship draws from ethnographic methods that seek up close accounts of the practices, knowledge, politics, and meanings that shape our interactions with the natural world. Additionally, there is a strong connective thread of action-oriented research that closely interrogates questions of power, access, representation, and justice. These understandings further intertwine relationships of global capitalism, with its reliance on extractive, reductive, and exploitative practices toward people and nature.

Today, we find the field of environmental anthropology at an exciting and generative moment. Emerging research on nature, culture, and sustainability is expanding conceptions of both humanism and nature, opening the field up to creative ways to understand the multifaceted relationships of our world. Collaborative, participatory, interdisciplinary, and action-oriented research models are gaining momentum, as the narrow traditions of who does anthropology, and where and why, are being increasingly overturned. Similarly, there is growing attention to rethinking the long-standing theoretical underpinnings of the field and to incorporating a richer diversity of epistemological, empirical, and interpretative views. These shifts include centering nonhuman entities—including plants, animals, rocks, soils, and spirits—in our analytical frameworks. Such repositionings are occurring within the urgent context of escalating global sustainability concerns of climate change, biodiversity loss, economic inequities, and environmental justice, raising the stakes for inclusive and meaningful environmental research.

In compiling pieces for this reader, we looked for work that captures this momentum. We focused on articles published after 2010 that orient themselves along a theoretical arc from political ecology to multispecies ethnography, bringing these frameworks to new theoretical arenas that creatively consider emerging relationships between humans and nature. All the authors we include in the collection ground their theoretical approaches in ethnographic methodologies that give fine-grained attention to people’s everyday practices and meanings. Many of the authors adopt participatory and activist approaches to their ethnographic research, widening perspectives of what may “count” as nature, and why. Each piece, in our opinion, exemplifies ethnographic writing that is both rigorous and engaging. For this reason, we present articles in their entirety, rather than as excerpts, inviting readers to draw their own connections and insights from the complete works.

Collectively, the articles bring environmental anthropology from the more conventional sites of seemingly untouched or isolated landscapes, to places vibrant and overflowing with a diverse array of human and nonhuman life. These sites include renewable energy company meeting rooms in US cities, organic-certification projects in Indian rice fields, and urban waste disposal sites in China. Several authors consider individual bodies as multispecies landscapes of sorts, which contain their own topographies of environmental identities, memories, trauma, and healing. Finally, all pieces speak to the evolving relationships between ideas of nature and aspirations toward sustainability. Through insights garnered in patient and respectful ethnography, the authors each consider what a true vision of sustainability may look like. They challenge us to interrogate what realizing such futures may entail, including forms of political activism, historical reckoning, economic restructuring, and an individual mindfulness toward cultivating beauty, wonder, and care.

We organize the ten articles along five themes that each speak to key issues in both environmental anthropology and sustainability. These themes are farming and food; urban environments; energy and energy alternatives; nonhuman life; and climate, landscapes, and identity. We begin each theme with a brief introduction that frames the topic and considers its implications for environmental anthropology and sustainability studies. We also suggest a few questions to encourage classroom reflection and discussion.

These five themes represent topics we have seen drawing increasing interest from both undergraduate and graduate students. For example, sustainable food and agriculture programs are expanding across the United States in both major universities and smaller colleges. It is exciting to see a growing number of students engage questions of environmental impact, health, and equity through the lens of food systems across the spheres of production, distribution, and consumption. Similarly, as animals, plants, and ethics of care come alive for students, posthumanist scholarship, including multispecies anthropology, currently resonates strongly; students are increasingly examining how more-than-human frameworks of analyses may be brought to bear on sustainability initiatives. Environmental justice, long a field of strong scholarship and activism, is being used more rigorously to evaluate sustainability debates, to ask who benefits from mainstream sustainability efforts and who may be left behind.

In identifying themes that organize the selection of essays presented in the volume, we carefully considered how to incorporate the topic of climate change. The urgent realities of climate change underlie all discussions of nature, whether through the lens of food, mining, energy, biodiversity, or justice. We have included questions of human relationships to climate in relation to grassroots activism, health, and knowledge production but have resisted the temptation to include additional work and themes specifically addressing climate change. We do this in recognition of the growing number of excellent collections and monographs that address this topic. We also do so because we consider climate change to be a manifestation of various other environmental problems caused by energy industries, environmental pollution, species extinctions, and deleterious land use practices, among other human actions. In many places, the effects of climate change are primarily experienced through more immediate environmental changes and livelihood disruptions, including forced migration, lost land, or living in toxic and imperiled landscapes.

