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Introduction

The world currently faces several severe social and environmental crises, 
including economic underdevelopment, widespread poverty and hun-
ger, lack of safe drinking water for one- sixth of the world’s population, 
deforestation, desertification, rapidly increasing levels of pollution and 
waste, dramatic declines in biodiversity and soil fertility, and climate 
change. Evidence of these and other serious social and environmental 
problems abounds. For instance, well over two billion developing nation 
citizens live on less than two dollars a day (Shah 2010a), there are cur-
rently one billion people around the world who do not have enough 
food to lead healthy, active lives (FAO 2009), more than 24,000 children 
die every day due mainly to poverty, hunger, and preventable diseases 
(Shah 2010b), more than 90 million tons of greenhouse gases are spewed 
into the atmosphere each day (Cunningham and Cunningham 2007; 
Gore 2009; IPCC 2007; Lappe 2010), and each year five million acres of 
rainforest are cut down, five to six million people die prematurely from 
exposure to air pollution, and roughly 75 billion metric tons of topsoil 
are lost to erosion (Cunningham and Cunningham 2007).

A major source of many of these social and environmental problems 
is modern agriculture, which routinely poisons farm workers, generates 
unbelievably large volumes of animal waste (more than half a billion 
tons of waste per year in the U.S. alone), places highly toxic residues in 
our food, makes the world’s food supply highly susceptible to pests, dis-
ease, and climate change, produces widespread poverty and hunger, poi-
sons and depletes freshwater sources around the world, and contributes 
greatly to deforestation, soil erosion, and climate change (Cunningham 
and Cunningham 2007; Hawken et al. 1999; also see chapter 4).

The extraction of natural resources also severely harms people and 
the environment. Over the past 50 years, for example, an estimated 
540 million gallons of oil have been spilled or otherwise released into 
Nigeria’s highly sensitive delta region (Nossiter 2010), devastating the 

Downey_i_331.indd   1 10/9/15   3:28 PM



2 | Introduction

local environment and resulting in the widespread loss of livelihoods for 
people in the region (J. Brown 2006). Nigerian oil production has also 
sparked armed violence and repression as local people, rebel groups, and 
Nigerian and oil- company military personnel have struggled for con-
trol over the region’s oil and local environment (J. Brown 2006; Human 
Rights Watch 1999; Watts 2008).

Of course, Nigeria’s delta region is not the only part of the world that 
has been devastated by the extraction of natural resources. Other exam-
ples of highly destructive resource extraction activities include British 
Petroleum’s Deepwater Horizon oil spill, which released 205.8 million 
gallons of oil into the Gulf of Mexico (Robertson and Krauss 2010), Tex-
aco’s deliberate release of 345 million gallons of crude oil and 16– 18 bil-
lion gallons of toxic waste into the Ecuadorian rainforest between 1964 
and 1990 (Environment News Service 2012; Rainforest Action Network 
2012; Scandinavian Oil Gas Magazine 2010), the removal of mountain 
tops and destruction of local waterways by mining companies in Appa-
lachia to more cheaply exploit the region’s coal reserves (Scott 2010), and 
the generation of 200,000 tons of mine waste per day at the Grasberg 
copper mine in West Papua, Indonesia (Downey et al. 2010). Moreover, 
wars are often fought to gain or maintain control over natural resources, 
resulting in widespread death, severe social dislocation, and further en-
vironmental destruction (Klare 2001).

It goes without saying that these social and environmental problems 
are all extremely serious and that they all demand immediate attention. 
The question is, how should we go about trying to address them? Are 
these problems each the product of a unique set of social forces such that 
each problem must be dealt with separately? Or is there a factor or set 
of factors common to all of them that must be addressed before any of 
them can be solved? And if there is a factor or set of factors common to 
all of them, what could this factor or these factors be?

Many different answers have been given to these questions. For in-
stance, many mainstream environmentalists believe that social and en-
vironmental problems arise from fundamentally different causes, that 
some problems, in particular global climate change, are so serious that 
they must be solved before we devote time and resources to address-
ing other problems and that the best way to solve or ameliorate specific 
environmental problems is to ignore broad social forces that likely play 
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a key role in creating these problems and instead craft environmental 
agreements, legislation, or regulations that only address one problem, 
or a narrowly defined set of problems, at a time.1 These mainstream 
environmentalists thus focus their efforts on specific laws, regulations, 
treaties, organizations, and behaviors, working on one or two environ-
mental issues at a time and ignoring the broader social structures and 
power relations within which individuals and organizations operate and 
within which laws, regulations, and treaties are legislated, negotiated, 
promulgated, and enforced.

