A. Mon, I'. Cnaapzapen

NHBAVPOHMEHTAJIbHBIE IOTOKH
U ITEPEOPUEHTAIINA JEBATOB B IIOJIE
UHBAVPOHMEHTAJBHOM COIITMOJIOTUH

CraThbs IOCBAIeHA aHAJIN3y U3MEHEHUN TeM U HaIlpaBJe-
HUil 1e0aTOB B II0Jie MHBAPOHMEHTAJIbHOMN COIMOJJIOTUN. ABTO-
PBI ITIOKA3BIBAIOT CXOACTBO M Pa3JIMUYMe IIOJX0J0B TEOPUU DKO-
JIOTUYECKO!l MOJEpPHUBAIUYN 1 TEOPUU KEePHOBA IPOU3BOJACTBA
B OIleHKe TJI00AJbHBIX COIHAJIbHO-9KOJOTUUECKUX IIPOIIECCOB.
OHU aHAJIU3UPYIOT KOHIIENTyaJbHbIEe PAMKHU IPUMEHEHUS Teo-
pUM ceTell U TOTOKOB B MHBAWPOHMEHTAJBHOU COI[MOJIOTHUH.
ABTOpBI IIpeAIaraloT PacCIIUPUTh AUCKYCCUIO O CUCTEME yIIPaB-
JeHus B chepe IMPUPOJOIOJIH30BAHNA B MHBATPOHMEHTAJIbHOMN
COIIMOJIOTHUH, TIEPEOCMBICIUTE U IepeOPMYyJINPOBATh PAM II0-
JIOYKEHUI 3TOM CyOQUCIIUIIINHBI B CBA3U C TPAHCHAIIMOHAJb-
HBIM MOOUJIBHBIM U CETE€BBIM XapaKTepOM MAaTepPUAJbHBIX U
HeMaTepPUAaJbHBIX ITIOTOKOB. ABTOPHI TaKJKe CTABAT PSS aKTy-
aJIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB O POJIM MHBAWPOHMEHTAJIBHBIX COITMOJIOTOB B
(opMUPOBAHUY DKOJIOTUUECKON U COIMAJIBHON IOJUTUKU.

C caMoro MOMeHTa BOBHUKHOBEHHUSA U MHCTUTYI[MOHAIMN3A-
nuu nHBapouMeHTanbHOI comuosoruu (MC) xax ocoboit muc-
IUILIMHBI B paMKaXxX CoIlrojorundyeckoii reopunu B 1970-x rr. pas-
JINYHBIE WCCJIeJOBATEJIbCKIE IIIKOJIbI BeJIU 0KEeCTOYEHHBIE CIIO-
PBI O TOM, KAKOBBI UCTOKU 9KOJIOTHUECKOT'0 KPU3UCa; KaKue
coIaJbHbIE IPOIECChI OTBETCTBEHHBI 3a KaTacTpopuUuecKoe
YXYOIlIEeHNEe COCTOSHUSA OKPYsKaIoIlell cpeabl U KaKue Mephl 110
coaJbHOMY Pe)OPMUPOBAHUIO MOTIJIX ObI IPUBECTU K CTAOM-
JIU3AIUY CATYalluU; KaKue COIMAJIbHbIE AaKTOPbI U MHCTUTYTHI
BOBJIEUEHBI B KOH(JINKTHI, CBSI3aHHbBIE C 9KCILIyaTalluell Ipupo-
IIbl; ¥, HAKOHEIl, KAKOBBLI 9KOHOMUUECKHEe, COI[UAIbHbBIE U II0JIH-
TUYEeCKUe [I0CJIeCTBUS dKOJIOrunuecKoro Kpusuca. Oqua us rias-
HBIX OCeli, BOKPYT KOTOPBIX ObljIa OpPraHM30BaHa 3Ta MOJIEMUKA,
3a7aBaJjiach ONMO3UIMEll MeXIy HeOMapPKCUCTCKOM KOHIIEIIIIH-
el «:KepHOBa IIPOM3BOJICTBA» C OJHOUN CTOPOHLI, 1 MHTEPIIpeTa-
IIAOHHON CXeMOM SKOJIOTHUECKO MOJAEePHUIAIUU — C APYTOM.

Teopusa :xepuosa npousBoacTsa (THII) BosuukIa eile B
"Hauase 70-x rr. XX B., HO Obla chopMyaupoBaHa 06oJiee UeT-
KO JINIIb B KJaccuuecKux uccaenoBanuax A. Illuaibepra

© A. Mou, I'. Cnaaprapesn, 2006 207



(1980). Teopus sroaoruueckoit mogepuusanuu (TOM) chop-
MHUPOBAJIACh II03:Ke, B cepennue 1980-x, Kak MONBITKA IPEOI0-
JIeTh HeaJeKBaTHOCTh HEOMAPKCUCTCKUX CXeM HMHTEePIPeTaI[uu
TJI00AJIBHOTO 9KOJOTHMUECKOT0 Kpusuca. B To BpeMa Kak Heo-
MapKCHUCTCKAas IIKO0Ja KOHIIEHTPUPOBaJia BHUMAaHUe Ha Helpe-
PBIBHOM IIPOIlECCe KAMUTAJNCTUYECKON DKCILIyaTaIlluu IIPUPO-
IBbI, PAKTUUYECKN UTHOPUPYS IMO3SUTUBHBIE N3MEHEHUA B 9TOH
06JIacTi 1 OOBUHASA CTOPOHHUKOB KOHIIETIIUY 9KOJOTUUECKOH
MOJEPHUBAIINN B HECIIOCOOHOCTH BBIABUTH UCTOKU 9KOJIOTHMYEC-
KOro KpU3uca, UX TeOPpeTHuUYeCKHe MPOTUBHUKM IIPU3LIBAIU
COCPEZIOTOUNTHCA Ha TeX NOCTHKEHUAX, KOTOPhIE IIOBJIEKJIO 3a
coboit peopMUPOBaHKE NPUPOJOOXPAHUTEIBHOTO 3aKOHOA-
TEJIbCTBA, YIPEKas HeOMapPKCUCTOB B «CTAPOMOJHBIX » B3TJIA-
Iax Ha COIHUAaJbHbIe U3MEeHEeHUsSI. ABTODHI BBIAEJIAIOT AT KJIO-
YeBBIX PA3JUUYNMA, CTABIINX OCHOBOW HEIIPUMUPUMBIX IPOTHU-
BOpPEUHNi MEXKAY ABYMS COIIMOJOTUYECKUMU IITKOJIAMU.

(1) CropounukoB TOM mHTepecyoT pedOPMBI IPUPOJOOX-
PAHUTEJNbHON CUCTEMBI U UX COIMAJBbHO-9KOHOMUUYECKUE Je-
TePMUHAHTHI U mocaeacTBusa. OHM cUMTAIOT, UTO JasKe He3Ha-
YUTeJabHBbIE TPaHCHOPMAIINU COMUATBLHBIX TPAKTUK W WHCTHU-
TYTOB MOTYT IPUBECTU K SBHOMY YJIYUIIEHUIO 9KOJOTUUECKON
CUTyalluu, U Hao0OPOT, paguKaIbHas TpaHchopMAaIluA SKOHO-
MHUUYECKUX OTHOIIEHUH MPOM3BOACTBA MOKET (PpaKTUUECKU He
OTPa3UTHCA HA YKOJOTUUECKON 006CTaHOBKEe (KaK CJIYUYMJIOCH B
OBIBIIUX CTpaHax coiiarepda). HeoMapKCUCTHI JKe BBIIBUTAIOT
TUIIOTEe3y 00 OMHO3HAYHOM COOTBETCTBUU MEKIY IIPOU3BOICTBEH-
HBIMHU OTHOIIEHUAMH U SKOJIOTUYECKUMU IpobieMaMu, B COOT-
BETCTBUU C KOTOPOH 3HAUMMBIMU IIPU3HAIOTCA JUIIL Te U3Me-
HEHWUS, YTO 3aTParuBaioT 0a30BbIe MPOIECChl IPOU3BOACTBA U
noTpedJieHns, IMOAPLIBAas KOHBEHEePHYIO CXeMy.

(2) B 3aBUCUMOCTHY OT BBIOPAHHOI METOMOJOTHUN KOHCTPYHU-
pyIOTCS pasjinYHbIe He3aBUCUMbIE IepeMeHHbIe aHaausa. Heo-
MapKCHUCTBI, OTPUIAS CKOJIBbKO-JIN00 3HAUNMYIO POJIb 9KO0JIO-
rUY B OPTaHMU3AaIUU IIPOIECCOB IPOM3BOACTBA U HOTPEOIeHUs,
ameqJIUPYIOT K KaTeropuu «abCoJTIOTHON YCTOHUMBOCTH »
(absolute sustainability). TeopeTuku sxoJoTUUYECKOII MOIEP-
HUBAIUY TaKiKe IIPU3HAIOT, YTO SKOJOTNUYECKNe KPUTEPUU U
MHTepPeChl UTPAIOT HECYII[eCTBEHHYIO POJb B COBPEMEHHOM 00-
IIIeCTBe II0 CPABHEHUIO C 9KOHOMUYECKUMHU, OMHAKO I10JIaraioT,
YTO MEePBbIe MOCTEeIIeHHO BEIUTPLIBAIOT B 3HAUEHUU U IIOCTEIEeH-
HO CPaABHSAIOTCA CO BTOPBIMH.
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(3) HeomapKcuCTBI yTBEPIKAAIOT, YTO MCTOPUA HE 3HAET Ha-
CTOAIIUX TOJTOBPEMEHHBIX YJIYUIIEHUN B COCTOSHUM OKPYIKa-
IOIIeN cpelbl, a IOTOMY OTKAa3bIBAIOT JIIOOBIM HPUPOJOOXPAHU-
TeJbHBIM UHUIIAATABAM U MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBLHBIM NU3MEHEHUSIM B
MOSUTUBHOM 3HAUEHUU, CYUTAS UX He 0ojiee UeM «BUTPUHAMU»
(window-dressing), «IOTeMKUHCKUMHU AepeBHAMU». Hamporus,
cropoHHUKHU TOM mojsaraimT, 4TO B3TJISA HEOMAPKCUCTOB IIOJI-
HOCTBIO UTHOPUPYET Te IMO3UTHUBHBIE N3MEHEHUs, KOTOPhIe, He-
CMOTPSA Ha BCe TPYAHOCTH W HEyJa4u, IPOUSOIILIN B chepe Ipu-
pomooxpaHHOU cepe mo cpaBHeHuio ¢ 1960—70-mu rr.

(4) OGe KOHIENIIIMY BKJIIOYAIOT B ce0d 1 aHAJIUTUUYECKUE, U
HOPMATUBHbBIE, U MaKe NPECKPUITUBHbIE U3MEPEHUs, T.e. He
TOJIBKO ONKCBIBAIOT COBPEMEHHBIE ITPOIleCChl COIUAIbHON CcTa-
TUKYW U TUHAMUKU, HO U MPeJIoJaraioT paspaboTKy HopMa-
TUBHBIX, CTPATErNYE€CKUX IMOJUTUUECKUX KypcoB. OJHAKO MeXK-
Iy TOYHBIM, IeTaJbHO paspaboTaHHBIM HEOMAaPKCHUCTAMU aHAa-
JN30M JeCTPYKTHUBHOT'O XapaKTepa KOHBENepHOI JIOTUKHU TJIO-
0aJIbHOT0 KANUTAJIUCTUUYECKOrO IPOU3BOACTBA U UX IPUKJIAI-
HBIMHU PEKOMEHIAIUAMU II0 IPeo0pPas0BaHMUI0 COIUAIBHO-IKO-
JOTUYECKOI CUTYyalUM JIEXKUT IpomnacTb. MHOTHE KPUTUKU
XapakTepusyoT pepopMaTOpCKHUe UIerd HEOMapPKCHUCTOB KakK
«OTOPBaHHBIE OT NEeHCTBUTEJBHOCTH» U «yTonmuecKkue». Cro-
porHuKU TOM meMOHCTPHUPYIOT 0OJIbIIIee COOTBETCTBUE MEKIY
IeCKPUOTUBHLIM aHAJN30M COBPEMEHHOI 3KOJOTMYECKOM CHU-
Tyalluu U COIMANbHBIMU PeKoMeHganusamMu. VIMEeHHO B paMKax
TOM paspabareiBaioTcsa HauboJjiee yJauyHble MHHOBAIIOHHEBIE
IPOEKTHI U COI[MAJbHBIE 9KCIIEPUMEHTHI.

