The work from which this Copy was made
did not dinclude a formal copyright
notice. Copyright law may protect this
work. Uses may  be allowed with
permission from the rights holder, or if
the copyright on the work has expired, or
if the wuse is “fair use” or if it is
within another exemption. The wuser of

this work is responsible for determining
its lawful uses.

OKS Document Delivery Call #: 305 S6795
= Journal Title: SOC!OIO‘glca' Inqu;ry Location: Main Library Periodicals (Non-
: Volume: 59 . circulating)
b Issue: 4
~ Wonth/Year: CUSTOMER HAS REQUESTED:
z i E-Mail
E Pages: 439-452
-g g:;lg:ﬁng\uthor: W. R. Freudenburg and R. Riley Dunlap
= icle Ti ~ 011 CLB
j Artu.c:gg?tle: The emergence of environmental Stilwater, OK 74078-1071
= socio




The Emergence of Environmental Sociology: Contributions

of Riley E. Dunlap and Wilham R. Catton, Jr.

William R. Freudenburg, University of Wisconsin and Robert Gramling,
University of Southwestern Louisiana

Human beings have a dualistic relationship with the environment, being subject
to physical and biological limits and yet being unique in the capacity for culture and
symbolic communication. Sociology reflects this context and adds another dualism,
drawing heavily from the concepts and perspectives of biclogical ecology, but reacting
almost violendy against “‘reductionism’ of any sort, specifically including social
Darwinism and environmental determinism. During much of the twentieth century,
the predominant trend within sociology was for scholars 1o downplay or even ignore
the importance of the environment, particularly in the United States. This trend was
ultimately counterbalanced by sociological responses to the environmental movement
of the late 1960s and carly 1970s and by the efforts of selected sociologists—particu-
larly Riley Dunlap and William Catton—who helped bring together the field of
““environmental sociology.”” Given the finite nature of many natural resources and
the ways in which human activitics depend upon and affect the environment, the
field of environmental sociology is likely to be an increasingly important one in the

years (0 Come.

Introduction

As Buttel and Humphrey note (1987, p. 60), humans have a dualistic
nature with respect to the environment, being both “*a biological species in an
ccosystem,’’ subject to ecological limits and interdependencies, and at the
same time ‘‘creators of distinctly social environments.”” Recognition of this
dualistic nature is at least implicitly evident in the sociological literature since
its inception. For the most part, however, the explicit focus of sociology has
been on the *“distinctly social’’ half of this dualism. While this focus is under-
standable, it is also incomplete. From the human consequences of natural
disasters (Drabek 1986) to the ‘‘natural’” consequences of some human-in-
duced disasters (Erikson 1976; Bunker 1984), the interrelationships between
society and the environment have shown no signs of going away even during
the many times they have been ignored.

Since the early 1970s, fortunately, this partial blind spot in the socio-
logical imagination has begun to be recognized and corrected. The problem,

Seciological Inguiry, Vol 39, No. 4, November 1989
©E989 by the University of Texas Press, P.O. Box 7819, Austin, TX 78713



440 WILLIAM R. FREUDENBURG AND ROBERT GRAMLING

of course, is still likely to persist for quite some time, but (o ignore the progress
that has been made would be Just as inappropriate as to ignore one half of
humanity’s dualistic relationship with the environment. In this article, ac-
cordingly, we review the contributions of two of the sociologists who have been
most influential in the emergence, development, and institutionalization of
what is now commonly known as “‘environmental sociology”’—William R.
Catton and Riley E. Dunlap.

Admittedly, the emergence of environmental sociology (with its emphasis
on the reciprocal causal relationship between human activities and the physi-
cal environment) has been an uphill battle in American sociology, and for four
main reasons. First, the ““American’’ aspect of the discipline has provided an
underlying ethos antagonistic to environmental sensitivity, particularly during
the decades of prosperity after World War II. As Dunlap and Van Liere
(1984) have noted, the ‘““Dominant Social Paradigm’ (DSP)—society’s
“‘common values, beliefs, and shared wisdom about the physical and social en-
vironments”’ (Pirages 1977, p- 6)—*‘was formed during a bygone era of extra-
ordinary abundance’’ (Dunlap and Van Liere 1984, p. 1014). American
sociologists, like other Americans, have been socialized into this man-versus-
environment, frontier-like world view. This socialization process makes the
reciprocal causal relationships between humans and their environment less
likely to be noticed and thus less likely to be operationalized in research.

Second, one of the more basic historical trends within American sociology
was a reaction against the conservative ideology of Social Darwinism preva-
lent around the turn of the century, with its tendency to be used in the legiti-
mation of elite exploitation. The enduring legacy of this rejection has been an
aversion to deterministic explanations in general, and biological explanations
in particular (cf. Buttel and Humphrey 1987).

