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environment has been promulgated as sufficient analysis for public
policy on population and environment.

The trademark of IPAT is its arithmetical integrity. The
three factors interact in multiplicative fashion, so that an increase
in any one of them—population, level of affluence, polluting tech-
nology—results in an increase in I. A small decrease in A and T is
quickly offset by a small increase in population; conversely, a small
decrease in P is countervailed by a small increase in A orT. IPAT
works algebraically and thus appears to be internally consistent
and correct.

Another drawing point of IPAT is the seeming geopoliti-
cal balance in the parameters. Regions with high P generally have
low AT, and regions with high AT generally have low P. For ex-
ample, just under 25 percent of the world’s population consumes
about 75 percent of the world’s resources and energy and 85 per-
cent of all wood products, and the same fraction of the popula-
tion generates most of the world’s waste and global atmospheric
pollution. Most of the high consumers and polluters live in the
developed countries. The world’s population of 5.4 billion people
is growing at a rate of 1.7 percent per year and is projected to
reach 10 billion by 2050. More than 90 percent of that growth
will be in developing countries (United Nations Population Fund
1991).These statistics, with their alleged evenhandedness to North
and South, are used to corroborate the universality of the for-
mula and frame the parameters of the international public policy
debate on environment and development. (How balanced, though,
is the environmental impact of developing and developed coun-
tries if developing countries are more responsible for the impact
of only one factor P, while developed countries are more respon-
sible for the impact of two factors, A and T?)
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tainers replaced reusable ones; manufacture and use of synthetic
fertilizers and pesticides increased exponentially; truck freight
replaced rail freight; and national transportation policy favored
the automobile. In comparable but modified analysis for devel-
oping countries, Commoner demonstrated similar results: The
increase in motor vehicle use and electricity generation between
1970 and 1980 was significantly higher than the increase in popu-
lation. He concludes that “environmental quality is. . .largely
governed. . .by the nature of the technologies of production”
(Commoner 1991, 225). While Commoner forcefully propounds
the overriding role of industrial technology in pollution, he nev-
ertheless leaves the IPAT paradigm intact for another generation
of analysts to compute and compare the impacts of population,
consumption, and technology on the environment.

In analyzing what can be learned from the 1993 United
Nations Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED) for the 1994 UN International Conference on Popu-
lation and Development (ICPD), senior policy analyst Susan
Cohen of the Guttmacher Institute packages the key global threats
to environment within the IPAT formula. The thorniest issue of

her analysis is what will make P palatable to
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MILITARY AND
ENVIRONMENT

EE second correction to IPAT would introduce a factor
for military pollution, a mammoth pollution impact caused by a
very small but politically powerful population. Thus,

I = (PAT) + (PAT) + MAT

SURVIVAL LUXURY

where M is military population, particularly those with
authority over budget, arms technology, and
defense policy.

Ais consumption of renewable and nonrenewable
resources such as land, oil, metal, and
solvents for military hardware, testing,
maneuvers, and war.

T is pollution generated by research, weapons
manufacture, testing, maneuvers, uranium
and metals mining, and waste disposal.

Worldwide, the military is the most secretive, shielded,
and privileged of polluters; thus, estimates of I for MAT are
patchy and understated in many cases. Most of the extant data
concern the United States, because increasing pressure on the
Department of Defense (DOD) and Department of Energy
(DOE) by citizens, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
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in the United States. Some 300,000 citizens—more than half of
those who ever worked for the US nuclear weapons complex—
are believed to have been harmed by radiation exposure. By 1989,
over 3000 sites at 100 nuclear weapons manufacturing facilities
were found to have contaminated soil and groundwater. As indi-
vidual states spurn the siting of permanent subsurface storage
facilities for nuclear waste within their boundaries, the federal
government is heavily lobbying cash-poor Native American tribes
to accept interim storage facilities for nuclear waste: 15 of the 18
federal grants for studies to establish a nuclear waste storage fa-
cility went to Indian reservations. Two-thirds of all uranium in
the United States lie under Indian reservations. “We have nuclear
radiation all over our land but no major environmental group in
this country has a uranium campaign,” remarked Winona LaDuke
in the Szerra Roundtable on Race, Justice and the Environment
(“A Place at the Table,” 1993).