Respecting the methods and lessons of ethnography, we have preferred to approach global dimensions of the environment, including climate change, from local and situated vantage points. Such an approach also avoids what has been discussed as climate reductionism, or the tendency to blame complex environmental and social-economic changes broadly on climate change (Hulme 2011). A lot of the work that relates the question of climate change to the themes we have addressed in the introduction is also discussed in the representative articles included in this volume. A recent overview of the anthropological approaches to climate change seems to confirm our assessment of the potential key areas of broader interest in climate change studies (see O’Reilly et al. 2020).

Overall, we found that the most difficult challenge in compiling the reader lay not in finding scholarship and themes to include but rather in being able to select only a few examples among the wide array of compelling emerging scholarship in the field. Below we briefly discuss the articles we selected and how we see them contributing to new intellectual pathways that foreground anthropological perspectives on sustainability while retaining an interest in the way nature remains a powerful organizing concept that shapes human and nonhuman relationships in all their forms.



DISCUSSION OF ARTICLES

A vital criterion guiding the choice of articles was that authors build their arguments and case studies from fine-grained and often evocative ethnography, as we were keen to ensure that the collection foregrounded diverse voices, views, and experiences of nature. In identifying the subject areas to be covered, we have also selected topics that appear to be drawing increasing interest from undergraduate students.

We open with the theme of sustainable agriculture and food. As environmental anthropology increasingly bridges long-established fields of study like agrarian studies and urban studies, there have been growing concerns with food quality and the harmful consequences of industrial food production and transgenics (Aga 2021; Heller 2013). Food systems are being reimagined in ways that foster community while also respecting the environment, as evidenced in the slow-food movement (Petrini 2010). Such developments have created conditions for the growth of both organic agriculture (Guthman 2014) and food-sovereignty politics around the world (Aistara 2018). However, sustainability initiatives in agriculture come with many challenges and pose new struggles for smallholder farmers who find their livelihoods already perched precariously on the edge of an economic and environmental precipice (Fitzmaurice and Gareau 2016).

Chapters 1 and 2 consider sustainable agriculture and food across the spheres of production, consumption, and exchange. In chapter 1 Shaila Seshia Galvin (2018) undertakes a study of organic agriculture and the institutions that grow around it for support and certification among small farmers in northern India. Both traditional crops and modern varieties participate in the reimagination of this corner of India as organic. Galvin shows how these transformations of farming, and integration into sustainability practices and aspirations, produce various moral discourses and questions of trust and uncertainty. If Himalayan northern India becomes a site for drawing on simplicity and relative innocence of farmers with respect to capitalist and green revolution agriculture to craft organic futures, then chapter 2, also on food, by Hi‘ilei Julia Hobart (2017), considers the way food preferences in Hawai‘i became a way to colonize the region. She shows the deep imbrication of taste and style of food materials and preparation in larger imperial civilizing processes. The inability of contemporary Hawai‘i to provide sustainable food systems in the state is traced to the region entering international food commodity markets in the age of European expansion, through sugar plantations in particular. In this process, not only was the diversity and autonomy of Hawaiian food systems severely undermined, but a variety of traditional foods like poi became denigrated as signs of unwelcome primitivity in Hawaiian society.

The second theme of the reader moves from agrarian to urban landscapes. The relentless pursuit of modernity and greening ventures in the rural world has been matched, and perhaps exceeded, in the urban domain in the last few decades. At times working on a more ambitious scale, modern city making, infrastructure projects, and sustainability initiatives have reproduced a high-modernist hubris of an earlier period in the late twentieth century (Dennis 2008; J. Wilson 2021). Urban greening projects and reorganization of waste industries in the city, be it in Asia or Europe, have been signature initiatives in the pursuit of urban sustainability. In chapter 3 Cindy Isenhour (2011) shows how various ecological estimation and evaluation techniques, like life-cycle analyses, carbon footprints, and climate change projections, shape the imagining and realization of urban sustainability as technoscientific utopia in Stockholm, Sweden. These high-modernist rubrics emerge even as some individuals propose an alternate vision of sustainability—one that connects to respecting land and promotes greater self-sufficiency. The arguments about the role and place of metrics of efficiency and networking in the making of green cities might well be creating an imaginary of cyborg urbanism in the name of smartness and sustainability (Gandy 2005).