(5) O6bexTamu uccaenopanus TKII u TOM zauacTyio ABIA-
IOTCS PasHbIe 9KOJIOTMUYeCcKue npobdsembl. HeoMapKCUCTHI B CBO-
eM aHajause, KaK IpaBuUJjIo, 00pamiaTcsa K KPYIITHOMACIITAOHBIM
9KOJIOTUYECKUM PHUCKAaM, TAKUM KaK M3MeHeHue KJumara, 0uo-
Jioruueckoe pasHoobpasue. [loBcemHEeBHBIE» 9KOJIOTUUECKYE IIPO-
0JieMBbl: 3arpsA3HeHNre IIOBEePXHOCTHBIX BOJ, IepepaboTKa TBep-
IBIX OTXO/IOB, 3aTrPA3HEHNE BO3AYyXa JOKAJBHOTO NI PETHOHAb-
HOro macimnraba, IMryM — IpUHAAIeKAT Moo TOM.

C Ipyroi CTOPOHBI, B JAHHBIX COIMOJIOTHUYECKUX IIKOJIAaX
MOJKHO BBIJEJIUTD U PAJ CXOTHBIX UepT.

(1) O6e oHu paccmaTpuBaloT (a) IPOIECCHI TPOMBBOACTBA U
norpebserus u (b) sKosoruueckre AUCPYHKIUY, CBIBAHHBIE C
9KOHOMUUYECKO! [eATeJIbHOCTHIO YeJI0BEKa B KaUeCTBe BarKHeH-
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mux o6beKToB uccaenoBanud. OKpyskamoIias cpema ompene-
JIsieTCsA KaK OpraHu3aIlus IPOU3BOACTBA U IIOTPEOIeHUs IIJIIOC
COBOKYIITHOCTb MATePHUAJbHBIX IIOTOKOB, BHICTYIIAIOIIUX «IIO-
CPeIHUKOM» MEKIY OOIIeCTBOM M KWBOI IIPUPOIONA.

(2) CnemoBaresibHO, 06e paccMaTpuUBaeMble TEOPETUUYECKUIE
IMePCIeKTUBLI B 3HAUUTEIbHON Mepe OTIMYAIOTCSA OT YHNCTO KOH-
CTPYKTUBUCTCKUX IIOJX0I0B, KOTOPbBIE OMMUCHLIBAIOT 9KOJIOTHUEC-
Kure IPo0JieMbl NCKJIIOUNTEJIbHO B TEPMUHAX COIHMAIBHOTO KOH-
CTPYUPOBAHUSA U CO3JaHUA KUBHEHHBIX ucropuii. He orpumas
Ba’KHOU POJIM COIIMAJNIbHBIX M3MEpPEeHUii, B HEKOTOPOU CTeleHU
OoIpeneadrIInX sKoJornueckyio curyamnuio, TdRII u TOM, tem
He MeHee, CXOAATCS B TOM, UTO HEOOXOAUMO IIPUSHATE «Pealib-
HOe CYII[eCTBOBAHNE» HKOJOTMUYECKUX MPOO0JeM U M3y4aTh dTHU
Ipo0JIeMBbl HE TOJHKO KaK COIMAJbHBIE KOHCTPYKTHI, HO U KaK
00'bEKTHI €CTeCTBEeHHOHAYUYHOr0 3HAHUA.

(3) O6a TeopeTrUeCcKUX HAIIpaBJIeHUs, 0€3yCIOBHO, BO3HUK-
JA U OPOLOJIKAIOT KUTh B PAMKAaX MOJEPHUCTCKOrO MHTEJI-
JeKTyaabHoro mpoexkTta. O6 sToM CBUIETENbCTBYET JKecTKasd
KPUTHUKA IpeAcTaBUTeJeil 00enx IIKOJ B aJpec BCeX BHUIOB
IIOCTMO/IEPHUCTCKOrO aHajan3a dKoJoTuuecKux mpobaem. KoH-
nenrtyaabubii annapat TdKII u TOK Tak:ke 1eMOHCTPUPYET UX
MIPUHAJIEIKHOCTD K MOJAEPHUCTCKOMY IIPOEKTY: OHU II0-ITPesKHe-
MYy OIEePHUPYIOT TAKUMU KAaTEropusMu, KaKk HayKa, TeXHOJIO-
rusi, UHAYCTPUAJIbHAS OPraHu3aI s, KaluTAJIUCTUUECKUH CII0-
cob Ipom3BOJICTBA, COBPEMEHHAsI CHCTeMa I[eHHOCTel, COBpe-
MeHHas KyJbTypa, CUCTEMA HAIlMOHAJILHOI'O I'OCyIapCTBa.

W C 3uaet HemaJio monbIToK npumuperus TdRII u TOM; 3 cTpa-
Teruu 3apeKoMeHIoBaIu cebsa Kak HaumboJiee IepCHeKTUBHBIE.

(1) Anennanusa K SMIOIUPUUYECKUM HCCJIEIOBAHUAM, Bepudu-
UPYIOIIUM WJIX OIIPOBEPraroIluM Ty UJIN UHYIO Teopuio. Bipo-
YyeM, XOPOIIIO U3BECTHO, UTO OTHOIIIEHUA MEKAY dSMINPUIECKU-
MU TaHHBIMUA ¥ TEOPETUYECKUMU IIOCTPOEHUAMHU B COIIUATBHBIX
HayKaX TaKOBBI, UTO JasKe MaTepHUaibl, COOPaHHBIE B OJHOM
1oJjie, MOT'YT CBUAETEJHbCTBOBATD B MOJIb3Y IPOTUBOMIOJIOMKHBIX
Teopuii.

(2) Teorpaduueckasa KoHTeKcTyanusanud. (a) Maorue yue-
HbIe OTMeuaioT, uTo TOM KOHIIeHTpUPYyeTCcsA Ha Ipoliecce Mpo-
M3BOJICTBA, BBIITYCKAA N3 BHUMAHUS 00JIaCTh IOTPEOJIeHUS, UTO
OTUYACTU 00'BACHSAET ee ONTUMUCTUYHOCTE. B To ke Bpems TiKII
npugaeT ocoboe 3HaueHue (PEHOMEHY MCTOIIEHUS MPUPOTHBIX
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pecypcos. (b) BrickasbiBaeTcsa rumoresa 0 TOM, UYTO OOJIBIIIHH-
ctBo cTopoHHUKOB TJRII Hecayuaiino mposxuBaioT B CIIIA, a
TOM monb3yercs HaubOOJIbIIE HONYJIAPHOCTHLIO B CEBEpO-3a-
HagHbIX permoHax EBpPOIIBI, MOCKOJIBKY reorpadmiecKoe IoJio-
JKeHUe CTPAaH-POJOHAUAJPHNKOB KOHKYPUPYIOIIUX TEOPUil, a
TaK’Ke XapaKTepHbIe AJA HUX COIUAJbHO-9KOHOMUYECKUE U
HOJIUTUYECKYE YCJIOBUS HE MOTJIHN He MOBJUATH Ha (OPMHUPO-
BaHMe 0COOBIX MHTEePIpPeTalMoOHHbIX cxeM. IIpeamonaraercsa
TaKyKe, YTO HEOMapKCUCTCKasa KOHIeNTyaJbHaA cxeMma OoJiee
aJeKBaTHA IJis OMMUCAHUSA 9KOJOTMUYECKUX TpaHchopMammii B
Pa3BUBAIOIIUXCA CTPaHAX.

(3) Ucnionb30BaHUE APYTUX TEOPETUUYECKUX ITOCTPOSHUI 1A
cpaBueHusa TKII u TOM. Tak, cuuraercs, uro TKII B cBoem
aHaJiM3e 3aMbIKAaeTCsd HAa DKOHOMUYECKOU MOJCUCTEeMe, TOTIa
kak TOM nmpuHuMaeT BO BHUMAaHUE TaKyKe MOJUTUUYECKYIO U
COI[MOKYIBTYPHYIO cepbl. Takum oopasom, THII okassiBaer-
Ccsl ICTOPUYECKU CBA3AHHON JIUIIL C MAPKCUCTCKOMN COIIMOJIO-
TUYECKOIl TeopHell M ee HEOMapKCHUCTCKUMU MHTEPIPEeTaIlnsd-
MU, B To BpeMa Kak TOM morpyskeHa B 6oJjiee IIHMPOKUIT KOH-
TeKCT Teopuii pedieKCUBHOII cCOBpeMeHHOCTH. Kpome TorO,
TIKII opuenTupoBaHA HA AOJTOCPOUYHYIO IepclIeKTuBy, a TOM
mpeamnoJiaraeT G0JbIIYIO MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHYIO CIIeIlU-
(puranuio.

ABTOpBI ITOJIATAIOT, UYTO B HACTOSIEee BpeMs HeoOXOquMO
neped@opMyJIMpPOBaHNE HAYYHON ITOJEMUKU MEXKAY NBYMA Ha-
npaBiaenuamMu COC u momosHeHUHe ee TeMU HepPCIeKTUBaAMU,
KOTODPBIE OTKPHIBAET HOBas «comuosiorus norokosB» (CII), cBa-
sanHaa ¢ umenamu M. Kacrenwsca u [I:x. Yppu. 9Tu yueHble
IOJUYEePKUBAIOT 3HAUEHNE CeTel U IIOTOKOB B COBPEMEHHOM 00-
IecTBe W HacTaMBAIOT Ha 3aMeHe psAga OOMIeNPUHATHIX B XX
BeKe KaTeropui (HallioOHAJbHOE I'OCYyIapCTBO, HAKOIJIeHUE
KaluTaja) HOBBIMU (IIPOCTPAHCTBO MOTOKOB U IIPOCTPAHCTBO
MecT, nHQOPMAI[UOHHBIE TIOTOKH).

XoTs sKoJIoTUYEeCKHe MTOTOKH (0c0OOeHHO Iy1ob6aabHOE IOTeM-
JeHre, TMHAMUKY 030HOC(HEPHI, ITUPKYIAINNIO TBEPABIX OTXO-
JIOB) YacTO IPUBOAAT B KauecTBe ImpuMepa GyHKIIMOHUPOBA-
HUA II00aJbHBIX TOTOKOB MJIU APKON MUJLIIOCTPAIIUUA TPYAHO-
cTell cTapoii CUCTEeMbI yIIPaBJIeHNs, OCHOBAHHON HA MPUHITA-
max HaIMOHAJBHOTO T'OCYIapcTBa, B II€JIOM OHM HAXOAATCA HA
nepudepun CII. Ix BropocTeneHHOe 3HAUEHNE B 9TOI TEOPUU
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MIPOSIBJISETCA B Pa3HBIX (opMaxX — OT CBEAEHUs 9KOJOruuec-
KUX IPO0JeM JIMINb K UX COIMAJbHBIM H3MEPEHUSIM, Xapak-
TEePHOTO AJA KOHCTPYKTHUBU3MA, A0 UX JKECTKOI MPUBA3ZKU K
«IIPOCTPAHCTBY MECT» B MPOTUBOIOJOMKHOCTh IIPOCTPAHCTBY
mOTOKOB. [ TOro 4TOOBI MOKa3aTh, YTO MOXKET IPUBHECTHU
HOBas COI[MOJIOTUYECKAsI TeOPUS IIOTOKOB B M3yUEeHUE DKO0JIO-
TUUYeCKOM mpobjaeMaTuKu, HeobxomuMo (a) JaTh olpeesieHue
TMMOHATHUIO «IIOTOKOB»; (b) BBIACHUTH, KAK COOTHOCATCSI MEXKIY
coboii comuasbHble U MaTepuaJbHbIe IIOTOKH; (C) 00CYyIUTD, KaK
B HOBOI T€OPHUU MEHSIeTCs B3rJA] Ha ()eHOMEHBI BJIACTU U He-
paBsencTBa; u (d) oTBEeTUTH Ha BOIPOC, KaK B mepcrmekTune CII
BRITVIAAUT (TJI06abHAA) CHUCTEMAa YIPaBJIeHUSd.

ITousiTue «IIOTOKOB» B COIIMOJIOTUU SIBJISIETCS BeChbMa IIUC-
KyccuoHHbIM. CII m3yuaer mpeske BCero Irporecchbl, IIPOTEKaro-
mue B cepe ria00aaIbHON SKOHOMUKHU, B UH(MPOPMAITMOHHON U
KOMMYHUKATUBHOI cdepax, a OKpy:KaroIas cpeaa IpPuHIMAaeT-
cd BO BHUMAaHUE JIUIh B TeX CAydYasX, KOTZa Peub 3aXOIUT O
HeraTUBHBIX IMMOO0YHBIX a(hdeKTax aTux nporeccoB. OgHako K.
Yppu mpeaiaraer ropasmo 6oJiee IITUPOKOE OMpeneeHre IOTO-
KOB, He OTPAaHMUYEHHOE SKOHOMUYECKUM U TEXHOJOTUUYECKUM
usMepeHuamMu. MaxkcumaabHOe pacllIiipeHre IPaHUIl OIIpeeie-
HUSA IPUBOIUT K PA3MbIBAHUIO IOHATHUA: B UHTEPIIPETAIINH ¥ PPU
«IIOTOKOM» (PaKTHUYECKU MOXKET CUUTAThCS BCE, UTO ABUIKETCS
— OT TYyY J0 JIIOZIe#, OT KOJIeOIIOINXCA aTOMOB /[0 TIePEeBO3KU
TBEPAbIX OTXOJ0B Uepe3 rPaHUIbl HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX IOCYIapCTB.