Without good data, researchers estimate that the mili-
tary accounts for 5-10 percent of global air pollution, carbon
dioxide, ozone-depletion, smog, and acid rain-forming chemi-
cals. The Research Institute for Peace Policy in Starnberg, Ger-
many estimates that 20 percent of all global environmental deg-
radation is due to military and related activities. One policy ana-
lyst at Worldwatch Institute concludes that “the world’s armed
forces are quite likely the single largest polluter on earth” (Renner
1991, 132).

‘ Who, then, is the military? The military is an institution
invented and peopled by a small number of men that perpetuates
masculinism by proliferating and parading about phallic weap-
ons by treating nuclear capability as a signifier of national man-
hood, and that sustains the morale of soldiers by victimizing
women in rape and prostitution camps around military bases in
rituals called rest and recreation. A well-glued solidarity between
the military, national security advisors, civilian defense contrac-
tors, and elites of governments cloaks the degradation of women,
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would a generalized war among all the nations of the world. This
delay is due mainly to a distortion of priorities that places mili-
tary ends over social investment” (Sanchez 1993, 5). And what
of the connection between war and unwanted/inflicted pregnancy?
Postwar “baby booms” are common subjects of demographic
and economic analysis; yet why haven’t demographers studied
the link between military bases, war, prostitution, rape and preg-
nancy when evidence from World War II to Vietnam and Bosnia
abounds?

Any environmental organization that has established a
program on population policy ought to rethink an indiscriminate
targeting of the population at large that fails to examine the ex-
cessive environmental impact that a relatively small population
in military and defense industries has. A program on military
and the environment would address more structurally, more ac-
curately, and more justly the most damaging human impact on
the environment.

Zero Population Growth announces that “it’s time to
break the silence on overpopulation”; but the best-guarded se-
cret, the most pervasive silence engulfs the subject of military
overpopulation, that is, the growing global traffic in weapons and
the intensifying military usurpation of land and natural resources.
With a few exceptions, notably Citizens Clearinghouse for Haz-
ardous Wastes, which has helped organize citizens to confront
the military over military toxics (Dealing with Military Toxics, 1987),
environmental organizations have avoided the issue of military
and environment. Doing so, they have enabled the military—the
global toxics leviathan—to stay the most secretive, shielded, privi-
leged, and largest of polluters, while targeting the poorest one-
fifth of human beings for “wreaking havoc on the environment”
as they try to survive day to day.
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Eighteen blocks away Sister Maureen O’Hara explains
why she left teaching to work in the Penn State Urban Gardening
Program. “It’s one thing to garden; it’s another to cultivate the
earth.” Some city folks, like residents of the largely Puerto Rican
neighborhood at Second and Dauphin Streets where she is cur-
rently working on a demonstration garden for parents and chil-
dren, are barely a generation away from cultivating the earth.
The memory is fresh and beckoning, but the obstructions are
colossal: local cocaine rings on the streets, vandalism, demoli-
tion waste, buried garbage and syringes on local lots. Maureen
O’Hara recognizes the global pattern of inequity between the in-
dustrial countries and developing countries replicated in North
Philadelphia, where the urban poor live in the most polluted en-
vironment. And she also sees community gardens as a link in the
chain of worldwide activism that joins tree planting in Kenya and
wasteland restoration in India with organic community gardens
and composting in Norris Square, North Philadelphia.