One form these cyborg urban formations are taking, especially in Asian cities, is the invention of various waste-to-value projects, which bring a fascination with large-scale incinerators and big technology solutions to the growing problems of urban solid waste, consumer discards, and recycling industries. Such apparently sustainable solutions seem to overcome the problem of spreading landfills (Reno 2016). In chapter 4 Amy Zhang (2020) is concerned with the misgivings urban residents in China have with big technology and state-driven waste management. She documents their increasing interest, in the spirit of multispecies anthropology, in alternate approaches to waste that draw from interconnected human and nonhuman life-cycle patterns. Ordinary people take great interest in how they might control waste and use biological techniques of decomposition to both conserve and reuse matter considered either useless or toxic. Here sustainability imaginaries of ordinary city residents enroll local human action and nonhuman agency in rethinking poisons and pollutants, pests, and disease vectors, to tackle contamination and the excesses of throwaway cultures. In this sense, they are participating in a reevaluation of death and life of nature in urban Asia (Rademacher and Sivaramakrishnan 2021).

For the third theme, we turn to questions of energy and energy alternatives. The development of capitalism, green or otherwise, has spawned vast investments in energy infrastructure. Such technologies likely began with the damming and channeling of major rivers in various places but have since expanded to the exploitation of subterranean stores of energy in fossils, including oil and coal. Some of the most devastating environmental consequences of energy-intensive development have been visited on the planet in the twentieth century (Holleman 2018; McNeill and Engelke 2016). However, like so many things we have discussed in this volume, the origins of contemporary patterns of energy development and consumption have their roots in imperial projects of European expansion during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that built massive regimes of extraction ranging across plant resources, fossil fuels, minerals, and precious metals (Grove 1996; Tucker 2000). Such energy infrastructures were coupled with scientific innovations in thermodynamics to serve colonial domination and power. Daggett (2019) reveals how thermodynamics was deployed as an imperial science that combined fossil fuel exploration and industrial expansion, mobilizing forms of inhuman and cruel labor via the hierarchical ordering of humans and nonhumans.

These troubling histories have generated research interest in rethinking energy production and use. In environmental anthropology, this focus has led to a strand of inquiry on the topics of energy science and politics, including newer renewable forms of energy of wind, solar radiation, biofuels, and waste gases (Boyer 2019). It has also led to ethnographic studies of how coal, oil, and natural gas, which have been infrastructurally foundational to modern capitalist and industrial societies, may become part of alternative local imaginations for livelihoods, political autonomy, and community development (Gardner 2012; Kikon 2019).

Chapters 5 and 6 speak to energy politics from the perspective of grassroots action in the United States and bring together discussion of sustainability with struggles for justice among Black and Indigenous people. In chapter 5 Dana E. Powell and Dáilan J. Long (2010) document protest movements against dominant forms of energy development, while also putting forward Indigenous visions for alternate energy and alternate economies. As they show, moving to renewable energy by itself may not suffice; such energy policies and new structures will need to address concerns around Indigenous sovereignty and dignity. Alternative energy projects should also aim to restore life chances and respect to minorities, marginalized communities, and people recovering from centuries of colonial oppression and exploitation.

In chapter 6 Myles Lennon (2017) brings questions of decolonizing energy to large US cities and to the Black Lives Matter movement of the last decade. As urban democracy movements in Black neighborhoods mobilize technoscientific expertise to galvanize their constituencies, energy technology companies in places like Wall Street seem to be discovering the value of holistic, socially just, and environmentally sustainable energy-industry innovations as worthy of their investments, both financially and in terms of corporate culture. In some cases, they seem to undertake a fascinating journey toward diversification of their portfolios and offices, bringing an unusual and inspiring convergence between social justice activism and green technologies in urban centers.

The next two themes of the reader explore the multispecies relationships humans forge with animals, plants, and seemingly inanimate facets of landscapes such as sand and sea. The growing field of human-animal studies examines questions of animal agency, sentiment, and coexistence with humans. Some groups have long used animals to index degrees of humanity, as in racist ideas or pejorative accounts of tribes by people who considered themselves superior, and hence justified in their social dominance. Equally, certain species of animals have been transfigured as gods, spirits, creatures possessed of superhuman powers, exhibitors of venerable qualities, and respected occupants in lands shared with their human neighbors, worshippers, benefactors, and caretakers. Much of the writing on animals, in modern times, has become preoccupied with questions of wildness and domestication (Cassidy and Mullin 2007). This has spawned literature on wildlife conservation, pet industries for companion species, animal energy and labor, and commerce in animal body parts. Other recent writing deals with meat industries, with their large captive breeding programs for cattle or fowl in the global North as well as the politics of eating meat in the global South (Blanchette 2020; Staples 2020).