OcTaHoBUMCSA Ha IPOrPAMMHBIX U3MEHEHUSIX, KOTOPbIe KOH-
IennusA MOTOKOB npuBHocut B MC.

(1) Tpagunuonnaa nepcuektTuBa COC craTuuHa 1 OPUEHTU-
poBaHAa HA M3yUYeHUe PEeruoOHaJbHOU CIemUu(PUKU, JOKAIbHBIX
npakTuk. B ycaoBusax raobanusanum CII, uccaenyromas au-
HAMUKY TJI0O0AJIBHBIX ceTel, (heHOMEHbBI JeTePPUTOPU3ANUN U
IeJIOKaJIu3alii, U B TO JKe BpeMsd JOKaJbHbie KOHTEKCTHI, B
KOTOPBIX CYIIECTBYIOT IJi00ajJbHbIE IOTOKU, BBITJISAUT OoJiee
OPEeAIOUTUTEILHOM.

(2) IIpexxkge VIC upe3BbpIUaiiHO PEAKO M3ydajia IOTOKU KaK
TakoBbie; B CII oHU mIpeBpaIaoTca B UCXOAHbIe eTUHUIILI aHAa-
Jin3a U 00'bEKThI YIIPABJICHUS, BOKPYT KOTOPHIX OPraHU30BaHBI
aKTODBI U COIlMAaJIbHbIe IPAKTUKHU, OIPeaeseMble B TePMUHAX
«y3JI0B» M «IlepeceueHuii», NUCKYpPCOB U ceTeil.

(3) XoTa maTepuaJbHbIE IIOTOKU COCTABJIAIOT AP0 aHaIn3a
CII, sKoJiornuecKue IOTOKU OMUCHIBAIOTCS €0 KaK COI[MaIbHbIe
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B CBO€# OCHOBE. OKOJOTUUECKUI IOTOK — JTO HE IPOCTO COBO-
KYIHOCTb MaTePUaJbHBIX BEIIECTB U TeXHUYECKO NH(MPACTPYK-
TYypbI, HO 1 HabOp sSueeK, y3JI0B, ceTeii U JUCKYPCOB, COIPO-
BOXKJAOIUX IMUPKYJIANNIO MaTepuaalbHoro. JlaHHBIN ITOAXO,
YUUTBHIBAIOIIUN COMUANBHBIA KOHTEKCT, IPEACTABIAETCA IIepC-
MEeKTUBHBLIM [IJIA CUHTEe3a SHBUPOHUKM KaK eCTeCTBEHHOHAYY-
HOM MUCHUIJIUHBLI U PANA PEATUCTUYECKUX COIMOJOTUUYECKUX
Teopuil (HEOMapKCU3M, TEOPUA MHUPOBOI CHUCTEMBI U IIP.).

(4) Poryc Tpagunumonnoit C Ha mpolleccax IIPOU3BOJICTBA
U moTpebJieHns, IPUUYNHAIONMNX yIepd Mau MPUHOCAIIUX
OJIb3Y OKPYJKaIoIeil cpejie, IPUBOAUT K TOMY, UTO paccMar-
PUBAIOTCA JUIIb PE3yJAbTATHI IUPKYJIANUN IIOTOKOB, HEKUE
cTaTUYHbIe COCTOAHUSA, B To BpeMsa Kak CII mpexmosaraer mu-
HaAMUYECKHUH aHAJIN3 CAMUX IIOTOKOB, IIOCTOAHHOTO JBUKEHU,
He MMEOIIeTro IieJieil MJIu UTOTOB.

(5) T.x. IOTOKY, B HOBOM IIOHMMAaHUM, HE ABJIAIOTCI YUCTO
MaTepUaJbHBIMU 110 IIPUPOJIE, & BKJIIOUYAIOT COIUATbHYIO KOM-
TOHEHTY, BOBHMKAET BO3BMOMKHOCTb B PAMKaX 9KOJIOTUUYECKOU
CII ucciaemoBaTh conmaJbHbIe IBUYKEHUS U HEIIPABUTEIbCTBEH-
HbIe OpraHu3alliM, 9KOJIOTUUYECKYI0 HH(popMaInio U (peHOMEH
«HaKJEeWBAHUA SAPJBIKOB», TUCKYDPCHI, UJe, HOPMbI U II€HHO-
CTH. ITO MPUHIMONAJIBLHO Ba’KHBI MOMEHT: Belb CTapble KOH-
eIy COOOIIEeCTB, MPeAnoJaraloIilue HaJudnue TPaHUI] U JIO-
KaJbHOCTeI, eIBa JIU CIIOCOOHBI 00BACHUTD IIPUPOAY MOOUJIb-
HBIX TPYIINPOBOK M aJbAHCOB, OPTAHU30BAHHBLIX BOKDPYT Ta-
KHX TeM U PecypcoB, KaK MUIlla, TeHJep, OKPysKaioliad cpejia,
IYXOBHOCTD, KYJbTypPa, U CYIIECTBYIOIINX OJHOBPEMEHHO U B
paMKax, U BHe PaAMOK HAI[MOHAJBHBIX T'OCYIapCTB.

XapakTepHoe IJs Yppu IMIOHMMAaHNEe MOTOKOB KaK IruOpu-
OB MaTepPUaJbHOTO U COIUAJIBLHOTO MMEEeT BasKHbIE METO/0JIO-
TUYeCKUe OCTIEJICTBUS.

(1) Commosiorusa OTXOAUT OT HEIIPEPEKAaeMOoro IIpeke 3aK0-
Ha, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY COIIMAJIbHBIE (PAKTHI MOTYT OBITH 00'bsC-
HEHBI JIUIITH ¢ IIOMOIIIBIO COIMAaNbHBIX (pakToB. Oco3HaeTca He-
00X0AMMOCTD 00JIee TECHOTO MEKAUCIIUIIINHAPHOTO COTPYAHU-
YyecTBa U JasKe MHTEerpanuu APYTUX AUCIUILINH, BKJIOUYAA €C-
TeCTBEHHOHAYUYHBIE, B IToJie cortnoaoruu. IIpasaa, cienyer oro-
BOPUTHCA, UYTO ABAAIIATH JIET IMOMBITOK CO3JJaHUS HOBOU MHTET-
PATUBHON METOIOJOTUM HayK 00 OKpy:Kalollleil cpeae He IPU-
BeJIX K CKOJIbKO-JIM00 3HAUMMOMY YCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHUIO aHA-
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JINTUYECKUX, NHTEePIPETAIIMOHHBIX U MHHOBAIIMOHHBIX CXEM.

(2) ITpusHaHME BaKHOU POJIM MaTePUAJIbHON COCTABJISAIO-
el IIOTOKOB IPUBOAUT K aKIEHTYaIlMX TeXHOJOTUN U TeXHO-
agoruueckoro pasputus B CII, uTo ocoOeHHO XapaKTepHO s
Kacrenbca.

(3) CiussHMEe COIMMAJBHOTO U MAaTEPUAJIbHOTO MPUBOIUT K
obecIleHMBaHUIO JOceJie OOIeIPUHATON KaTeropuu AeATeJbHO-
ctu. B cereBoM aHajiuse NeiiCTBOBATh MOTYT He TOJBKO JIOAU,
HO u cetu u nmoroku. B CII aTa umgesa Beipaskaercs ere 6ojee
KaTeropuuHoO: aBTOHOMHASA YeJI0BeUecKas NesATeJIbHOCTh HEeBO3-
MO:KHAa; J1000e 00II[eCTBO COCTOUT M3 TMOPUAHBIX IIOTOKOB, a
IIOTOMY areHTaMHU IesSTeJbHOCTU BBICTYIIAIOT HE TOJbKO WHJIU-
BUIBI, HO 1 MaTepUaJbHbIe 00'beKThI NJIU TexHooruu. Ilo ¥Yppu,
yBeJIUeHNe KOJIMYEeCTBA areHTOB IIPUBOAUT K YCJIOMKHEHUIO
COIMMAJBHON CTPYKTYPHI O TAKOU CTENEeHU, UTO CTAHOBUTCS
HEBO3MOJKHO I[eJIeHAINIPABJIEHHO U PAIlMOHAJBHO YIPABJIATH
COIlMAaJIbHBIM Pa3BUTHUEM, T.€. NJeHCTBOBATH KOMIIETEHTHO U
meJjiecooopasHo.

B pamkax CII kaTeropuu BJIaCTH W HepPaBEHCTBA CBA3AaHBI
He TOJIBKO C COOCTBEHHOCTBHIO Ha CPeICTBa IMPOMU3BOJACTBA U I'O-
CyZapCTBEHHBIM KOHTPOJIEM: HEPABEHCTBO TaKiKe OIpelesser-
Ccs CTEIeHbIO JOCTYyIa K IJo0albHBIM IOTOKaM. VHIUBUILI,
rPYIIIIBI, TOPOJa UM PEruoHbl, paclojaraioliiuecsa B HEIoCpe -
CTBEHHOM OJIM30CTH OT y3JI0B U IepeceueHril Ii1o0albHBIX Ce-
Tel m crocoOHbIe OKAa3bhIBATH BJIUSAHNE HA TJIOOAJIbHBIE IIOTOKU
(uaopMannoHHbIe, KaKk MHTepHeT; HeHeKHbIe; IIOTOKHU TPY-
IOBOII MUTpammum), obaamaroT HauOOJBIIINM CTATyCOM M BJac-
Thi0. OcoO0eHHO IIOJIHO 3Ta cxeMma paspaborana y Kacreibca,
KOTODBIN BBICTPAUBAET €€ BOKPYI AUXOTOMUU «IIPOCTPAHCTBA
MeCT — IIPOCTPAHCTBA MOTOKOB». C ero Touku 3peuusi, B cepe
9KOJIOTUHU MIPOUCXOAUT 00PhOa MEKAY JIOKAJbHLIMU, IIPUBH-
BaHHBIMU K MECTaM, dKOJIOTUYECKUMU IBUKEHUAMU U MOTY-
IIIeCTBEHHBIMHU aKTOpaMU, AEeHCTBYIOIUMU B IPOCTPAHCTEE
rJa00aJIbHBIX 9KOHOMHYECKUX HOTOKOB. IloHSTHO, UTO y mep-
BBIX MAJIO IITAHCOB B 9TOM IIPOTHBOCTOSHUM, a IIOTOMY IIPUPO-
IOOXPAaHUTEJbHbIE MEPOIPUATUSA B JAHHOU CUTYAIlUU eaBa JIU
uMeroT cMbIci. CJI0KHO TOBOPUTH U O BOBMOJKHOCTHU PaI[HoO-
HaJbHOII M aJleKBATHOUN IIPUPOJAOOXPAHUTEIbHON IOJUTUKHU B
KOHIleNIUU Y PPHU, C €r0 uaeAMU KOMILIeKCHOCTH, HelpeacKa-
3yeMOCTH U TeopHel xaoca.

214



ITockoapky COC TpaauIIMOHHO MMeJIa KeCTKYI HOPMATUB-
HYIO OPHEHTAI[NI0, TeMbI yIIPaBJIeHU, PeopMUPOBAHUS, KOH-
TPOJIA BCerja ObLIN KJIIUYEBBIMU IJIS dTOU MUCIUILINHBI, IPU-
YeM roCyZapCTBO BBICTYIIAJIO OJHUM M3 IJIABHBIX CY0O'EKTOB
yupaBaenus. Ogaako B XX B. HaIlMOHAJbHOE TOCYJapCTBO II0-
CTeIleHHO yTPauyMBaeT CIIOCOOHOCTH KOHTPOJIUPOBATH PBIHKU,
CceTH U YKOHOMUUECKHE CHCTEMBI, IIpuodpeTaroiiue Bce 0oJiee
SAPKO BBIPaKEeHHBIA MHTePHAIIMOHAJIBHBIN XapakTep. Ilo Yppu,
rocyZapcTBO MEHSEeT POJb «CaZOBHUKA» Ha POJIb «IPUBPATHHU-
Ka», T.K. IbITaeTCA KOHTPOJUPOBATH NOCTYIl areHTOB K II0TO-
kam. IIo Kacreascy, rocyzapcTBo yCcTyIllaeT peryJasaTUBHbBIE
GyHKIIUU APYTUM areHTaM, TAKMM KaK MeKIyHapOoIHbIE CO-
MUajJbHbIe ABUKEHUS U MYJbTUHAIIMOHAJIbHBIE KOPIIOPAIIUH.