Indigenous and rural peoples teach a lesson that is being
replicated in the Greening of Harlem and Philadelphia Green,
where a vacant lot becomes a garden that is the gateway for ur-
ban youth to nature, ecological literacy, and self-respect. The
knowledge and love of hundreds of species of flora and fauna
that indigenous people inherit and transmit to next generations
is “grounded within a community fixed in place.” The place for
urban gardeners is called Five Star Garden, The Garden of Eatin’,
Emma’s Place, Green Acres, Roses in Roxbury; the community
is a handful of fellow gardeners. The gardens, says Bernadette
Cozart, “connect them to nature and nature connects them to
the universe.” '

This environmentalism, unlike one that clumps all hu-
mans together as ecological parasites and predators and sets up
biodiversity preserves without people, is based on the belief that
humans can live and learn to live in symbiosis with nature. This
environmentalism unites social justice with a profound respect






AGENCY IN IPAT

Popularion s the raging monster.
— E.O. Wilson

No goal 1s more crucial to healing the glo-
bal envivonment than stabilizing
human population.

— Al Gore

The I=PAT equation is the key to
understanding the role of population
growth in the environmental crisis.

— Paul and Anne Ehrlich

¢

ENGLISH,” writes linguist Julia Penelope, “allows us to
suppress reference to the agents who commit specific acts par-
ticularly when the speaker/writer wishes to deny or cover up re-
sponsibility.. . .We suppress human agency and sometimes try to
imply grander forces at work by doing so, appealing to an un-
specified, perhaps illusory, universality or evading the issue of
who will be or is responsible for some action” (Penelope 1990,
144). The word “population” is just such an unspecified univer-
sal that evades the issue of who among the P of IPAT is respon-
sible for the high fertility of poor women, their lack of access to
safe birth control and abortion, and the higher rate of illiteracy

and poorer nutrition among girls than boys.
Words like “fertility rates” delete human agency in preg-
nancy by implying that an abstract factor—fertility—is respon-
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Agency and T

The male monopoly on science is no mere relic to be
easily tossed aside.

- David Noble

Women have been systematically barred and discouraged
from the physical sciences and engineering. Because of sex dis-
crimination, we have had no role in inventing the technologies
that have initiated global climate change, depletion of the ozone
layer, acid rain, and nuclear meltdown. US and Canadian un-
dergraduate engineering schools began to recruit women stu-
dents in the early 1970s (when many had fewer than 1 percent
women students), but they have failed to achieve more than 15—
20 percent sustained enrollment even with strong intervention
programs to attract and retain female students. Studies show
that the obstacles range from neglect and early discouragement
by parents and teachers, to sexual harrassment by boys and male
teachers, to the 300-year-old tradition of Western science as a
lofty male secular priesthood whose standards women would
pollute and lower (AAUW Report 1992; Noble 1992). Fur-
ther, many girls and women—preferring connected knowing and
socially useful activity—are alienated from the reductionistic
methods of science and the antihuman and antienvironment
impacts of much technology (Bank Street College of Education
1991).

In December 1989, the National Academy of Engi-
neering picked the top 10 engineering accomplishments of
the past 25 years:

moon landing, applicarion sarellites, microprocessors,
compurer-aided design, CAT scan, advanced
composite materials, the jumbo jet, lasers, fiber
oprics, genetic engineering.
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Accounting for Agency

In muxed-sex, action-oriented groups, it is hard

to ask questions about the relationships between

men and women and our environmental crisis. It is
not easy to ask about militarism and masculinity,
soverergnty and sex, and it’s nor considered polite

to point out that men have been far more implicared
n the lustory of destruction than women. But there’s
too muich at stake to stick to the easy questions and
polite conversation.

— Joni Seager

The appeal of an equation like IPAT is its simple,
soundbite presentation; the downside is that it shuts out com-
plex, structural causes of environmental destruction. This “fast-
food” formula, which has such mind-watering appeal in the land
of junk food franchises, could be salvaged with a small but criti-
cal emendation: Take the “population” out of IPAT and replace
it with “patriarchy.”

I = C-PAT
where Iis Human impact on environment

Cis Natural resource management, conservation, and
restoration that link humans with nature.

P is Patriarchy (subordination of women; paradigm of
power as economic and military dominance).