In contrast, many other mainstream environmentalists argue that 
there is a single factor driving the environmental crisis— environmentally 
harmful consumer behavior. These environmentalists thus contend 
that the solution to the crisis is for consumers to voluntarily adopt pro- 
environmental purchasing behaviors, which, in turn, will promote pro- 
environmental business practices.

Another group of environmentalists, environmental economists, 
argue that environmental problems result from a combination of poorly 
functioning and structured markets and excessive government inter-
ference in the market, which they contend promote environmentally 
harmful behavior by distorting the price signals that consumers and 
businesses receive. They therefore conclude that in order to solve the 
world’s critical environmental problems, we must reduce government 
interference in local, national, and global markets and properly struc-
ture these markets.

Finally, a group of environmental sociologists that I call macro- 
structural environmental sociologists tend to place blame for social and 
environmental problems on local, national, and global social structures 
(see chapter 2 for a definition of the term social structure), arguing for 
example that these problems are the product of factors and forces such 
as structured inequality, the exchange relations inherent in global trade, 
a treadmill of production that forces capitalist firms to continually ex-
pand production, and the constraints placed on world leaders by the 
dynamics of the capitalist world system.

Proponents of these four perspectives thus provide very different ex-
planations of and very different solutions for the global environmental 
crisis, with some mainstream environmentalists exhorting individuals 
to change their consumption practices; other mainstream environmen-
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talists taking an incremental approach that seeks to create, abolish, or 
amend, in a piecemeal fashion, specific rules, laws, regulations, and 
treaties; still other mainstream environmentalists (environmental econ-
omists) promoting market reforms designed to alter individual and 
business behavior; and macro- structural environmental sociologists 
advocating broad changes to local, national, and global social struc-
tures that would drastically alter capitalist social relations, greatly re-
duce local, national, and global inequality, fundamentally reshape the 
way that markets function, and greatly alter the incentive structures that 
shape individual, group, and business behavior.

It clearly matters, then, whether incremental environmentalists are 
correct in believing that the world’s myriad social and environmental 
problems arise from fundamentally different causes such that specific 
environmental problems can be dealt with separately from other social 
and environmental problems, whether environmental economists are 
correct in identifying poorly functioning markets and overreaching 
governments as the ultimate source of the world’s environmental prob-
lems, whether those who exhort consumers to change their purchasing 
habits are correct in placing primary blame for the environmental crisis 
on consumers, or whether macro- structural environmental sociologists 
are correct in highlighting local, national, and global social structures 
as the key obstacles to achieving social justice and environmental sus-
tainability. In addition, because proponents of these perspectives all 
believe that individual and business behavior must change if we are to 
save the environment, it is also important to determine which of these 
approaches will best promote behavioral change among individuals and 
businesses. Is it enough to simply exhort consumers to change their 
behaviors or to create laws, treaties, and regulations for specific envi-
ronmental problems? Or do we need to greatly alter the incentive struc-
tures that individuals and businesses face by implementing far- reaching 
market reforms or drastically changing the social structures that most 
profoundly shape our lives?

As a macro- structural environmental sociologist, I believe the evi-
dence strongly supports the argument that local, national, and global 
social structures are largely to blame for the world’s many serious social 
and environmental problems. Accordingly, much of this book is devoted 
to demonstrating that this is the case and that market reforms, piece-
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meal legislation, and exhorting individuals and organizations to change 
their behavior will not solve the world’s myriad social and environmen-
tal problems. However, unlike other macro- structural environmental 
sociologists, my central argument in this book is that the world’s so-
cial and environmental problems are to a significant degree the product 
of organizational, institutional, and network- based inequality (OINB 
inequality), which I hold plays a key role in creating and maintaining 
many of the social structures and forms of structured inequality high-
lighted by other macro- structural environmental sociologists.

It is true, of course, that macro- structural environmental sociologists 
focus significant empirical attention on many of the organizations, in-
stitutions, and networks that I examine in this book, as well as on the 
inequality inherent in these organizations, institutions, and networks. 
Nevertheless, it is also true that as a theoretical construct, OINB inequal-
ity has largely been ignored by macro- structural environmental sociol-
ogy. This is a critical mistake, I argue, because OINB inequality provides 
economic, political, military, and ideological elites with the means to 
shift environmental and non- environmental costs onto others by giving 
these elites the power to develop and control undemocratic organiza-
tions, institutions, and networks through which they are able to achieve 
socially and environmentally harmful goals in the face of resistance 
from others. In other words, OINB inequality is theoretically and sub-
stantively important, I argue, because it ensures that elites are better able 
than other social groups to achieve their goals and because the goals that 
elites want to achieve are often socially and environmentally harmful. 
(My point here is not that elites necessarily want to harm individuals, 
societies, and the environment but rather that this is an important result 
of their actions.)