CII Tak:xke mepecMaTpUBaeT POJib I'PaKIAHCKOTO 00IIlecTBa
B mpoiiecce raobanusdanuu. TpagunnornHbie Teopuu VMC mosu-
TUBHO OI[€HUBAJIHU AeSTEJIbHOCTb DKOJOTUUECKN OPUEHTUPOBAH-
HBIX HEIPAaBUTEJIbCTBEHHBIX OPraHMU3aIluil, BUAA C HUX OOPI[OB
C KaAIIUTAJIUCTUUYECKOU JIOTUKOM, He IIPEeCJeNYIOIINX dKOHOMU-
yeckue n noautudeckue uHTepeckhl (TIIK), maum cTopoHHUKOB
sxosornueckux mHUIUATUB (TOM). Ograko CII B sume Kac-
TeJbCa OTKAa3bIBAeT MOJO0OHBIM OPTaHM3AIUAM B IIpeoOpas3oBa-
TEJIbCKOM IIOTEeHIIHAJe, OIMNCHIBAS UX KaK «IIPUHAAJIeKAaIue
IPOCTPAHCTBY MECT». ABTOPHI CTATHU KPUTUUYECKU OTHOCATCS
K 9TOH TOUKe 3peHHus, ONMPAsiCh Ha CIeYIOIIue apryMeHTHI.

(1) 'pamkmasHCcKoOe 00IecTBO BOOOIEe M 9KOJOTHUYECKUe He-
IpaBUTEJbCTBEHHBIE OPTaHUB3ANMUN B YACTHOCTHY IIOCTEIEHHO
IpeBpaIfalTCsa B 3JIeMEeHTHI I'VI00AJIbHBIX IIOTOKOB U CETel.

(2) 9T opraHM3aIuy CTAHOBATCSA HACTOJHKO Pa3SHOPOIHBI-
MU IO IeJsM, MaciiTabaM U CTPaTerusiM AeATeJbHOCTH, UTO
KaTeropuajbHO O0beIUHUTD UX B OOHY CUJIY, KaK 9TO OBLIO B
1970-x, mpencTaBiasgeTca HEBO3MOYKHBIM.

(3) PasmbIBaroTCA TPAaHUIBI MEKAY HEIIPaBUTEIbCTBeHHBIMU
OpPraHMU3aIUusAMU, TOCYIAaPCTBEHHBIMUA UHCTUTYTAMHU, S9KOHOMU-
YeCKUMHU U MOJUTHUYECKUMU aKTopaMu. Tem He MeHee, aBTODHI
IPU3HAIOT, YTO U 9TU OPraHU3AIMU CTAHOBSTCA Bce Oojiee He-
IpeJcKasyeMbIMI, TaK UTO TOBOPUTH 00 UX pPaIlliOHAJIBHOI, CTpa-
TEernyecKu OIPeIeIeHHON IeATeIbHOCTH HEKOPPEKTHO.

Takum o6pasomM, cTaHOBUTCA AcHO, uTo VIC go:xua Imepe-
CMOTPETH CBOU B3TJIAABI HA CUCTEMY YIIPaBJeHUS B cepe mpu-
POIOIIOIB30BAHUA U 00paTUThCA (4) OT TEPPUTOPHATBHO 3aK-
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PeIIeHHOI CHUCTeMbl YIIPaBJIeHusa K rubKoii m moouabHoi; (b)
OT BOIIPOCOB rOCYZAapCTBEHHOTO CyBepeHuTeTa K BOIpPOcaM ce-
TEBOTO YIIPaBJIEHUS; U (C) OT OTHOIIIEHU MEXK Y TOCYAapCTBOM
Y PBIHKOM K OTHOINEHHUSAM MEXKIY MOTOKAMU U JIOKAJIbLHOCTS-
mu. OgHAaKO, IPUHUMAA BO BHUMAHUS BBHICKA3bIBAHUS O HEYII-
PaBJIAEMOCTHY U HEIIPeICKasyeMOCTH U3MEHUNBBIX IJI00AIbHBIX
IIOTOKOB, IIUPKYJIUPYIOIINX II0J BO3AENCTBUEM 0eCUnCIeHHOTO
MHOKECTBA areHTOB, NHBAPOMEHTAJbHBIE COIIHOJIOTY C HEeus-
0eKHOCTBIO JOJIKHEI 3a/IaThCA CJIeAyIOIUMHU Boripocamu. UmeeT
JIX BOOOIIle CMBICJ I'OBOPUTH 00 YIPABJIEHUU SKOJOTUUECKUMU
IMOTOKAMH U O Mepax II0 COIlMAaJbHOMY PedOPMHUPOBAHUIO B
o0JIacTH IIPUPOLOIIOJIb30BaHNA? B KaKoil Mepe 9KOJOrnuecKme
MHTEePeCchl MOT'YT YUYUTHIBATHCS, IIPECJIEI0BATHCS U PEryJaIupo-
BaThCA B IIPOCTPAHCTBE IIOTOKOB, I'/ie, IIPEOoJ0JeBas HAaIHO-
HaJIbHbBIE TPAHUIIBI, BPAIIAIOTCA JIOAU, KAllUTAJIbl, MATePHUAIb-
Hble pecypcbi? He siBiseTcs Jin 3TO IPOCTPAHCTBO IIOTOKOB B
MIPUHIKNIEe HEUYBCTBUTEJIbHBIM K IIPO0JieMaM 9KOJOTUU, KaK
cuntaer Kacrenbc? Hakonel, He JOJYKHBI JIM MHBANPOHMEH-
TaJbHBIE COI[MOJIOTH OTKA3aThCS OT CBOEHM POJIM 3aKOHOIATE-
Jeii u pedopMaTOpOB, OCTaBasCch He OoJiee UeM aHAJIUTHUKAMU,
ONMCHIBAIOIINMU JUHAMUKY OKPYKAIOIIe IPUPOIHON U COITU-
aJIbHOI cpenb?

Pegepuposanue ¢ aneauiickozo a3vika A.M. Xoxnoeoil

A. Mol, G Spaargaren

ENVIRONMENTAL FLOWSAND
THE REFRAMING OF DEBATES
IN ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIOLOGY

Sociology is known for its academic debates. These debates are
vehiclesto accumulate understanding and interpretation of aconstantly
changing modern order. In environmental sociology, one of the axes of
debate recently centered between Treadmill-of-Production (ToP) ideas
and Ecological Modernization perspectives. This paper reviews the
nature of that debate in terms of controversies and commonalties, and
looks into the various attempts of scholars to deal with the central
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controversies, sometimeswith theintention to moveto closure. Inusing
recent insights from the sociology of networks and flows, we argue for
the need to reframe and reformul ate the nature of the discussionswithin
environmental sociology, moving beyond some of the conventional
stalemate positions.

1. Conflicting per spectivesin environmental sociology

Ever since the emergence and articulation of an environmental
subdisciplinewithin sociology in the 1970s, different schools-of-thought
have entered into more and less forceful contestations on, among others,
the‘roots of the environmental crisis', themain social dynamicsthat have
to be held responsible for environmental deterioration and reform, the
social actors and institutionsinvolved in environmental conflicts and the
economic, social and political ‘ effects’ that go along with the environmental
crisis.

Thoseraised in asociological tradition will not find thistoo surprising;
or, aternatively, they would be surprised if environmental sociology had
matured without much internal debates. Discussions and debates on
conflicting interpretations are key mechanisms for accumulating
knowledge, insights, understanding and theoretical profoundness in
sociology. Hardly ever such debates are resolved or closed in a ‘ normal
science’ way': by confronting empirica evidencewith distinct interpretation
schemesto determine the adequacy and inadequacy of theories. More often
debates are reformulated, conflicting interpretation schemes areintegrated
into amore encompassing synthesisor differences get outmoded for various
reasons without really being solved.

One of the more fundamental and central axes of debates in
environmental sociology in the 1990s has been between what we might
label a neo-Marxist ToP' perspective and an ecological modernization
interpretation scheme?. Various discussions, not only in environmental

! For the purpose of this paper, we will bring the various neo-Marxist traditionsin
environmental sociology together under the heading of Treadmill-of-Production (ToP),
dthough we are aware of some differences between Schaiberg's studies on additions
and withdrawals; the second contradiction of capital ideain, among other, O’ Connors
work; and thework of somewestern European neo-Marxist environmental sociologists
such as Ted Benton and Peter Dickens. See for a comparison of political economy
traditionsin environmental sociology: Buttel (2003).

2 There have of course been other major axes of debate in 1990s environmental
sociology, such asrealistsversus social constructivists, aswell asacontinuation of
earlier debates such as those around population and environment.
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sociology but also far beyond that, can be understood along this axis,
although they are not always|abeled in such terminology. This paper deals
with that controversy, but not so much in terms of right and wrong. The
major argument this paper makes is that these debates are in need of
reformulation, especially against the background of a rapidly changing
global world order and the related emergence of new sociological theories.
In order to definethe new terms of debate, this paper startswith reviewing
the current debate up till now and the attemptsto deal with these conflicting
perspectives. The second part of the paper usesinsightsfrom the sociology
of networks and flows to renew the agenda for fruitful discussionsin 21%
century environmental sociology.

2. Treadmill-of-Production versus Ecological modernization: a
review of the debate

Related to alongstanding Marxist tradition in sociology, the Treadmill-
of-Production emerged inthe early days of environmental sociology, from
the early 1970s onwards. It started to get formulated more coherently in
1980, with the classical study of Allan Schnaiberg and has since then not
been removed from the theoretical agenda of environmental sociology.
The late 1960s, 1970s and 1980s were afertile period for the emergence
and maturation of such aneo-Marxist perspective, with similar perspectives
becoming dominant in other sociological subdisciplines, with an emerging
environmental crisis moving high on the public and political agendas, and
with limited answers to such crises from those in power. Ecological
modernization, in contrast, hasitsfoundation much later. Triggered by the
failuresof classical state responsesto the environmental crisisintheearly
1980 (cf. Janicke, 1986), the crises in the conflict ridden environmental
movement in West-European countries and the growth in environmental
concernsin terms of sustainable development from the mid 1980s onward
(cf. WCED, 1987), a new perspective was formulated. This Ecological
M odernization perspective was deliberately formulated in response to —
among others — the perceived inadequacy of neo-Marxist interpretation
schemes and it should thus not surprise usto find severe debates between
thetwo (cf. 2.1). But there are also — not very often cited — similarities
(cf. 2.2)

a) Differences and controversies

In afew words the contradictions run like this. Neo-Marxist inspired
scholars focus on the continuity of capitalist exploitation of nature,
downplaying environmental improvements and blame the Ecological
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Modernization perspective for their failure to get at the “roots of the
environmental crisis’ (Pepper, 1984). Ecological modernizationistsfocus
on advancements in environmental reform, balance the overemphasis on
the capitalist exploitation of nature and blame neo-Marxist on their ‘old-
fashioned’ ideas on social change. In looking at both positions more
systematically, five major points can be raised to clarify the differences
between the two schools of thought (see Table 1)3.

First, Ecological Modernization Teory (EMT) studies concentrate on
‘environmental radicalism’ rather than on ‘social radicalism’. That is, in
their assessments of existing patterns of change in-the-making Ecological
Modernization perspectives tend to focus on the contributions to
environmental reform, and not primarily on the effects of these changesin
termsof variousother criteria. * Small’ deviationsfrom existing institutions
and practices can produce substantial environmental improvements, just
as'big’ changesintermsof aradical or fundamental reorganization of the
economic relations of production can have limited environmental benefits
(as we know from former communist countries in Europe and beyond).
Ecological Modernization is first and foremost an environmental social
theory, analyzing the environmental origins and environmental
consequences of social change. Neo-Marxist scholars seemto be primarily
interested in changes that involve a transformation of the capitalist or
treadmill character of production and consumption. The hypothesized one-
to-onerel ationship between the ‘ relations of production’ and environmental
disruption causes them to count changes as significant only if they
undermine the treadmill.