A is Consumption of world’s resources shaped by
colonial relations, debt-induced poverty, resistance
to re-distributive policies such as land reform, tax
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capacity for it. On the other hand, opportunities arise for popu-
lation organizations to refocus their mission onto the root cause
of poverty and unwanted pregnancies. Zero Population Growth
(ZPG) could change its name and mission to Zero Patriarchy
Growth, or better yet, Zero Patriarchy. And the former Popu-
lation Crisis Council now Population Action Council could
become the Patriarchy Crisis Council.

Countries have been analyzed and compared as to the
status of women versus that of men, using indices such as educa-
tion, wages, representation in government, reproductive rights,
maternal and infant health. Within a women’s human rights frame-
work—and within this framework only—does an analysis of fer-
tility belong. The first ecological limit to high fertility is a woman’s
own body, her health and energy; aware of those limits, women
have almost universally reported wanting fewer children. The
“population problem,” if women are believed, is a consequence
of their having less than full human rights. And this second-sex
plight of women is a consequence of patriarchy.
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targets intact as they call for women’s rights, and they avoid chal-
lenging economic growth and overconsumption in industrial coun-
tries while advocating for sustainable development, especially
among the poor, in developing countries. A working paper on
US policy recommendations to the UN International Confer-
ence on Population and Development (ICPD) Secretariat states
that “women and girls are the subjects, not the objects, of popu-
lation policies and have the right to determine whether, when,
why, with whom, and how to express their sexuality; they have
the right to determine when and whom to marry, they have the
right and responsibility to decide whether, how, and when to have
children” (Wirth 1993, 4).

The statement “women and girls are the subjects. . .of
population policies” is an oxymoron; for, as many have noted, if
women and girls had full human rights, fertility rates would be
significantly lower. Population policies and programs have his-
torically abused the rights of many women and some men. They
are not family planning programs gone wrong only because of
poor service at the ground level. Rather, the prevailing agent-less
analysis of population policy—as this study has argued—is fun-
damentally flawed.

The same US policy statement, which calls frequently
for reducing and stabilizing population as soon as possible and
suggests numerical targets, has only a tepid, passing mention of
consumption associated with environmental degradation. While
the statement contains strong recommendations for gender equal-
ity and male sexual and reproductive responsibility, and speaks
against coercion and intimidation in family planning programs,
an ideological framework of population prevails, and the silence
on overconsumption and the role of industrial technology is deaf-
ening. Further, calling for demographic targets as the statement
does (“age-specific birth rates™) sets the stage for coercion and
abusive incentives in future family planning and reproductive
health programs. Overall, the policy, although improved by
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“to position this struggle for women’s reproductive rights within
the larger feminist struggle and movement” (1993, 5).

Campaign against family planning and population poli-
cies that advocate demographic, fertility, or birth-rate targets.
Demographically driven programs have consistently resulted in
persuading and forcing poor people, especially women of color,
to have fewer children whether or not their conditions of poverty
have changed. (10)

Develop international networks and coalitions to moni-
tor and act against population and family planning abuse in-
cluding sterilization abuse; lack of information on contraceptive
risks and side effects; insufficient medical screening and follow-
up care; and lack of barrier protection, male contraceptive tech-
nology, and safe abortion services.

Support the ratification and enforcement of the UN Con-
vention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
Against Women and the Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Sexual Exploitation proposed by the Coalition Against
Trafficking in Women in conjunction with UNESCO.

2. Introduce agency. Replace the universal, agentless
concepts of population and demographic targets with more fine-
grained, causal and agent-identifying concepts, such as: mili-
tary; international debt and poverty; and patriarchy. Distinguish
between symptoms, consequences, proximate causes, and ulti-
mate causes of our global environmental crises, and establish
environmental programs that target the ultimate causes.

3. Educate women and men. Support the education of
women and girls and also the education of men and boys in such
areas as peace studies, the ethics of hunting for sport (the key orga-
nizational priority of mainstream US environmental organizations
is fish and wildlife management for sport/recreation), violence
against women, and responsibility for sexuality and reproduction.
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