I further contend that the form that elite- controlled organizations, 
institutions, and networks take and the specific functions they perform 
can vary widely over time and from one place to another2 because elite- 
controlled organizations, institutions, and networks are embedded in 
specific economic and political systems and sets of social relations at 
the local, national, and global levels that vary both geographically and 
temporally and that shape and are shaped by the institutions, organi-
zations, and networks that constitute them. Thus, my argument is not 
that OINB inequality and elite- controlled organizations, institutions, 
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and networks shape social and environmental outcomes independently 
of more general factors such as the logic of capital accumulation, the 
dynamics of the capitalist world system, the modes and relations of pro-
duction, or national political and ideological systems, but rather that 
elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and networks are the con-
crete tools that elites use to achieve goals such as accumulating capital, 
maintaining capitalist social relations, dominating public policy making, 
and shaping public opinion (M. Mann 1986). They are also the settings 
within which and through which elites make decisions, determine their 
interests, and exert power.

As a result, unlike other macro- structural environmental sociologists, 
who tend to focus theoretical and empirical attention on large- scale so-
cial forces such as the expansionary logic of capitalism and the dynam-
ics of the capitalist world system, I focus my theoretical and empirical 
attention instead on the organizations, institutions, and networks that 
make capitalist expansion and world- system dynamics possible and that 
enable elites in any complex society and any economic and political sys-
tem to achieve their goals in the face of resistance from others.

I therefore contend that despite the wide variety of forms and func-
tions that elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and networks can 
take, they nevertheless represent an important category of social mecha-
nism that plays a key role in harming individuals, societies, and the en-
vironment in all complex societies and world systems. I further contend 
that they play a theoretically similar role in producing social and envi-
ronmental harm wherever and whenever they are found; that they are 
necessarily undemocratic because elites are greatly outnumbered by non- 
elites and, as a result, cannot afford to provide non- elites with democratic 
access to the organizations, institutions, and networks that elites wish to 
control; and that they tend to be violent in at least one of three ways: they 
either (a) use or threaten to use armed violence to achieve their goals, 
(b) achieve their goals by relying at least in part on armed violence car-
ried out by other organizations, institutions, or networks, or (c) severely 
harm, either physically, emotionally, or psychologically, individuals, 
communities, societies, and/or the natural world (see chapter 5).

For example, the World Bank and agricultural commodity chains 
are very different kinds of institutions with goals that partially overlap 
but are also quite distinct. Nevertheless, as I discuss in detail later in the 
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book, they are both undemocratic and controlled by elites; they both pro-
vide elites with the means to achieve their goals in the face of resistance 
from others, in large part by allowing elites to monopolize decision mak-
ing within them; and because achieving the goals elites set for them often 
results in environmental degradation and social dislocation, they both 
harm individuals, societies, and the environment in theoretically similar 
ways. One way the World Bank does this is by forcing developing nations 
to support the existence and creation of large, foreign- owned mines that 
wreak havoc on local communities and environments but help the World 
Bank achieve its goals of ensuring a secure supply of raw materials for 
industry and opening developing countries to foreign investment (see 
chapter 5). Lead firms in agricultural commodity chains do this, at least 
in part, by using their power within these chains to dictate to farmers and 
ranchers the agricultural production practices they must use, practices 
that increase corporate profits, produce poverty and hunger for farmers 
around the world, and harm the environment by relying on petroleum- 
based pesticides and herbicides, heavy machinery, and extraordinarily 
large “confined animal feeding operations” that concentrate livestock and 
their waste in relatively small areas (see chapter 4).

So while on the surface it may seem as though the World Bank and 
agricultural commodity chains have little in common with each other, a 
careful comparison of these two institutions shows that they both con-
tribute to the global environmental crisis in very similar ways. They 
are both powerful social mechanisms that provide specific groups of 
elites with the means to monopolize decision making power, shift en-
vironmental and non- environmental costs onto others, and limit the 
pro- environmental behavior of individuals and governments. As a re-
sult, these institutions provide those elites who dominate them with 
the power to achieve goals that, intentionally or not, harm individuals, 
communities, and societies and degrade the environment. Moreover, be-
cause the social and environmental harm these institutions produce is so 
severe, they are both extremely violent in their effects.