In chapter 7 Radhika Govindrajan considers the production of interspecies kinship in the Indian Himalaya by studying animal sacrifice and how it is anchored in culturally embedded ideas of care, love, reciprocity, and filial duties. In her account, animal agency operates in both corporeal and spiritual planes as goats raised as members of human families acquiesce in their own death to serve the family. As environmental crises like earthquakes, floods, and forest fires devastate hill economies and societies in northern India, Govindrajan (2015) finds that intimate relations of care deepen among humans and animals who reside together and grow up in mutual respect and affection. Such relations encompass local deities who are often fierce but always cognizant of the suffering and aspirations of their faithful. In this triad of human, animal, and supernatural or divine arise the multilayered forms of care and belonging that enable the meaningful death of one to sustain life for the other.

Some of the most exciting new developments in environmental anthropology are occurring in plant studies. At one level, plant-focused political ecology is generating alternatives to Eurocentric studies of plant circulation and the rise of plant sciences (Schiebinger and Swan 2007; Szczygielska and Cielemęcka 2019). In one case, for example, such research gives us a glimpse into how Chinese traditions shaped the formation of modern botanical knowledge (Menzies 2021). Other work takes us beyond botanical classification to examine the relation of plants to territory, to show how plants participate in more-than-human ways in projects of inclusion and exclusion, legibility, and surveillance. When plants are introduced to advance colonial missions in plantations, or nation-state projects of agrarian development, they continue to shape relations with other plants, soils, water, and human companions (Besky and Padwe 2016). It is even possible, as Mancuso (2021) shows in his playful manifesto, to narrate the history of the world from the perspective of plants and realize how their destruction has imperiled all life on the planet.

In chapter 8 John Charles Ryan (2012) takes the reader on a tour of the emerging field of human-plant studies. As he notes, the fields of ethnobotany and sustainable food studies tend to emphasize how humans act on plants. In that sense, they share a unidimensional perspective with other fields and environmental movements that were generated from colonial processes. Even when some might describe in more caring ways human love of plants beyond their utility for human prosperity and power, it is human action on plants that shapes their narrative. In contrast, Ryan invites the reader to consider how plants might act on humans and be involved in coproducing the social and natural milieu in which all life interactively unfolds.

Finally, we move to consider how landscapes produced in colonial encounters of the modern period become sites for reimagining postcolonial and just futures. Such landscapes are also in many instances being transformed again in material and cultural terms at the intersections between climate programs, community development, and the production of knowledge. For many decades participation and community inclusion have been buzzwords in economic development and nature conservation projects. The literature on how such projects failed to transfer real power to the people whose lives were most directly disrupted by these projects is expansive. For example, the history of contamination and poisoning was often shrouded in secrecy. The study of such dangers and hazards also contributed a source of new knowledge in service of governmental control or capitalist innovation for profit in abatement and sequestration of poison and pollution, including medical applications (Arnold 2016; Walker 2011). In some cases, like the aftermath of the nuclear disaster and tsunami in Japan, it also led to renewed and diversified citizen science practices (Sternsdorff-Cisterna 2019).

Rather than present a somewhat arbitrary selection of such negative outcomes, we have chosen an article that showcases examples of citizens joining forces with scientists and governments to imagine resilient futures in the face of climate change. In chapter 9 Sarah E. Vaughn brings us to Guyana, focusing on floods, climate change research, and the building of resilient communities. It documents the participation of ordinary people in the investigation of disasters and the outlining of measures for prevention and adaptation. Vaughn (2017) shows how the newest wave of climate adaptation technologies and programs work in concert with longer histories of neoliberal development and technocratic governance. She notes that postcolonial states like Guyana remain enmeshed in colonial legacies and the powerful vestiges of imperious visions of national socioeconomic transformations.