In addition, the two perspectives differ in what we might call the
independent variable they construct: whilethe one searchesfor ‘ absolute’
sustainability (neo-Marxist), the other focuses upon ‘relative’
environmental improvements (Ecological Modernization). Criticizing
Ecological Modernization Theory (EMT) for its rather naive ideas on
environmental improvements, neo-Marxist scholars claim that all — or
the overwhelming majority — of production and consumption practices
are still governed by and to be understood in terms of treadmill logics. As
such they claim that ecological, environmental or sustainability criteria
will seldom, if ever, become significant, let alone dominant, in the
organization and design of production and consumption. Many
contemporary ecological modernization theorists will and should agree
that treadmill (or economic) criteria and interests play a crucia and

3 Here we draw upon some earlier work. See Mol (2002).
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dominant role in organizing and designing global production and
consumption, and that they will probably always remain at least as
important as ecological or other criteria. But ecological modernization
scholars claim that the innovation is that ecological interests and criteria
are slowly but steadily catching up with economic criteria. Compared to
some decades ago, environmental interests can no longer be ignored and
increasingly make a difference in organising and designing production
and consumption. In that sense, EMT looks at relative (but significant)
changes in more environmentally sound directions, in contrast to the
‘absolute’ sustainability that neo-Marxist scholars are focusing on.

Thirdly, the two perspectives differ in their assessments of the
environmental changesthat have been set into motion from the late 1980s
onwards: window-dressing (ToP) versus structural changesin institutions
and social practices (EMT). It goeswithout saying that empirical evidence
to underpin either of the two can easily be found and constructed, and
both schemes have done so. But the large variety in data sets, criteria,
variables, time intervals complicates any ‘objective’ final answer or
conclusion onthevalidity of these conflicting claims. Neo-Marxist scholars
insist (and show) that they seenoreal, lasting environmental improvements
and therefore define all environmental initiativesand institutional changes
aswindow dressing: nothing new to report. Ecological modernisationists
claim (with evidence) that an assessment of environmental transformations
in terms of window-dressing seems to bypass the differences that exist
between the current period of institutionalization of the environment —
regardless of all the shortcomings and limited successes— and that of the
1960s and 1970s. Below, we get back to the differences in empirical
foundations and support for both theories.

Fourthly, adistinction should be made between the nature of the changes
advocated by the two frameworks. As most theories in environmental
sociology, and quite distinct from post-moderni st interpretations, both neo-
Marxist and Ecological Modernization perspectives contain analytical as
well asnormative, and even prescriptive dimensions. This meansthat they
both analyze contemporary processes of social continuity and change, but
also seek to contribute to the devel opment of normative, strategic, political
trajectories of transformation that ought to take place in order to turn the
tide of environmental destruction. Most neo-Marxist studiesdisplay amajor
gap between the quite advanced and detailed theoretical analyses of the
immanently destructive character of the treadmill of (global) capitalist
production on the one hand, and the suggestions made for concrete
trajectories towards social change, on the other. David Pepper (1984),
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James O’ Connor (1998), Goldfrank’s (1999) World-System Theory
volume, and the recent special issue of the Journal of World-Systems
Research (Kick and Jorgenson, 2003), to name but a few, put forward
detailed and refined neo-Marxist analyses of the destructive pattern of the
capitalist (world) economy, but rather ‘ meager’ and utopian countervailing
strategies for environmental reform. It seemsto usthat the strategies and
trajectoriesfor possible social and environmental change developed within
neo-Marxist inspired perspectives (i) have not been improved and refined
in step with their analyses of environmental disruption; (ii) are founded
only marginally on existing patterns of social transformation and thus have
ahighly ‘utopian’ character. In contrast, within ecological modernization
thereisacloser link between the analyses of existing changes-in-the-making
in the main institutions and social practices, and the design of ‘realist-
utopian’ (cf. Giddens, 1990) trajectoriesfor environmental reform for the
near future. Best practices, nicheinnovations, sustainable experimentsthat
fit — and at the same time reform — current social structures are typical
for ecological modernization studies.

Fifthly and finally, adistinction can sometimes be found in the kind of
environmental problems that form the object of evaluation or are used to
argue for positions. We touched upon this previously in noticing that the
“apocalyptic horizon of environmental reform”, arguably more dominantly
used in neo-Marxist inspired studies, is often only related to the so-called
‘high-consequencerisks' of climate change, biodiversity, and thelike (Mol
and Spaargaren, 1993)*. At the sametime, ‘conventional’ environmental
problems such as surface water pollution, solid waste, local and regional
air pollution, and noise are— or at least have been until the mid 1990s—
the more typical objects ecological modernization studies use to enhance
their position. One nice example of such a contrast comes to the forein
the debate around the presentations of the Environmental Sustainability
Index at the World Economic Forum in 2001°. The Environmental

4Thisisclearly not the casein the work of Schnaiberg and colleagues on waste
recycling inthe USA (Schnaiberg et al ., 2000; Pellow et al., 2000; Weinberg et d.,
2000).

® This study was done by the Columbia University Centre for International
Earth Science Information network (CIESIN), the Yale Centre of Environmental
Law and Policy, Yale University, and the World Economic Forum’s Global Leaders
for Tomorrow Environment Task Force. See http://www.ciesin.columbia.edu/
indicators/ES|. The Environmental Sustainability Index (ESI) isameasureof overall
progress towards environmental sustainability, developed for 122 countries. The
ESI scores are based upon a set of 22 core «indicators,» each of which combines
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Sustainability Index (ESI) is a measure of overall progress towards
environmental sustainability, developed for 122 countries. The ESI scores
are based upon a set of 22 core ‘indicators’, each of which combines two
to six variables for atotal of 67 underlying variables. It is used to rank
countries from most environmentally sustainable (Finland, Norway and
Canada being the top three) to least environmental sustainable (Haiti,
preceded by Saudi-Arabia and Burundi). Among others, it was the New
Economics Foundation (NEF) that attacked the report and cal culations as
“global misleadership”, especialy criticizing the fact that the USA was
listed 11" and comparing that with the ecological footprint (USA lists
place 129 out of 151 countries) and carbon dioxide/climate change
indicators (USA lists 149 out of 151 countries). Whilethese |l atter indicators
— and also the NEF — take a predominantly global perspective, the
Environmental Sustainability Index ispreoccupied with local and national
successes in combating environmental pollution, incorporating global
issues as climate change as just one out of 67 variables that make up the
ESI.

Table 1: Comparing contrasting per spectiveson environmental reform

Treadmill-of Ecological
Production M odernization
Kind of radical changes Economic radicalism Envi ro_nmental
radicalism
. Absolute Relative
Independent variable sustainability improvements
A . ent of Window dressing Rea changes
environmental change
Relat on analytlcal and weak relation Strong relation
normative claims
Hiah conseauence ‘Conventiona’
Object of evaluation 9 e environmental
risks
problems

In summary, an ecological modernization perspective balances (i) the
idea of an all-determining (global) capitalism that only results in further
environmental decay and (ii) the conviction that any serious environmental
reform will have to change the capitalist mode of production beyond

twoto six variablesfor atotal of 67 underlying variables. Herewe are not interested
in the more technical problems that have been debated following this index.
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recognition. A ToP point of view will stress the enduring continuity of
environmental crisesaslong asthe fundamental logic of modern capitalism
is not abolished.

b) Commonalitiesand similarities

Irrespective of these major, fundamental controversies between EMT
and ToP, it is important to notice some commonalties between both
frameworks, especially vis-a-vis other more or less dominant theoriesin
environmental sociology. Besides the fact that both perspectives are
founded on sociological insights and theories and take environment —
society interactions astheir core object of reflection, we want to point out
three more specific parallels that are often neglected in comparing these
frameworks.

Central objects in both the ToP and in EMT are (i) processes of
production and consumption and (ii) the environmental disturbances that
go along with these basically economic activities. The organization of
production and consumption, and the material flows (intermsof ‘ additions
and withdrawals') that ‘mediate’ between society and the natural
environment following production and consumption, are taken as a kind
of definition of the environment. Both perspectives analyze how social
dynamics, actors, institutional arrangements and processes structurein a
specific way the additions and withdrawal sin production and consumption
processes.

That means, secondly, that both perspectives deviate to amajor extent
from stronger constructivist approachesthat define environmental problems
only in terms of social constructions and storylines. Neo-Marxist and
Ecological Modernization theorists easily converge and agree in their
criticism against strong social constructivism, without neglecting the social
dimensionsthat are alwaysinvolved in defining environmental problems.
Both perspectivesarein agreement on the fact that environmental problems
do have a‘real’ existence. As we have put it in an earlier occasion (Mol
and Spaargaren, 2000) environmental problems

“belong to the type of problems which needs to be analyzed and
understood not only as social constructs but also in terms of the language
of the natural and biological sciences. If weignorethisfact, wewould end
up were we started in environmental sociology, namely with the HEP-
NEP distinction, with postmodern constructivist environmental sociology
asthelatest variant of exemptionalist thinking.”

Thisquote comesvery closeto, for instance, O’ Connor’s (1998; 135ff)
account of subjective and objective dimensions of the environmental crisis
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and studies of Schnaiberg and hiscolleagues, which focuson ‘real’ existing
environmental flows as objective of study.

Morein general, both perspectives can clearly be put into — different
branches of — the modernist project, taking firm stances against all kind
of post-modern analyses of environmental problems and solutions. In
looking for alternative (organizational) structures that better meet the
“standards’ of sustainability, the focus of both perspectives remains on
the core clusters of modernity: science and technology, the industrial
organization, the capitalist mode of production, modern systems of values
and culture and the nation-state system. The two perspectives make
different assessments of the contribution of the institutional clusters to
environmental disruptions, and they propose (or analyze) each their own
transformations of these clusters, but do not move beyond the project of
modernity.

3. Attemptsat ‘closing’ the debate

Several suggestions have been made to interpret and to some extent
close the debate between these two sociological perspectives on the
environment. Herewewill especially elaborate upon and assessthree often
mentioned strategiesfor closures: empirical research to find out which of
the schoolsisright and wrong (3.1), geographical contextualisation (3.2),
and looking for theories that help to understand and perhaps even bridge

gaps (3.3).

a) Limitations of empiricism

Intheir friendly assessment of the ecological modernization paradigm
and its contributions to the maturation of environmental sociology Fisher
and Freudenburg (2001) point at the strong debates in which the school-
of-thought has been engaged in, especially with— but not restricted to —
neo-Marxist ToP scholars. The way to move this debate forward towards
closure or resolution, according to them, is to be found not so much in
further theoretical elaboration and linking with other, more intermediate,
theoretical traditions (see below), but rather via empirical testing. Via
empirical research the relevance of both approaches for understanding,
interpreting and explaining environmental continuity and change could
be clarified, and the ‘working domain’ could be identified.

A typical example of such an approach can be found in studies on
urban waste recycling in American cities. In applying a ToP perspective,
Allan Schnaiberg and his colleagues have carried out in-depth research on
urban waste recycling schemes of especially Chicago, focusing on the
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limited environmental improvements (or rather: the environmental
regression) and the linked social problems and inequalities promoted by
the Chicago Blue Bag and other programs (cf. Pellow et al ., 2000; Weinberg
et al., 2000). Their conclusion basically is that ecological modernization
has little to offer in understanding what is happening in American urban
recycling schemes. In contrast, and challenging a ToP interpretation,
Scheinberg (2003) has looked into the same empirical subject from an
ecological modernization perspective, concluding that the development
of American urban recycling can be interpreted as a typical case of
ecological modernization, supporting most of the basic tenets of the theory.

This, and other empirical research on one subject from different
theoretical traditions, illustrates the limitations of empirical studies in
closing theoretical debates. So where York and Rosa (2003) and to some
extent also Carolan (2004) try to illustrate the limited val ue of ecological
modernization theory by using empirical evidence, it is usually not too
difficult to challenge their conclusions. This countsin asimilar way for
neo-Marxist theories using a ToP logic to explain and understand social
reality with respect to environmental deterioration. Either these empirical
validations simplify the theoretical refinements of such theories, or
contrasting cases in the same range can be easily identified that support
thesetheories. Obviously, with respect to such more encompassing theories
the relation between theory and empirical evidence cannot be done away
with viaa positivist ‘verify or falsify’ claim: the black swan is never the
falsification. While the promoters of empirical testing are right in that
theoretical claimsneed to berelated to empirical evidenceto prevent them
from becoming footloose constructions floating around in a theoretical
space only, the value of such theoretical frames are their contributionsin
understanding and interpreting social dynamics of environmental
deterioration and reform. It isinteresting to witness how easy theorists of
both traditions agree in the restricted value of empirical evidence only in
criticizing their ‘ opponents'.

b) Geographical contextualization
A second line in the various attempts of understanding and closing
debates between the two schools of thought can be seen in specifying the

8 This was one of the outcomes of a debate between Treadmill-of-Production
scholars and Ecological Modernization adherents at a symposium of the Research
Committee on Environment and Society (RC24) of the International Sociological
Association, held in Chicago, 1999.
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difference in their objects of reflection, basically along two lines: (i) the
social practices under study, and (ii) geographical specification.