In order to demonstrate the validity and widespread applicability of 
my theoretical argument, the empirical chapters in this book present a 
series of case studies that highlight several of the United States’ and the 
world’s most important elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and 
networks and show that these organizations, institutions, and networks 
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play a key role in shaping some of the world’s most critical human, so-
cial, and environmental crises. These case studies cover a wide variety 
of social and environmental topics, allowing me to demonstrate that 
undemocratic and elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and net-
works as diverse as the World Bank, commodity chains, policy plan-
ning networks, and the news media belong to a single category of social 
mechanism that is responsible for much of the social and environmental 
devastation the world currently experiences and that operates in theo-
retically similar ways in a wide variety of substantive settings. The broad 
social and environmental scope of these case studies also allows me to 
demonstrate that researchers and activists cannot fully explain the struc-
tural causes of environmental degradation without examining either the 
link between OINB inequality and environmental degradation or the 
organizational, institutional, and network- based mechanisms through 
which elites exert power.

In providing strong empirical support for my theoretical argument, 
these case studies also help me to advance macro- structural environ-
mental sociology both substantively and theoretically. In particular, 
by including undemocratic and elite- controlled organizations, institu-
tions, and networks within the subfield’s theoretical purview and by 
demonstrating to a nonsociological audience the important role that 
structural forces play in shaping social and environmental outcomes, 
this book fills important theoretical and substantive gaps in the subfield 
while simultaneously helping the subfield achieve its goal of convincing 
environmentalists and others to pay more attention to elite- dominated 
social structures.

Moreover, in demonstrating that inequality, power, weak democratic 
institutions, and local, national, and global social structures play a fun-
damental role in producing severe social and environmental devastation, 
the case studies presented in this book also demonstrate that incremen-
tal approaches to solving environmental and social problems will not 
work and that consumer behavior and poorly functioning markets are 
not the root causes of these problems. This implies, of course, that at-
tempts to convince consumers to change their purchasing behavior and 
efforts to pressure governments to sign treaties, reform their markets, 
and draft new laws and regulations will not, in and of themselves, solve 
the world’s myriad social and environmental problems.

Downey_i_331.indd   8 10/9/15   3:28 PM



Introduction | 9

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, by highlighting a set of elite- 
controlled organizations, institutions, and networks that play a critical 
role in producing social and environmental harm, the case studies in-
cluded in this book help identify important elements of the social struc-
ture that must be radically altered or abolished if activists are to achieve 
social justice and environmental sustainability.

The book is divided into two sections. In the first section, I set up and 
present my theoretical argument. Thus, in chapter 1 I summarize and 
critique two of the most popular explanations of environmental degra-
dation currently found in environmental and public- policy circles. The 
first explanation I critique is the mainstream environmentalist argument 
that consumers are the main drivers of the global environmental cri-
sis. I then critique environmental economics, which holds that poorly 
functioning markets and overreaching governments are primarily to 
blame for this crisis. After critiquing these two arguments, I note that 
one problem they both share is that they tend to downplay, ignore, or 
inadequately theorize inequality, power, and democracy. I explain why 
this is problematic and argue that the theoretical model I develop and 
evaluate in this book is designed in part to overcome the shortcomings 
of these two explanations of the environmental crisis.

In chapter 2 I present my theoretical argument. I begin by defining 
the terms social structure and macro- structural environmental sociology 
and then discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the two most promi-
nent theoretical approaches found within macro- structural environ-
mental sociology. I use this discussion to identify important gaps in the 
macro- structural environmental sociology literature and argue that my 
theoretical model fills these gaps in several important ways. I then lay 
out my theoretical argument, drawing primarily on theory and research 
from environmental and political sociology.