Third, the classic sociological theorists of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, situated as they were in an unsympathetic cultural and
academic setting, concentrated on the social as opposed to physical elements of
human behavioral systems, if only to simplify the process of carving out a
legitimate area of expertise. As Buttel and Humphrey (1987, p. 10) note,
““Each of the classical theorists carned his reputation for creating a system of
theoretical reasoning in which the master processes of social change were seen
to be distinctly social factors. " Furthermore, of perhaps even greater influence
was the analysis of these original efforts by later theorists, primarily Parsons,
an interpretation that exaggerated the exclusively social bent of the analysis.
Thus, macroscopic sociological theory increasingly developed an almost ex-
clusively social explanation of human behavior.

Finally, and generally less recognized, microscopic sociological theory
has had a similar bias, one that has increased over the past several decades.
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While Dunlap and Catton (1983) note the influence of the symbolic interac-
tionists, primarily Mead, Cooley, and Thomas, who have focused on the
importance of the socially derived definition of the situation, an equally in-
fluential and socially focused account has been presented by other major
microscopic paradigms. Human interaction has come increasingly to be
viewed as a process by which actors construct meaning within a largely un-
defined social environment (cf. Berger and Kellner 1964; Berger and Luck-
mann 1967), exchange subjectively meaningful rewards in a market-like milieu
(Blau 1964), or create, produce, organize, and make accountable everyday life
(Garfinkel 1967). Seldom, if ever, is there any hint that these processes, or the
end result of these processes, would differ according to the physical environ-
ment(s) within which they occur.

As pointed out by Field and Burch (forthcoming), a number of sociolo-
gists, including many of the “‘classic’’ rural sociologists in the U.S., did in-
deed devote explicit attention to the environment. By the late 1960s, however,
many of these contributions had been overlooked or forgotten under the com-
bined influences of the forces noted above. Even the sociological aspects of
“human ecology,”” despite the field’s ecological roots and title, devoted only
occasional attention to the biophysical environment (e.g., Duncan 1961). It 1S
only a minor exaggeration (o say that today’s field of “*Environmental So-
ciology’’ waited to congeal until the 1970s, as sociologists responded to the en-
vironmental movement of the late 1960s and early 1970s—and to the com-
bined efforts of Riley Dunlap and William Catton.

Intellectual Paths to Collaborative Work

William R. Catton, Jr. received the Ph.D. from the University ol Wash-
ington in 1954, where he was exposed to the positivistic sociology ol Stuart
Dodd and George Lundberg. Following briel stints at Reed College in North
Carolina and the Rand Corporation, Catton returned to the University of
Washington as a faculty member in 1957, After conducting rescarch on a
range of topics (most notably on mass communication and human values) car-
ly in his career, Catton’s avid interests in hiking and camping stimulated his
sociological imagination, positivistic orientation, and research interest (Catton
1986). The results included an early sixties study of visitation rates to national
parks (Catton 1966: chap. 6 and 8) and a mid-sixties study of the charactens-
tics and motivations of wilderness users (Hendee and Catton 1968)

These empirical studies evolved into broader concern with “‘wildland
recreation,”’ an interest that was strengthened by Catton’s move Lo the Uni-
versity of Canterbury in New 7 caland from 1970 to 1972. His relationship to
the environment there, as well as in the United States (especially from hikes
around his beloved Mt. Rainier in Washington), gradually led Catton to an
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awarencess of and concern ahout the ccological damage produced by human
over-use of the environment (Catton 19715 1972). These experiences con-
vinced him of the utility, for sociological analyses, of bio-ecological concepts
such as carrying capacity, and he soon extended his ecological insights into
macro-level analyses of what he saw as an overpopulated, industrialized world
dependent upon finite resources such as fossil fuels (Catton 1974).

One finds in these carly writings the seeds of subsequent conclusions that
the paradigmatic underpinnings of the discipline itsell precluded analysis of
ecological considerations. Most notably, in a 1972 article Catron wrote,
““pressure from physical and biological (ecological) limits has begun to render
obsolete the sociological assumption that reality is largely socially
constructed” (Catton 1972, p. 437). To overcome this pervasive ‘‘anti-
reductionist’” assumption, Catton argued that sociology needed to develop a
“new paradigm” —one that would sce the human being “not only as a
creature of culture but also as an evolving mammal and component of a
changing ecosystem’’ (1972, p. 438). The nature of this new paradigm, as well
as luller explication and critique of the dominant paradigm within sociology,
was subsequently spelled out much more fully in Catton’s collaborative work
with Dunlap.

Riley E. Dunlap’s involvemnent in environmental research began carly in
his career. Having just completed a study of student political activists for his
M.A. at the University of Oregon, Dunlap teamed up with Richard Gale—
who was then an assistant professor—in a study of the students who were in-
volved in the 1970 ““Earth Day’’ celebration at Oregon. This study of “‘cco-
activists’” (Dunlap and Gale 1972) was the first in a long line of studies of en-
vironmental attitudes conducted by Dunlap, many of which focused on the
socio-political bases of environmentalism.