In the first category Carolan (2004) can be used as an illustration,
where he seems to suggest that the difference between ecological
modernization and the ToP partly lies in the neglect of the domain of
consumption by the former. The strong focus on only the domain of
(industrial) production would partly explain ecological modernization's
optimistic outlook. Others have identified a stronger emphasis on
exhaustion of natural resources (withdrawals) by ToP scholars, while
ecological moderni zation studies concentrate on ‘ additions’, the emissions,
to the environment. Regardless of the fact that these interpretations are
heavily contested (cf. Mol and Spaargaren, 2004, on Carolan’s consumption
claim), they offer us limited explanation on why in the core domains of
production and additions the frames continue to differ so strongly.

The most frequently mentioned and arguably the most promising
specification of the object of both theories is a geographical one. Several
authors have suggested that it is not by accident that the ToP perspective
has been devel oped and still hasmost of itsadherentsinthe United States.
Equally, they suggest that thereisalogical and causal connection between
the EMT school -of -thought and the North-West European region. In both
cases, the specific geographical, or rather social and political-economic,
constellation has strongly influenced the emergence and maturation of the
theories, as well as their strong contestation of competing interpretation
schemes.

For Instance, both Buttel (2000a) and Mol (2001) explore the
eurocentricity of ecological modernization, starting from the fact that both
the theoretical roots and most of the empirical work is heavily biased to
Northwest European countries. While in the end they reach different
conclusions on the viability of the ecological modernization project to
explore non-European transformations, they agreein the explanatory power
of these geographical differences. At the sametime several scholars, both
within and outside the ecol ogical modernization tradition, are skeptical of
the value of an ecological modernization perspective in exploring
environmental transitionsin devel oping countries(cf. Mol, 1995; Blowers,
1997). In contrast, political economy perspectives havetraditionally been
strongly involved in explaining environmental decay in developing regions,
building upon Dependencia and World System theories (cf. Goldfrank et
al., 1999; Kick and Jorgenson, 2003). The work of for instance Michael
Redclift, Piers Blaikie and othersis also illustrative of this. In asimilar
way and giving today’s records in environmental reform among nations,
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one should thus not be surprised to find most contemporary adherentsof a
ToP perspective in the USA, rather than in Western Europe.

But contrasting suggestions and studies are there. Ashford (2002)
claims that ecological modernization perspectives are exactly useful
in developing countries as diffusion rather than technological
innovation has pride of place in these contexts. And more empirical
studies of Lang (2002), Wilson (2002), Rickevicius (2000) have
illustrated that ecological modernization ideas can help to understand
what is happening both within developing and transitional countries,
as between North and South. We have been involved in various studies
in transitional Chinaand Vietnam (cf. Frijns et al, 2000; Phung, 2002;
Dieu, 2003; Mol, 2003; Mol and van Buuren, 2003), drawing
ambivalent conclusions on the usefulness of ecological modernization
asoriginally formulated.

¢) Theoretical integration and inter pretation

Thirdly and finally several authors have used other theoretical
constructions to interprete, understand and close the difference between
EMT and ToP.

In applying a Habermasian framework, Dana Fisher (2002)
concludes that the differences between the two schools are to be
interpreted in their focus on different types of crises, subsystems and
spheres. According to her, ToP scholars have basically an interpretation
of the current constellation in terms of liberal capitalism and thus
interprete the environmental problems basically in terms of problems
in the economic subsystem only: the second contradiction of capital is
in the end an economic argument. Ecological Modernizationists, in
contrast, focus al so on the other subsystems and spheres, most notably
the political and socio-cultural spheres, and thus they interpret
environmental crises and reforms not only in terms of the economic
sphere but also in terms of overcoming rationality and legitimation
crises. While originally Habermas used his classification of the different
types of crises capitalist societies are confronted with historically,
Fisher (2002: 62) argues that “this focus on Habermas's descriptions
of different stages of capitalism is not meant to suggest that the ToPis
out-of-date and only applies to liberal capitalist societies.” But the
overall argument seems to be that of a restricted and not up-to-date
ToP theory, contrasting a more fashionable, up to date and
encompassing ecological modernization perspective.
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In reviewing the ecological modernization literature, Fred Buttel on
various occasions (2000a; 2000b) suggests that a stronger foundation of
especially the ecological modernization ideas in classical and
contemporary sociological theory might clarify further the basic position
of the theory and relate it to other perspectives. Evans’ (1995) work on
embedded autonomy and state-society relations, aswell asoverall frames
of reflexive modernity and the classical founders of the discipline (Marx,
Weber, Durkheim) deserve mentioning in this, according to Buttel. While
founding ecological modernization in broader (reflexive) modernization
theories has happened to some extent in various writings (e.g. Wehling,
1993; Spaargaren, 1997; Mol, 1996; Spaargaren, Mol and Buttel, 2000),
amore profound anchoring inthe classical sociological traditionsremains
still open. Such aproject could clarify the differencesin arather straight,
clear historical line between Marxist theory and ToP studies on the one
hand, and more diverse and less easy identifiable historical roots of
ecological modernization ideas. It could also specify the time-
boundedness of both theoretical schemes, differentiating between the
continuities over long time spans in neo-Marxist interpretations of the
ecological crisis ever since capitalism started to take shape, and the
shorter time spans and historical specificity on which ecological
modernization claims to have relevance.

There is much value in making sense of the differences between both
schools-of-thought in environmental sociology by applying other
theoretical frames. But in doing so, it might be of more use to look for
‘theoretical assistance’ in contemporary social theoriesthan going back to
the classics. It is useful to anchor current environmental sociology in the
sociological discipline by relating it to the latter’s founding fathers and
those who have reworked them. But if we want to understand, interpret
and redefine the value of today’s debates on environmental deterioration
and reform, we need socia theoriesthat focus on the specificitiesof today’s
and tomorrow’s social order.

4. Reformulating the debate: the sociology of environmental flows

a) The sociology of flows and the environment

While geographical specification has contributed to an understanding
of differencesin the emergence of the two schools of thought, and initially
also provided an explanation for the different degrees of popularity in
different countries, we argue that a reformulation of the debate between
the two perspectives is both needed and possible. Such a reformulation
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will not solvethe academic debate between the two schools. But asoutlined
below a new, ‘sociology of flow’ perspective (i) brings the two schools
closer to each other in terms of common research agendas, (ii) opens up
new perspectives that might combine strong points in both perspectives;
(iii) doesno longer allow both theoriesto withdraw in geographical niches
or localism, which is essential in a era marked by globalization. A
‘sociology of flows' might also help usto reformul ate the debate between
the two schools and contribute to set anew — and to some extent joint —
agendafor twenty-first century environmental sociology.

The sociology of mobility or the sociology of flows is most strongly
identified with the recent work of Manuel Castells and John Urry, whilea
more peripheral group of authors— of which Saskia Sassen isexemplary
— have formed building stones in constructing this theory. While the
theoretical traditions of Castellsand Urry differ, they unitein emphasizing
the growing relevance of networks and flows in understanding and
interpreting modern society at the turn of the millennium. Several
conventional categoriesin 20™ century sociology (nation-states, societies,
capital accumulation, actors) are abandoned, reinterpreted or replaced (for
instance by new concepts such as space of flow and space of place, actants,
itterations, attractors). In all, they claim to fundamentally alter the
sociological tradition of the twentieth century.

Although environmental flows regularly function as illustrations of
global flows (especialy climate change, the ozonelayer and the movement
of solid waste) and also of the difficulties of nation-state based governance
of global flows, in general they can be said to suffer from marginalization
and a lack of profound analyses in the sociology of flows. This
marginalization can take different forms, from being reduced to only social
dimensionsin aconstructivist perspective, to being relegated and locked
up into the ‘ space of place’, giving shapeto the resistance identity against
the space of flows, asin Castells' network society theory”.

In this section we want to evaluate in a systematic way the potentials
of the sociology of flows for environmental sociology. Or if one would
prefer to frame it in terms of the debate mentioned above: what has the

7 John Urry forms a positive exception among social theoristsfor hiswide and
continuing efforts to give the environment more than only a margina place. He
shares with social theorists such as Anthony Giddens and Ulrich Beck the crucia
role attached to the ecological discourse in processes of globalisation. But as a
social geographer he details hisenvironmental analysis much further, among others
in‘ Contested Natures' (McNaghten and Urry, 1998), and in sections on ecol ogical
citizenship (Urry, 2000b).
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sociology of flow to offer in studying ‘ additions and withdrawals' in an
eramarked by globalization, networks and flows? But this confrontation
isalso viceversa. We will make use of present-day insights, experiences,
themes and studies from environmental sociology (especially — but not
only — ToP and EMT) to assess the value of the sociology of flow, aswe
think environmental sociology’s tradition in flow analyses so far, has
something to offer. While bringing in knowledge and insights about
environmental flows into the sociology of flow, we evaluate, assess and
reformulate parts of thisemerging sociology of flow perspective. We will
do so around four major themes: the definition of flows, the relation
between the social and the material (hybrids), issues of power and
inequalities, and (global) governance.

b) Definition of flows: changing resear ch agendasin environmental
sociology

With Sassen (1994) and Castells (1996/1997) transactions, flows and
the space of flowsare very much the privileged domain of global economics
and information and communication technologies. It is the new
constellation of theselatter two that are at the origin of flows of especially
money, information and related economic services. Not surprisingly,
environmental flows, or more in general material flows, are not included
in Castells' ‘flow analysis’. The environment or nature comesin only as
negative side-effects of the space of flows, which in the end comes down
to a reformulation of the conventional point of view of environmental
economics (external effects)

in combination with thetraditional * protest-approach’ in environmental
sociology (social movements organizing resistance against modernity).

When compared to Castells, John Urry provides a much broader
interpretation and definition of flows, widening the perspective
considerably beyond just economicsand information (technology). At the
same time heradicalizes the flow perspective by making flows and fluids
the key units of (sociological) analysis and the organizing principles of
socia systemsin the 21% century. Fluids and flows are to be regarded as
the “utterly crucial categories of analysisin the globalizing social world
that havein part rendered both regions and networksless causally powerful”
(Urry, 2003: 61). Asdiscussed above, the negative side of thismoveisthe
rather imprecise and arbitrary picturethat results. It appearsthat anything
that moves, can be interpreted as a flow: from clouds to people, from
vibrating atoms to transboundary solid waste.

Wheat the sociology of flows adds to — and how it might change the
agenda of — environmental sociology, becomes clear when one compares
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the additions and withdrawal s that have been so central in late 20" century
environmental sociology with this new sociology of flows (see Table 2).

First, the additions and withdrawals perspective® is rather region-
focused, static and place-bound in comparison with the sociology of flows.
The sociology of flows is especially developed as an answer to the
shortcomings of the strong region and society orientation of sociology.
The clustering of objectsin regionsaround which (nation-state) boundaries
are drawn becomes untenable, especially through globalisation. And
globalisation can also no longer be interpreted asjust another region on a
higher aggregation level. The sociology of flows putsglobal fluids, global
network dynamics and the space of flow on the research agenda, rather
than localities, static practices and the space of place. The idea of
boundaries and fixed clusters, especially within a nation-state society, is
replaced by borderless global fluids. This comes close to some of the
environmental analyses of World System Theory (cf. Bunker, 1996), but
most of the environmental analyses conducted within World System Theory
situate and discuss environmental flowswithin the concept of nation state
societies, with additions and withdrawal s flowing in between rather fixed
networks and scapes, following walled routes. The argumentsin favour of
global fluids and against local statics should be taken serious by
environmental flow analysts. But this should not result in placeless
perspectives. Notwithstanding processes of disembedding,
deterritorialisation, delocalisation and the becoming footloose of global
financial and economic flows, Saskia Sassen (1994), Anki Hoogvelt (1997)
and othersillustrated the fact that flows of financial capital and information
haveto be processed at places (the metropolitan cities), that they originate
their profit from places and that they have to ‘ settle down’ at places, for
example as (green) investmentsin skyscrapers and other material objects
(Mél chert, forthcoming). Castells devel oped the tensi ons between the space
of flows and the space of place into the very centre of his social theory,
interpreting the space of place asakind of ‘ place of resistance’ against the
flow — and ICT- dominated global economy.