In the second half of the book I present my empirical argument. I 
focus substantial attention in this part of the book on U.S.- dominated 
global institutions and the effects that these institutions and elite- 
controlled organizations, institutions, and networks in the U.S. have on 
social and environmental conditions in the U.S. and around the world. 
In addition, I limit my investigation to events that have occurred in 
the past 70 years, with most of my investigation restricted to the past 
30– 40 years. There are two main reasons for my focus on U.S.- based 
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organizations, institutions, and networks and U.S.- dominated global in-
stitutions in the post– World War II period. First, if we are to solve the 
world’s social and environmental crises, we must identify those elite- 
controlled organizations, institutions, and networks that currently shape 
these crises because it is these organizations, institutions, and networks 
that must be altered or abolished if we are to create positive social and 
environmental change. Second, despite the apparent decline in power 
of the United States over the past 50 years (Wallerstein 2003), the U.S. is 
still the most economically and militarily powerful nation in the world, 
as well the nation that consumes the largest share of the world’s natu-
ral resources (Markham and Steinzor 2006). As a result, understand-
ing how elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and networks in the 
United States shape social and environmental outcomes both in the U.S. 
and globally is no trivial matter. Focusing on the U.S. is also important 
because the U.S. is the dominant actor in the world’s most socially and 
environmentally destructive international institutions, institutions such 
as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) that fea-
ture prominently in this book and that play key roles in shaping social, 
political, economic, and environmental outcomes around the world.

Thus, in focusing much of my attention on U.S.- based organizations, 
institutions, and networks and U.S.- dominated global institutions in 
the post– World War II period, I am not repudiating my argument that 
OINB inequality and elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and 
networks play a key role in shaping social and environmental outcomes 
in all complex societies and world systems. Rather, my focus on the U.S. 
and the post– World War II period reflects both my desire to understand 
and solve current social and environmental problems and the fact that 
since World War II, the U.S. and U.S. elites have been the most powerful 
nation and group of elites in the world, a position they have maintained 
in large part through their domination of international institutions such 
as the World Bank and IMF.

I have six overarching goals in the second half of the book: to dem-
onstrate that OINB inequality and undemocratic and elite- controlled 
organizations, institutions, and networks play a key role in harming in-
dividuals, societies, and the environment; to highlight a variety of orga-
nizational, institutional, and network- based mechanisms that elites use 
to achieve their goals; to show that these mechanisms operate in theo-
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retically similar ways regardless of their form or specific function; to 
demonstrate the empirical validity of my theoretical model by (a) testing 
a series of hypotheses that I derive from the model and (b) showing that 
the model works in a variety of substantive settings; to demonstrate that 
elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and networks are inherently 
violent; and to identify places in the social structure where drastic cor-
rective action is needed to begin solving the world’s myriad social and 
environmental crises.

To achieve these goals, I present a series of case studies that on the 
one hand examine four substantive topics— globalization, agriculture, 
mining, and U.S. energy and military policy— and on the other hand 
highlight a broad range of elite- controlled mechanisms that have pro-
duced severe social and environmental harm. These mechanisms are 
all rooted in elite- dominated organizations, institutions, and networks 
and include armed violence, oligopoly and oligopsony power, free trade 
agreements, property rights protections, policy planning networks, po-
litical risk insurance, the news media, international debt, structural ad-
justment, and decision making rules at the World Bank, IMF, and World 
Trade Organization (WTO). This is clearly a lot of ground to cover, but 
only by covering so much ground can I demonstrate the fundamental 
social and environmental significance of elite- controlled organizations, 
institutions, and networks and the widespread applicability of my theo-
retical model.

Thus, in chapter 3 I argue that globalization has some very specific 
social and environmental consequences that are the product not of inev-
itable and inexorable economic forces but of specific decisions made by 
powerful actors in a set of elite- controlled institutions that have worked 
very hard to create a global neoliberal order. After setting forth this ar-
gument, I narrow my focus to two of these institutions: the World Bank 
and the IMF. I explain who runs these institutions and how they operate 
and demonstrate that not only are they the product of OINB inequality 
and various elite- controlled organizational mechanisms, they are also 
important elite- controlled mechanisms in their own right. I then explain 
how they simultaneously harm individuals, societies, and the environ-
ment and provide elites with the means to achieve their goals in the face 
of resistance from others. Finally, I provide evidence that this nation’s 
paper of record, the New York Times, provides readers with little infor-
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mation regarding the negative social and environmental consequences 
of World Bank policy or the role the U.S. and U.S. elites play in shap-
ing World Bank policy. This, I argue, suggests that the corporate media 
in the U.S. keep citizens largely uninformed about how U.S.-  and elite- 
dominated international institutions affect people and the environment 
around the world, thereby minimizing the likelihood that U.S. citizens 
will resist the goals that elites want these institutions to achieve.