In contrast to such totalizing views, some of the people Vaughn worked with in her ethnographic research recall this colonial history with misgivings and insist that today varied forms of knowledge should shape data collection and interpretation in participatory climate change projects. Such a proposal represents in many ways a radical democratization in the way climate-resilient futures may be imagined in service of climate justice. It counters the dominant world of market-based approaches to climate change mitigation and adaptation, including new waves of development that support large-scale community displacement in the name of responding to climate change vulnerability (O’Reilly et al. 2020; Paprocki 2021). In this context, Vaughn describes a struggle to reinforce the value of ordinary, placed-based knowledge to find more humane and just solutions to climate change challenges.

In chapter 10 Vanessa Agard-Jones keeps us in the Caribbean, where she links queer studies and new materialism through a meditation on sand and the kinds of memories of land, intimate relations, and histories of ecological transformation that they invoke. Vanessa Agard-Jones (2012) finds affinity between sands, that which join land and sea in much of the Caribbean, and the messy reality of human bodies too easily partitioned into inflexible gender categories. Queerness and sexual alterity are emplaced in her account. She considers struggles of Martinican belonging, for those who cannot easily move (to become diasporic) and must find, like the shifting sands of overexploited Caribbean beaches, a place within oppressive colonial legacies that weigh on sexual identity and nature in similar ways. From the perspective of gender, gay, and lesbian studies, Agard-Jones is asking us to consider the plight of those whose lives and environments are enmeshed in intersecting systems of extraction. In this sense, her work resembles accounts of other struggles, whether of poor farmers in Papua New Guinea (Halvaksz 2020) or artisanal gold miners in Colombia (Tubb 2020), whereby people articulate themselves in and through a sense of place, seemingly against all odds.



CONCLUSION

As these selections reveal, environmental anthropology is at its best when firmly grounded in careful, respectful, and systematic ethnographic research and writing that brings to the fore uncommon perspectives on widely recognized issues confronting the world. These articles, all of which appeared in the last decade, offer innovative approaches and original conceptual syntheses as they examine issues ranging from climate change to food and agriculture, energy politics, and urban environments. Always tilting toward studies that showcase diverse voices and consider questions of justice and sustainability, they illustrate new approaches to the study of nature as something always human but also much more than human.

Further, these pieces collectively push the boundaries of how environmental anthropology is conducted, reflecting the increased call within the discipline for collaboration, inclusivity, and practical applications for ethnographic research. Our short introduction to each theme connects the selected articles and the history of the discipline, while highlighting questions for reflection and discussion. The reader is thus attuned to learning from past work in the field but is more intent on highlighting some of the discipline’s rich new trajectories along an axis that allows for an examination of the continuing relation between ideas of nature and ideas of sustainability and their consequences for human and all other forms of life on the earth.



REFERENCES


	Aga, Aniket. 2021. Genetically Modified Democracy: Transgenic Crops in Contemporary India. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Agard-Jones, Vanessa. 2012. “What the Sands Remember.” GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 18 (2–3): 325–46.

	Agrawal, Arun. 2005. Environmentality: Technologies of Government and the Making of Subjects. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Agrawal, Arun, and Clark C. Gibson. 1999. “Enchantment and Disenchantment: The Role of Community in Natural Resource Conservation.” World Development 27 (4): 629–49.

	Agyeman, Julian, Robert Doyle Bullard, and Bob Evans, eds. 2003. Just Sustainabilities: Development in an Unequal World. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

	Aistara, Guntra. 2018. Organic Sovereignties: Struggles over Farming in an Age of Free Trade. Seattle: University of Washington Press.

	Alcorn, Janis B. 1989. “Process as Resource: The Traditional Agricultural Ideology of Bora and Huastec Resource Management and Its Implications for Research.” Advances in Economic Botany 7:63–77.

	Allen, Jafari Sinclaire, and Ryan Cecil Jobson. 2016. “The Decolonizing Generation: (Race and) Theory in Anthropology since the Eighties.” Current Anthropology 57 (2): 129–48.

	Andrews, Eleanor, and James McCarthy. 2014. “Scale, Shale, and the State: Political Ecologies and Legal Geographies of Shale Gas Development in Pennsylvania.” Journal of Environmental Studies and Sciences 4:7–16.

	Arnold, David. 2016. Toxic Histories: Poison and Pollution in Modern India. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Barnes, Jessica. 2014. Cultivating the Nile: The Everyday Politics of Water in Egypt. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Benson, Etienne. 2020. Surroundings: A History of Environments and Environmentalisms. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

	Besky, Sarah, and Jonathan Padwe. 2016. “Placing Plants in Territory.” Environment and Society: Advances in Research 7:9–28.