Second, upttill now environmental sociology rather seldom investigated
or analysed environmental flows as such. Most studies on additions and

8The ' addition and withdrawals' perspective should not be seen asonly relevant
for neo-Marxist or political economy inspired schools of thought in environmental
sociology. Thispair of conceptsflourish widely in various environmental sociology
traditions (including ecological modernization and world system theory), in most
environmental study paradigms (such as industrial ecology and environmental
system analysis) and in hands-on theories used by policy-makers.
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withdrawalsfocuson social practicesof production, consumption, mining,
agriculture and the like, resulting in additions and withdrawals and the
concomitant changeswithin the sets of ecosystems making up the material
sustenance base of modern societies. Asthe sociology of flows perspective
would haveit, material substance flowsbecomethe genuineunit of analysis
in environmental sociology, around which actors and social practices —
labelled in terms of nodes and moorings, institutional developments and
scapes, discourses, and networks — can be identified and analysed in
order to understand these fluids sui generis and the (policy)issues of
management and control they bring along with them. Framed in the HEP-
NEP dichotomy which was put so forcefully on the agendaby Riley Dunlap
and othersinthe 1970s and 1980s, this can even beinterpreted asafurther
radicalisation beyond the NEP. While from a NEP perspective,
conventional sociological theories were questioned on their Human
Exemptionalism and their unwillingness to give ecology/environment a
place, an environmental interpretation of the sociology of flows goes one
step beyond the New Ecological Paradigm by placing ‘material flows
proper’ at the centre of analysis. It is this radicalisation of the NEP that
resultsin the end in questions on whether we areto trespass the boundaries
of the sociological discipline (see below).

So third, while— in the case of environmental flows— the sociology
of flows pushes material flows into the centre of analyses, it at the same
time makes environmental flowsinherently social. An environmental flow
is not only or just material substances and technical infrastructures, but
also the scapes, nodes, networks and discourses which go along with the
flowsor fluidsin question. In thisrespect, it distinguishesitself from the
environmental science and environmental study models and paradigms,
such as environmental system analysis, substance flow models and
industrial ecology, which focus on most of present day material/substance
flows. In analysing flows, the sociol ogy of flow concentrates on the social
embeddedness while at the very same time emphasizing the material
dimension. Such aperspective might befruitful in bridging the gap between
some of the environmental science traditions that put material flows as
their core object (beit only in natural scienceterms) on the one hand, and
neo-Marxist, World System Theory and other ‘realist’ perspectives as
developed in environmental sociology.

Fourth, from a sociology of flow perspective, environmental flowsin
terms of additions and withdrawals are to be regarded as a rather narrow
and static interpretation of environmental flows, sincethefocusison only
one aspect, e.g. thefinal stage of the flow-process (cf. the net additionsto
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the environment, or the net withdrawals from the environment into
production/products). The dynamic of the flows themselves as displayed
along the way, their behaviour as constant moving, deterritorialised fluids,
is left undertheorised. If we are to take the sociology of flow serious,
environmental flows — and our analyses of these flows — do not stop
once they have been extracted from the environment or added to the
environment. There is no goal or end stage in flows, and this viewpoint
has to have consequences for the way we treat our object of analyses.
Carbon cycles and phosphate cycles — together with the characteristics
of the automobility-system on the move — would be more archetypal
objects of study than the extraction of ores, or the emissions of heavy
metal s from plating industriesinto surface water.

Finally, the sociology of flows would reinterpret some of the
environmental sociology studiesthat have never beenidentified with flows
and flow analysis. In the sociology of flows, flows are not necessarily or
exclusively material. They can also be for the most part social, or a
combination or hybrid: a social-material flow. Those environmental
sociology traditions focusing on, for instance, social movements and
environmental NGOs; on environmental information, knowledge and
labelling; or on discourses, ideas, norms and values can be reworked into
an environmental sociology of flows. The mobility of environmental ideas,
information, interpretation frameworks flowing between networks and
nodes around the globe, can — according to the sociology of flow — be
interpreted in much the same way as material flows. Rather than place-
bound, geographical communities, mobile placeless communities are
emerging under conditions of global complexity, eachinvolving aparticular
intersection of belonging and travelling: e.g. groupings or aliances
organised around food, gender, environment, spirituality, road protests,
culture etc. These communities are within and beyond the nation-state.
Regions, boundaries and places become relative, permeable and in most
caseshavelimited relevance for understanding mobility within and between
these social entities. The mobile flows themselves might not be material
in such cases, but the infrastructures, the nodes, the route used certainly
aretoacertain extent. Linking environmental issue networkswith particular
environmental substance flows would then become a challenging
perspective. However, such a widening of the flow concept in
environmental sociology enhances the need for further systematisation,
categorisation and definition of environmental flows. The categories
‘additions’ and ‘withdrawals' should bereplaced for new flow categories.

Inall, we think reinterpreting and reconsidering environmental flows
inways suggested by the sociology of flowsisbeneficial for environmental
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sociology, as it opens up new kinds of theoretical analyses, it prepares
ground for new empirical research, and it helps moving beyond the too
narrow nation-state perspective dominant in twentieth century
environmental sociology.

Table 2: Differences between additions and withdrawals (in ToPend
EMT) and flows (in the sociology of flows)

Additions and Flows
withdrawals
'Geographical’ focus  |Region and place-bound  |Borderless
Unit of analysis Production and Mobile flows
consumption themselves

Nature of flows

Material substances

Hybrids

Scope of studying
(substance) flows

Moving in and out of
production and
consumption

Flows without end
stage

Definition of flow

Substances

Substances, ideas,
environ, information,
etc.

c) In between the social and the material: the role of hybrids in
environmental sociology

Within environmental sociology and environmental studies, the relation
between the social and the material, between society and nature, has always
been tense and subject to controversies and debates. The HEP—NEP debate,
the clashing constructivism — realism controversy and the debates
surrounding the Latourian/Callonian actor-network theories (ANT's) all give-
evidence of this wrestling with the material dimensions of social theories in
the context of environmental social change. Within the sociology of flows it
is especially John Urry who, building rather strongly on actor-network
theories of Latour (1987), Callon (1980 and 1987) and the reinterpretation
of Mol and Law (1994), tries to overcome (or do away with) the dichotomy
of the social and the material. In doing so, he goes way beyond the
conventional schemes of environmental sociologists, who generally speaking
are already satisfied when studying social systems as systems having a
material base, with the recognition of the fact that material conditions do
matter for social practices and institutional developments. The sociology of
flows does not accept the distinction of the material and the social and argues
for a merge of the natural and the social into hybrids, putting "material worlds"
or hybrids at the centre of analysis (cf. Urry, 2003).
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In doing so the sociology of flows, asdeveloped by John Urry at |east,
moves away fromthe‘oversocialised’ analyses of classical sociology that
explain social facts by socia facts only®. Without fully embracing the
NEP-paradigm in its classical formulation, both ToP and EMT scholars
seem to be sympathetic to Urry in hiseffort to construct nature and society
not independently from the material flowsthat sustain social life. Also at
the conceptual level, the social and the material should be kept close to
each other. But this bringing closer of the social and the material has a
number of consequences, which should be given careful attention.

First, the merging of the material and the social dimension of flows
brings Urry to question the adequacy of sociology as a discipline and to
call for astronger cross-disciplinary collaboration. In hismost recent works
Urry argues in favor of the in-migration of other — also natural science
— disciplines into sociology. Understanding the complexity of
globalization enforces sociol ogists to look around into other sciences for
all the help they can get ininterpreting and understanding global mobilities.
He also would not hesitate to integrate various disciplines into a new
(complexity) sciencefor interpreting and understanding global modernity:
“the compl exity sciences seem to provide the best means of transcending
such outdated divisions, between nature and society, between the physical
sciencesand the social sciences’ (Urry, 2003: 18; emphasisintheoriginal).

Although in the environmental field the calls for integration and for
the abandonment of strict monodisciplinary scientific work are al too
frequent and familiar (partly driven by funding agencies), it isremarkable
to find such calls with one of the leading contemporary social theorists.
The search for and the practices of multi- or interdisciplinary collaboration
have been debated vividly intheenvironmental (social) sciencesand studies
already from the 1970s onward. At that time, there was a more or less
similar claim that the complexity of environmental problems could not be
understood, let alone solved, by natural sciencesor social sciencesworking
separately. Several attempts have been made to develop environmental
studies into a new scientific discipline, with its own theories, concepts,
research methodologies and methods (cf. Boersema et al., 1991; Leroy
and Nelissen, 1999). Most of theseinitiatives emerged from the natural or

9 When it comes to the material underpinnings of socia life, Urry strongly
deviates from Castells, who offers a thoroughly HEP-based view on nature and
environment. For Castells, modern societiesin the end have succeeded in ‘ freeing’
themselves from the constraints of nature. Only in theinformational age of the 21*"
century nature can and must be re-invented and conceived of as cultural form,
independent from its material base (Castells, 1996: 478).
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economic sciences, and tried to incorporate social sciences(e.g. integrated
environmental assessment, industrial ecology). In contrast, Urry’s attempt
for integration originatesfrom the social sciences, wherethetermsare set
for the in-migration of natural sciences. This makes his claim the more
interesting. However, the experiences with twenty years of developing
integrative methodol ogies and conceptual frameworksin the environmental
(social) sciences has not resulted in major advancements in analyzing,
interpreting and solving problems related to additions and withdrawals.
Partly, thisfailure can be explained by alack of attractive and promising,
cross-disciplinary conceptual work, which managesto attract adventurers
from different disciplines. A flow perspective might surpass thisdrawback,
but it might be too early to give up the disciplines and the conceptual
division between society and nature. In the end, also with Urry’s hybrids,
flows, scapesand related formal conceptual work, the proof of the pudding
will beinthe eating, e.g. the success and attractivenesswill be determined
to agreat extent by the ability to (better) analyze and understand global
fluids.

Second, with considerable attention being paid to the material
dimension the result is a much stronger emphasis on technology and
technological developmentsin sociology and the social sciences compared
to for instance structuration theory. Both in Castells' Network Society and
in Urry’s recent work on flows and mobilities, technology is brought to
the core of social development and change. Environmental sociol ogists of
different kinds would feel comfortable with such a strong emphasis on
technological developmentsininterpreting, explaining and criticizing (late)
modernity. Technological infrastructures have always occupied a central
place in environmental sociology, whether it be in the form of utility
infrastructures, production plants, environmental technologies, or consumer
products such as cars and computers.

Third, the merging of the social and the material tends to downplay
any conventional idea of agency. In line with actor-network theories, itis
not only human agents who act in networks, fluids and scapes. According
to the sociology of flows, both human agency and material objects can
‘act’, can make a difference. There is no autonomous realm of human
agency, there are no uniquely human societies. Societies are made up of
hybrids, and when accepting the notion of hybrids, thelanguage of actants,
referring both to humans and obj ects or technol ogies, becomesinevitable.
With Urry the merging of the social and the material isinextricable bound
up with his ‘turn to complexity’. It is complexity science that brings him
totherather strong emphasison theimpossibility for actantsto purposefully
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steer and control social developments and to create and sustain structures,
insum, to act as knowl edgeabl e and capabl e agents. Actants are linked up
in Urry’stheory of complexity with iteration. Courses of action based on
local information lead to unpredictable consequences at the global level
due to non-linear processes of iteration. In the end we are left with
inherently unpredictablefluids, without aclear direction. Urry comesclose
to system theory where he devel opsthe notion of ‘ attractors' asthe main
force causing changesin fluids and their movements through scapes. The
guestion becomes noteworthy then, how far removed we are with John
Urry fromthe classical — and in social science often disputed — ecosystem
perspectives as put forward by, for example, Odum (cf. Odum and Odum,
2000).

d) Power, inequality and access

Within the sociology of flows, power and inequality are no longer only
related to ownership of capital, as has been the dominant view in neo-
Marxist studies, nor to the state, aswas the mainstream conviction in most
other schools-of-thought. In addition to these ‘ conventional’ categories of
power and inequality, the sociology of flows defines new inequalitiesin
termsof having relative accessto or being de-coupled from, flows. Groups,
persons, cities and regions with access to the core flows and located in or
closeto the central nodes and moorings, areto be the wealthy and powerful.
This comes also close to Rifkin (2000), who stresses the importance of
access rather than ownership in late modernity. It is access to the
information flows via the Internet, to the flows of monetary capital and
the skills of people moving around the world, that distinguishesthe better-
off peoples, groups, citiesand regionsfrom their marginalized equivalents.
This‘accessto’ concerns both direct access as the ability to structure the
scapes and nodes to partially influence the fluids in terms of speed,
direction, intensity etc.

Infollowing thisanalytical pathway, asociology of environmental flows
would pay attention to the conditions for access to environmental flows
and to the scapes which structure the current of strategic environmental
fluids, and analyze in some detail the consequencesfor groups, actorsand
organi zations to whom accessis denied or who do not manageto establish
links with the relevant networks. This would re-orient conventional
environmental flow studies as conducted mainly from a natural science
perspective (e.g. material flow analysis, industrial ecology, etc.) by giving
priority tothe socia perspectiveintheanalysisof environmental substance
flows. It also would enrich conventional additionsand withdrawal sstudies,
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as power and inequality are being linked to flows in a more direct way.
Power is thought to reside in the additions and withdrawal s themselves,
and not only in the social practices of production and consumption. The
environmental justice paradigm and studies can be seen as a category that
fitsvery well into such an environmental flow sociology.