The following chapter, chapter 4, examines eight organizational, in-
stitutional, and network- based mechanisms that economic and political 
elites in the U.S. use to achieve agriculture industry goals: oligopoly and 
oligopsony power in agricultural commodity chains; liberalized agri-
cultural trade; expansive property rights protections; free trade agree-
ments that promote corporate- friendly property rights protections and 
liberalized agricultural trade; the organizational links that exist between 
members of a group of capitalists called the power elite that allow them 
to mobilize corporate and capitalist support for specific public policies; 
the organizational links that exist between members of the power elite 
and the U.S. government that allow the power elite to strongly shape U.S. 
policy; decision making rules at the WTO that provide the U.S. (and 
Europe) with overwhelming advantages during WTO negotiations; and 
economic threats made by the U.S. during WTO negotiations to ensure 
cooperation from developing nations.

The chapter begins with a discussion of several of the most serious 
social and environmental problems associated with modern, industrial 
agriculture. It then links these problems to the structure of the modern 
agriculture industry and explains how the eight undemocratic and elite- 
controlled mechanisms highlighted in the chapter have simultaneously 
structured this global industry, harmed individuals, societies, and the 
environment, and provided elites with the means to achieve their goals. 
The chapter demonstrates, for example, that elite- controlled policy 
planning networks in the U.S. play a key role in shaping U.S. and WTO 
policy regarding agricultural trade, which, in turn, benefits agribusiness 
corporations and severely harms individuals, communities, and the en-
vironment around the world. The chapter also explains how agribusi-
ness firms and supermarkets use their oligopsony and oligopoly power 
in agricultural commodity chains to reduce farmer profits, shape farmer 
behavior, and accumulate capital.
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I shift gears in chapter 5 by turning my attention to natural resource 
extraction and armed violence. I begin by arguing that armed violence 
is one of several overlapping and mutually reinforcing elite- controlled 
mechanisms that provide core nations and corporations with the means 
to control or gain disproportionate access to the natural resource wealth 
of developing nations (core nations are the world’s wealthiest nations). I 
then demonstrate that armed violence is strongly associated with natu-
ral resource extraction in many parts of the world. To demonstrate this 
association, I identify 10 minerals that are critical to the functioning 
of the U.S. economy and/or military and ask whether the extraction of 
these critical minerals involved the use of armed violence at any point 
between 1995 and 2009 (the research for this portion of chapter 5 was 
conducted in 2009). I supplement this analysis with a set of short case 
studies that more fully examine the violent activities associated with the 
extraction of two of these critical minerals (manganese and copper) and 
then provide a general discussion of the role that armed violence played 
in supporting the activities of what in 2007 were the world’s three largest 
mining companies (Rio Tinto, CVRD/Vale, and BHP Billiton). Finally, 
to demonstrate that armed violence works in conjunction with other 
elite- controlled organizational mechanisms, I examine several mecha-
nisms that the World Bank uses to promote natural resource extraction 
in Africa and investigate the degree to which armed violence carried out 
by military, police, mercenary, and rebel forces is associated with African 
mining projects that have received World Bank funding or World Bank 
investment guarantees. I conclude that armed violence is a critically im-
portant elite- controlled mechanism that in conjunction with other elite- 
controlled mechanisms ensures core nations’ access to and control over 
natural resources, thereby promoting capital accumulation and military 
power in the core, degrading local, regional, and global environments, 
and creating the conditions within which ecological unequal exchange 
(see chapter 5) can occur.

In chapter 6, the final empirical chapter of the book, I examine the 
elite roots of U.S. energy and military policy in the George W. Bush ad-
ministration. I briefly describe U.S. energy and military policy since 
World War II, discuss the human, social, and environmental conse-
quences of this policy in the U.S. and around the world, and then exam-
ine the role that economic and political elites, the U.S. policy planning 
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network, and restricted decision making played in the formation of the 
Bush administration’s military and energy policy. As in the previous 
empirical chapters, I highlight the importance of OINB inequality and 
elite- controlled organizations, institutions, and networks and demon-
strate that the empirical evidence presented in the chapter is consistent 
with the theoretical argument I set forth in chapter 2.

Finally, in the concluding chapter of the book I summarize my theo-
retical argument and empirical findings and discuss the theoretical and 
substantive implications of these findings. Most importantly, I argue 
that the evidence presented in the case studies strongly supports my 
theoretical model, thereby demonstrating that sociologists and environ-
mentalists cannot explain the structural causes of environmental deg-
radation without examining either the link between OINB inequality 
and environmental degradation or the organizational, institutional, and 
network- based mechanisms through which elites exert power.

I turn now to a critique of environmental economics and consumer- 
oriented environmentalism.
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