	Bidaud, Cécile, Kate Schreckenberg, and Julia P. G. Jones. 2018. “The Local Costs of Biodiversity Offsets: Comparing Standards, Policy and Practice.” Land Use Policy 77:43–50.

	Biersack, Aletta. 2006. “Reimagining Political Ecology: Culture/Power/History/Nature.” In Reimagining Political Ecology, edited by Aletta Biersack and James B. Greenberg, 3–40. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Blaikie, Piers. (1985) 2016. The Political Economy of Soil Erosion in Developing Countries. Abingdon: Routledge.

	Blanchette, Alex. 2020. Porkopolis: American Animality, Standardized Life, and the Factory Farm. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Bonneuil, Christophe, and Jean-Baptiste Fressoz. 2016. The Shock of the Anthropocene: The Earth, History and Us. London: Verso.

	Boyer, Dominic. 2019. Energopolitics: Wind and Power in the Anthropocene. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Brondizio, Eduardo S., Efi Foufoula-Georgiou, Sylvia Szabo, Nathan Vogt, Zita Sebesvari, Fabrice G. Renaud, Alice Newton, et al. 2016. “Catalyzing Action towards the Sustainability of Deltas.” Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 19:182–94.

	Bruchac, Margaret M. 2018. Savage Kin: Indigenous Informants and American Anthropologists. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.

	Brundtland, Gro Harlem, M. Khalid, S. Agnelli, S. Al-Athel, and B. J. N. Y. Chidzero. 1987. Our Common Future. Oxford: Oxford University Press / United Nations World Commission for Environment and Development.

	Bullard, Robert D. 2008. Dumping in Dixie: Race, Class, and Environmental Quality. 3rd ed. New York: Routledge. First published in 1990 by Westview Press.

	Canguilheim, Georges. 2008. “The Living and Its Milieu.” In Knowledge of Life, edited by Paola Marrati and Tood Meyers, translated by Stefanos Geroulanos and Daniela Ginsburg, 98–120. New York: Fordham University Press.

	Carson, Rachel. (1962) 2002. Silent Spring. New York: Houghton Mifflin.

	Cassidy, Rebecca, and Molly Mullin. 2007. Where the Wild Things Are Now: Domestication Reconsidered. London: Routledge.

	Castree, Noel. 2005. Nature. London: Routledge.

	Conklin, Beth A., and Laura R. Graham. 1995. “The Shifting Middle Ground: Amazonian Indians and Eco-politics.” American Anthropologist 97 (4): 695–710.

	Conklin, Harold C. 1957. Hanunoo Agriculture: A Report on an Integral System of Shifting Cultivation in the Philippines. Rome: United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization.

	Corson, Catherine A. 2016. Corridors of Power: The Politics of Environmental Aid to Madagascar. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Cronon, William. 1996. “The Trouble with Wilderness: or, Getting Back to the Wrong Nature.” Environmental History 1 (1): 7–28.

	Cruikshank, Julie. 2006. Do Glaciers Listen? Local Knowledge, Colonial Encounters, and Social Imagination. Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

	Daggett, Cara New. 2019. The Birth of Energy: Fossil Fuels, Thermodynamics, and the Politics of Work. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2019.

	Davenport, Sarah Grace, and Joanna Mishtal. 2019. “Whose Sustainability? An Analysis of a Community Farming Program’s Food Justice and Environmental Sustainability Agenda.” Culture, Agriculture, Food, and Environment 41 (1): 56–65.

	de la Cadena, Marisol. 2015. Earth Beings: Ecologies of Practice across Andean Worlds. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Delaney, David. 2009. Law and Nature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Deming, Alison Hawthorne, and Lauret E. Savoy. 2011. The Colors of Nature: Culture, Identity, and the Natural World. Minneapolis, MN: Milkweed Editions.

	Demos, T. J. 2017. Against the Anthropocene: Visual Culture and Environment Today. Berlin: Sternberg Press.

	Dennis, Richard. 2008. Cities in Modernity: Representations and Productions of Metropolitan Space, 1840–1930. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Douglas, Mary. 1957. “Animals in Lele Religious Symbolism.” Africa 27 (1): 46–58.