Arguably, environmental sociologistsinterested in studying questions
of inequality and power from asociology of flow perspective, would choose
Castellswork asthe most promising starting point. Castellsisexplicit and
outspoken in hisanalysisof inequalitiesin the network society, especially
by his distinction and tension between the space of flow and the space of
place. Those with access to and in (partial) control of the key economic
and information flows can be said to dominate the new informationa world
order, at the expense of the place-bound local actors outside the core nodes
of the global networks. Like many political economists and neo-Marxist
environmental sociologists, Castells discusses inequalities in relation to
the environment primarily in the context of a rather ssmple dichotomy:
place-bounded environmental movements resist the omnipotent actors of
the space of (economic) flows. Within Castells' framework there seemsto
belittleroomfor including environment and environmental reformwithin
the time-space dynamics of the space of flows itself, as among others
ecological modernization scholars would have it. While Urry’s notion of
power is much less articulated (in part due to his notions of iteration,
system theory and self-referentiality), and seems sometimes detached from
human beings (asin the case of hisnotion of attractors), he providesmore
conceptual space for abroader, more encompassing analysis of inequality
and environment. By interpreting environment and nature as attached (al so)
to flows rather than seeing them only as part of the ‘ space of place’, and
by providing an interesting new conceptual framework for analyzing the
scapes, nodes, moorings, networks and fluids determining the dynamics
of flows, questions of access to and exclusion from flows make power-
analysesless predetermined and more open in character. But the advantages
of suchan‘openness’ could disappear overnight when the concept of power
isbeing tightly linked to iteration, self-referentiality, and complexity ina
way as it does not seem to fit very easily the socia science tradition of
dealing with inequality and power in relation to human agency. When
compared to hisearlier work, John Urry in hisrecent work on complexity
seems to move away from power as conflict, transformative capacity and
control, to be substituted by a rather vague discussion of power in the
context of iteration, chaostheory, complexity and self-referentiality (Urry,
2003).
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€) Sate, governance and regulation

Within environmental sociology, the role of the state and issues of
governance always had and still have a prominent place. For one, as a
collective good the environment is seen by many asin need of regulation
beyond market dynamics. The state has been for along time the ‘ natural’
institution to regulate consumption of collective goods, even following
studieson state failure (cf. Janicke, 1986) or neo-Marxist studies on state-
capital linkages. This position was only reaffirmed when international and
global environmental problemsreached the political and research agendas,
and institutionalists and regime theorists turned their attention massively
towards the environment from the early 1990s onwards. Second, most
studiesin environmental sociology — including the two schools addressed
in this paper — have a strong normative undertone: environmental
deterioration is often studied and analyzed with an explicit or implicit
ideaof improvement, management and reform. Thisalways entailsakind
of governance, although not necessarily by the nation state or governmental
structures only or even primarily. Although the notion of governance has
been broadened considerably beyond state governance — also in the
environmental social scienceliterature -, ideas of (science and technology
based, top down or horizontally organized, local or global, etc.)
management, control and regulation of environmental flows are very
prominent in most studies.

But environmental sociologists have never been naive on the state.
Their conventional position on the state and politicsis very muchinline
with 20" century sociology: nation-state based politics have difficultiesto
control increasingly internationally organized capitalist markets, networks
and economies. Governance of global economic practices and flows runs
counter to the specific relations between states and markets in modern,
capitalist societies. In that sense ToP and EMT scholars share insights.
The sociology of flows partly follows this line, where it emphasizes the
changing role of nation-states, state control and governance, without
asserting the end of governance or possibilities of control. In analyzing
global integrated networks the sociology of flow interprets routinized
behavior in, and predictable and calculable outcomes of rather fixed
relations between the nodes in a network, and thus analyses possibilities
for governance. In hisearlier work on flowsand mobility, Urry emphasizes
the shift of the role of the state from a gardener state to a gamekeeper
state, seeking to identify the new ways in which states try to ‘regulate’
global networks and flows (e.g. the audit state)®. Castells (1996/1997)
equally downplays the role of the regulating or gardener state, but
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emphasizes new governing agents and arrangements on stage: e.g. social
movement networks and multinational corporations. Thisisall not too far
beyond the reformulations of the ‘ environmental state’ in some of the more
recent studies and theories in the environmental social sciences, such as
those on mediation, on transparency, on subpolitics, on state-society
relations and on global governance.

But where the sociol ogy of flowsidentifiesthe growing importance of
global fluids, ideas of governance start to take adramatic turn. One should
not be too surprised that environmental social scientists feel rather
uncomfortablewith Urry’semphasis on uncontrollable, unpredictable, non-
linear and unmanageabl e fluids that move through space and timethrough
numerousiterations and ‘interventions' of actants. The change and chaos
in these fluids have nothing to do with human agents actually and
deliberately seeking to change the flow in size, moment, direction, or
consistency. Individual agencies or countries seem no longer to be very
relevant categories in structuring and governing flows, or in predicting
outcomes. Especially the state seems to fade away, to become almost
irrelevant. Governmentability belongs no longer to the vocabulary of this
interpretation of the sociology of flow.

Thisall resultsin abandoning the concept of unintended consequences,
anotion that has always been strongly related to ideas of external effects
in the environmental sciences. Due to systemic complexity, iteration, the
dissolution of agency and governance, and the idea that fluids have no
goal or end state, ‘unintended’ consequences are interpreted as systemic
features (Urry, 2003: 14) rather than unwanted side-effects or failures.
The concept losesits critical meaning and normative claim. It isthe ‘ post-
ecologist’ environmental sociology of Bliihdorn (2000) that seemsto come
very close to such a position. But there are more and far-reaching
consequences, upon which we will touch below.

5. New agendas for new debates
In engaging with the sociology of flows we want to formulate in this
final sectionthetermsfor arenewed debate within environmental sociology.

0 1n developing a perspective on nation-states the sociology of flows starts
from Zygmunt Bauman’s (1987) idea of atransformation from the gardener to the
gamekeeper state. Under conditions of globalisation states havelost the ability and
willingnessto detail the patterns, regularities and order of societies, and increasingly
turn to regulating mobilities and ensuring the conditionsfor favourableinteraction
processes and flows. But in devel oping the gamekeeping perspective, the sociology
of flows moves much beyond this metaphor as far as nation-states are concerned.
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In outlining the terms of these debates we will not focus on substantive
environmental problems or attempt to be complete, but rather emphasize
theinnovationsvis-avisthe‘old’ termsof the debatesthat useto dominate
environmental sociology. In doing so we focus on reformulating three
controversies; dynamics of capitalism, governance and control, and civil
society.

a) From capitalism to space of flows

ToP scholars clashed with ecological modernization scholars on the
greening of economic — or capitalist — processes of production and
consumption. Itisespecially capitalism anditsinternal contradictionsthat
took central stage in that debate. Following the sociology of flow, the
focuswould move away from capitalism, capitalist relations of production
and the contradictions that come along with that. Coming form aMarxist
background, Castells emphasizes that, while the capitalist character of
modernity has not vanished, the central axis— or tension if one wants —
intoday’s modern society should befound in the space of flowsversusthe
space of place. For environmental sociology, a new debate then starts to
emerge on the representation of nature and environmental interest and
qualities in the space of place and the articulation and inclusion of
environmental interests and rationalities in the space of flows. To what
extent and how can and are environmental considerations represented,
articulated and ‘regulated’ in the space of flow, where money, capital,
people, and material substances criss-cross borders in global networks?
Or should we only interpret and understand the space of flows as
ecologically ‘insensitive’ and even destructive, in need of bottom-up and
localized counter-veiling powers, as Castells seems to suggest? From our
perspective, the dichotomy scheme offered by Castellsis not satisfactory,
since it emphasizesin the space of flows disembedding of nature and the
environment over and at the expense of new mechanisms of re-embedding,
while at the sametimeit localizes nature and the environment only in the
space of place, neglecting the place-bound communities and identities
involved in environmental disruption.

We think environmental sociology has a contribution to make in
showing how ‘ space of flow based’ regimes, for example for the handing
of water, food, people or energy, can be combined with equally important
dynamics of the space of place in environmental improvements. In any
case, the debate can no longer be secluded to place-boundedness, making
geographical specificity no longer valid as the only interpretation of
differences in theoretical schemes in environmental sociology. Both
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ecological modernization and Treadmill-of-Production scholars have to
deal with global flows in analyzing place-bounded environmental
disruption and reform (and vice versa), and starts have been made with
that.

b) ‘Global’ gover nance?

The former point closely relates to the debate on environmental
governance and the nation-state. While both traditions in environmental
sociology have moved very far from any naive positioninwhich the nation-
stateisinterpreted asthe only or even the main institution in environmental
governance, insights from the sociology of flow might further radicalize
and reorient their positions in a revised debate. No matter how diffuse,
how widely spread among avariety of actors, and how far located outside
the nation-state institutions, ideas of governance and reform (as well as
criticism on governance and failing environmental reform) have always
belonged to the very essence of the environmental social sciences. But
with the sociology of flows the terms of the debate on environmental
governance will change:

 from ‘geographical’ governanceto ‘mobility’ governance

¢ from the questions of state sovereignty to questions of network
governance

¢ from state-market relations to flow-place relations.

But environmental sociology in general, and the two traditions that
have been addressed here, also feed back into and challengesthe sociology
of flow. Especially where John Urry uses global fluids as the new unit of
analysis he makes nation-states into an irrelevant category and flows as
no longer subject to any purposeful or directional governance and under
any kind of ‘control’ by knowledgeable and capabl e agents. Thismight at
first seemsto be close to aneo-Marxist position on global capital, but on
second thoughts strongly deviates from it in that MNCs as well as the
global financial institutions are believed to be asmuch ‘ out of any control’
as states and NGOs.

If accepted, this latter sociology of flow perspective on (the absence
of) governance has far reaching consequences for a ‘sociology of
environmental flows’. In moving beyond any form of governance,
regulation, steering and control environmental sociology would movetoa
discipline of mereinterpretation and understanding. We, as (environmental)
sociologists can then indeed no longer belegislators, but only interpreters
(cf. Bauman, 1987) of a changing nature and environment. Complexity
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and system theory seem to be the ultimate consequence. That would be
one bridge too far for both ToP and EMT perspectives. In the end, both
work towards strategies of environmental reform, no matter how realist or
utopian they might seem to be.

¢) Beyond civil society

Finally, theinterpretation of and debate on what has often been labeled
civil society will shift. Most of the time civil society actors have been
approached positively by environmental sociologists, interpreting them
as counter-veiling powers against the logic of capital (ToP), advocates of
environmental rationalities(EMT) or designers of ‘ post-industrial utopia's
(cf. Frankel, 1987). In &l these interpretations, environmental NGOs —
askey environmental representatives of civil society — are placed outside
the logic and domain of state and market, as place-bound actors engaged
in environmental interest representation and collective identity formation
using rationalitiesthat are distinct from political and economic ones. This
interpretation seems to be in need for revision, and with that the
‘assessment’ of therole, place and contribution of NGOsin environmental
reform strategies.

In Castells' interpretation scheme, civil society and its environmental
representatives have still predominantly been related to the space of place.
With globalization, and global flows and networks, we think this
interpretation loses much of its adequacy. First, civil society and
environmental NGOs are as much part of the global flows and networks,
asthey are related to local places, as others have emphasized (Keck and
Sikkink, 1998). Second, their identities, interpretation schemes, action
radius and strategies can no longer be easily grasped under one common
denominator , as used to be done for the environmental movement of the
1970sand 1980s. Thirdly, the sharp distinction between civil society NGOs
and what used to be labeled economic and political actors becomes
increasingly messy. Notions as subpolitics, public-private partnerships,
and government organized NGOs (GONGOs) point to that. This all
becomes clear when we compare, for instance, the global networks and
coalitions WWF, Conservation International, and Greenpeace are engaged
in with the arrangementsin which local environmental groupsin African
cities and villages participate. It also become evident when one relates
environmental interests and considerationswith global media, the Internet
and the significant amounts of global capital being spend in nature
conservation by environmental NGOs.
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It becomes increasingly inadequate to analyze (collective) actorsin
terms of their dominant rationality and their positioning in the (national)
political, economic or civil society domain. Such features less and less
determinetheir course of action and one cannot draw any lasting conclusion
from that with respect to their (potential) contribution to environmental
revolution or reform. Increasingly actors' accessto, and ability to co-design,
global networksand flows becomerelevant features. Also there, Treadmill-
of-Production ideas on inequality, unequal distribution of power and
domination arerelevant, but these no longer match in aone-to-onerelation
with either civil society/NGOs or environmental interests. A whole new
set of questions seems to emerge from what Rifkin (2000) colorfully
portrayed as the shift from ownership to access.
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