	Dove, Michael R. 1983. “Theories of Swidden Agriculture, and the Political Economy of Ignorance.” Agroforestry Systems 1 (2): 85–99.

	________. 2021. Bitter Shade: The Ecological Challenge of Human Consciousness. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Dove, Michael R., and Carol Carpenter, eds. 2008. Environmental Anthropology: A Historical Reader. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

	Duara, Prasenjit. 2015. The Crisis of Global Modernity: Asian Traditions and a Sustainable Future. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Dudley, Kathryn. 2014. Guitar Makers: The Endurance of Artisanal Values in North America. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

	Duffy, Rosaleen. 2007. “Gemstone Mining in Madagascar: Transnational Networks, Criminalisation and Global Integration.” Journal of Modern African Studies 45 (2): 185–206.

	Dungy, Camille T., ed. 2009. Black Nature: Four Centuries of African American Nature Poetry. Athens: University of Georgia Press.

	Elias, Ann. 2019. Coral Empire: Underwater Oceans, Colonial Tropics, Visual Modernity. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

	Ellen, Roy, Peter Parkes, and Alan Bicker. 2003. Indigenous Environmental Knowledge and Its Transformations: Critical Anthropological Perspectives. London: Routledge.

	Escobar, Arturo. (1995) 2011. Encountering Development. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

	Fairbairn, Madeleine. 2020. Fields of Gold: Financing the Global Land Rush. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

	Fairhead, James, and Melissa Leach. 1996. Misreading the African Landscape: Society and Ecology in a Forest–Savanna Mosaic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Ferguson, James. 1990. The Anti-Politics Machine: “Development,” Depoliticization and Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Finney, Carolyn. 2014. Black Faces, White Spaces: Reimagining the Relationship of African Americans to the Great Outdoors. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

	Fitzmaurice, Connor J., and Brian Gareau. 2016. Organic Futures: Struggling for Sustainability on the Small Farm. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Gagne, Karine. 2019. Caring for Glaciers: Land, Animals, and Humanity in the Himalayas. Seattle: University of Washington Press.

	Galvin, Shaila Seshia. 2018. “The Farming of Trust: Organic Certification and the Limits of Transparency in Uttarakhand, India.” American Ethnologist 45 (4): 495–507.

	Gandy, Matthew. 2005. “Cyborg Urbanization: Complexity and Monstrosity in the Contemporary City.” International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 29 (1): 26–49.

	Gardner, Katy. 2012. Discordant Development: Global Capitalism and the Struggle for Connection in Bangladesh. London: Pluto Press.

	Geertz, Clifford. 1972. “The Wet and the Dry: Traditional Irrigation in Bali and Morocco.” Human Ecology 1 (1): 23–39.

	Goldman, Mara. 2011. “Strangers in Their Own Land: Maasai and Wildlife Conservation in Northern Tanzania.” Conservation and Society 9 (1): 65–79.


































































































































































OEBPS/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Series Page



		Title Page



		Copyright



		Contents



		Preface



		Acknowledgments



		Introduction



		Farming and Food



		1. The Farming of Trust: Organic Certification and the Limits of Transparency in Uttarakhand, India



		2. A “Queer-Looking Compound”: Race, Abjection, and the Politics of Hawaiian Poi









		Urban Environments



		3. How the Grass Became Greener in the City: On Urban Imaginings and Practices of Sustainable Living in Sweden



		4. Circularity and Enclosures: Metabolizing Waste with the Black Soldier Fly









		Energy and Energy Alternatives



		5. Landscapes of Power: Renewable Energy Activism in Diné Bikéyah



		6. Decolonizing Energy: Black Lives Matter and Technoscientific Expertise Amid Solar Transitions









		Nonhuman Life



		7. “The Goat That Died for Family”: Animal Sacrifice and Interspecies Kinship in India’s Central Himalayas



		8. Passive Flora? Reconsidering Nature’s Agency Through Human-Plant Studies









		Climate, Landscape, and Identity



		9. Imagining The Ordinary in Participatory Climate Adaptation



		10. What The Sands Remember









		List of Contributors



		Index



		Series List











List of Figures





		FIGURE 1.1. An agricultural extension worker, known as a master trainer, inspects a farmer’s production diary as part of the process of certifying the crop as organic (Doon Valley, Uttarakhand, India, March 2008). Such diaries played a key role as objects, as much as instruments, of certification inspections. [This figure appears in color in the online issue.]



		FIGURE 4.1. A caretaker stirs a tray of larvae in a Guangzhou field research station. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 4.2. The tray system allows minor adjustments to be made to moisture and temperature during each life stage. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 4.3. Newly collected black soldier fly eggs. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 4.4. Adult larvae in the last week of their life cycle resting on leaves in the arboretum. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 4.5. Ms. Lin working in the garden. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 4.6. The enclosed prototype for fly rearing. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 4.7. A sanitized, green aesthetic is characteristic of many gated communities in China. Photo by Amy Zhang.



		FIGURE 5.1. Alice Gilmore stops to rest at her young sister’s gravesite. She has been told by the Diné Power Authority (DPA) that her father long ago signed over all the family’s grazing permits to the strip mine. The DPA refuses to show her written records. Her family burial areas, home, and grazing lands will all be destroyed by the new strip mine. Caption and photo by Carlan Tapp.



		FIGURE 5.2. Navajo solar resources map. Courtesy of National Renewable Energy Laboratory.



		FIGURE 7.1. A mixture of rice and water is sprinkled on the backs of sacrificial goats to make them visibly perform what people understand to be consent by shaking their bodies. Photo by Radhika Govindrajan, March 2011, Ma Kalika temple at Gangolihaat, Uttarakhand.



		FIGURE 7.2. A woman pays obeisance to her goat, who has just shaken his body and is about to be taken to the sacrificial shed. Photo by Radhika Govindrajan, March 2011, Ma Kalika temple at Gangolihaat, Uttarakhand.



		FIGURE 7.3. A man holds aloft a goat that he says treats him like a mother. Some men, especially of an older generation, use the term mamta, “maternal love,” to describe how they feel about the goats they raise. Photo by Radhika Govindrajan, July 2012, Nainital District, Uttarakhand.



		FIGURE 7.4. A kid tugs at the saree of the woman who fed her after her mother refused to give her milk. Photo by Radhika Govindrajan, 2011, Nainital District, Uttarakhand



		FIGURE 8.1. The Coat of Arms of Australia is the recognized symbol of the country. Initially granted to Australia by King Edward VII in 1908, this version was granted in 1912 by King George V. The Coat consists of major floral and faunal symbols of Australian nationhood, including the Golden Wattle (Acacia pycnantha) on which the kangaroo and emu are posed. This is one example of the symbolic use of plants to represent national identity. (Image source: WikiMedia Commons)



		FIGURE 8.2. Passiflora laurifolia by Francisco Manuel Blanco (1880–1883). A species in the family Passifloraceae, Passiflora laurifolia is also known as Jamaican honeysuckle. An invasive plant in many parts of the world, it is native to Central and South America. Although often visually captivating, botanical illustration tends to communicate to a viewer only one phase in the life cycle of a plant and often neglects to depict the complex biological and cultural environments of which the plant is part. Representations such as these tend to fix living beings in space and time, reinforcing the perception of plants as static objects or “passive flora.” (Image source: WikiMedia Commons)



		FIGURE 8.3. The Mangles Kangaroo Paw (Anigozanthos manglesii) is the floral emblem of Western Australia and has adapted to its environment through a vigorous rhizomal system that enables the plant to endure extreme climatic fluctuations including drought and fire. The interest in the rhizome, as a potent intellectual metaphor in critical theory and postmodernism, is well-suited to the Mangles Kangaroo Paw, an enduring expression of environmental beauty and resilience in Western Australia. (Image source: Author)



		FIGURE 8.4. Marianne North’s “Study of the West Australian Flame-tree or Fire-tree” (1880). Nuytsia floribunda, or the West Australian Christmas Tree, is represented here as a European elm with a fluted canopy and fairly symmetrical overall form. Human-plant studies, as a framework for researching Nuytsia and other plants, would invoke interdisciplinary perspectives on the species in question, while also exploring the agency of plants in contributing to the formation and cohesion of human societies and cultural practices: Indigenous, colonial, and post-colonial. (Image source: Reproduced with the kind permission of the Director and the Board of Trustees, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew)



		FIGURE 8.5. Exotic Gladiola spp. plants alongside a railway line near Bunbury, Western Australia. Termed “invasive” and “opportunistic,” weeds often exhibit adaptive group behaviors that enable them to establish vigorous populations around the world. Should weeds like this beautiful Gladiola be known as obnoxious pests or intelligent colonizers? (Image source: Author)
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