A prominent theme in these studies was the assumption that environ-
mental protection was not the consensual issue it first appeared to be, and that
... anational commitment to solve environmental problems will run head-
on into many traditional values and time-honored practices’’ (Dunlap, Gale,
and Rutherford 1973, p- 45). In the process of attemnpting to understand these
sources of opposition, Dunlap came across the concept of a ““Dominant Socjal
Paradigm’ (DSP) in Pirages and Ehrlich (1974). The concept of a DSP cap-
tured the essence (much better than did the notion of ““political conservatism’”)
of a growing body of literature on the “anti-ecological” nature of traditional
American values and ideology.

In the mid-seventies, Dunlap began o design a study to operationalize
the concept of a DSP and to examine its relationship to environmental atg-
tudes. In the process, he came to the conclusion that prominent themes in pro-
environmental writings, such as the inevitability of limits to growth, the rejec-



THE EMERGENCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIOLOGY 443

tion of an anthropocentric worldview, etc., were evolving into a scientific
alternative to the DSP. This alternative was labelled by Dunlap and his then-
student collaborator, Kent Van Liere, as the “New Environmental Para-
digm,”” or NEP (Dunlap and Van Liere 1978:; 1984). It was about this time
that Dunlap and Catton began their collaboration.

Collaboration and Cross-Fertilization

By the mid-1970s, the term “‘environmental sociology’’ was coming into
wide use, as shown perhaps most clearly by the formation of a Section on En-
vironmental Sociology of the American Sociological Association (ASA). Sull,
there was a great deal of ambiguity in the term’s usage. To many, it applied to
any sociological research on environmental issues, the most prevalent of which
were studies of environmentalism. Most of these analyses involved the applica-
tion of standard sociological perspectives—typically from social movements,
social psychology, public opinion, and social problems theory—to environ-
mental issues, rather than the development of a distinctly new arca of speciali-
ation. Prior to the widespread sociological attention o environmentalism
(which developed only after the emergence ol the environmental movement
in the late 1960s), several other groups of sociologists were dealing with en-
vironmental issues, most notably through studies of housing and the built
environment, studies of natural disasters, and studies of natural resource
management. However, it was rare to find individuals involved in the latter
types of research calling themselves ‘‘environmental sociologists.”’

Against this background, Catton and Dunlap began to discuss their
mutual interests in environmental issues, and more specifically, the need for
an “environmental sociology.”’ Catton’s growing appreciation of the work of
early sociological human ecologists—extending mainly from the works of
Robert Park and Ernest Burgess up through at least the early work of Amos
Hawley—made him somewhat skeptical of the need for a new speciality. Cat-
ton’s attendance at a 1975 conference on contemporary sociological human
ecology, however (eventually published as Micklin and Choldin 1984), con-
vinced him that sociological human ecologists were not adequately addressing
the issues of pollution, resource use and population growth, issucs that were
receiving increasing attention by non-sociological ecologists and by environ-
mental sociologists. He became more sympathetic to Dunlap’s argument that
a new specialty was needed. '

In some ways, it would be fair to argue that the new specialty was
already emerging, but that it lacked focus and identity. If so, what Catton and
Dunlap did was to help such a focus to coalesce. In early 1976, Dunlap and
Catton began work on a paper for that year’s ASA meeting. The paper was in-
tended to provide both a definition of environmental sociology and a clarifica-
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tion of the way in which the new field differed from sociological human ecology.
While a presentation was given on ‘‘Environmental Sociology—Why Not
Human Ecology?”’ the baper was never completed. However, this manuscript
contained the core ideas that were eventually published in a number of articles,

The first publication, “‘Environmental Sociology: A New Paradigm,”’
(Catton & Dunlap 1978a) appeared in a special issue of The American Socioly-
gist devoted to the ““New Theoretical Perspectives.’” This paper accomplished
two things. First, it provided a straightforward definition of the field of en-
vironmental sociology as the “study of social-environmental interactions,”’
emphasizing not only that humans have an impact on the physical environ-
ment, but that environmental conditions (such as energy supplies) also affect
humans and human societies. Second, it made the argument that environ-
mental sociologists’ willingness to examine environmental variables carried an
implicit challenge not only to the DSP, but to our own discipline’s fundamental
assumptions or paradigm (Catton & Dunlap 1978a). More specifically, the
cross-fertilization of their prior work led Catton and Dunlap to argue that
sociology suffered from a preoccupation with the social causes of social facts
and from an implicit set of assumptions that encouraged the discipline to ig-
nore the ecological constraints facing all other species. Catton and Dunlap
called those assumptions the ““Human Exceptionalist Paradigm,” or HEP,
referring to its exaggerated emphasis on the “‘exceptional’”’ characteristics of
Homo sapiens (culture, science, and technology). A later conversation with
Allan Schnaiberg at a San Francisco delj caused them (and all others in atten-
dance) to agree that this could more accurately be called the ““Human Exemp-
tionalist Paradigm,”’ the term they generally still use to this day. Finally, they
also argued that implicit within the growing body of sociological work on en-
vironmental problems was a ““New Environmental Paradigm,” (NEP) or set
of assumptions that emphasized the ultimate “‘ccosystem-dependence’’ of
human societies.

This argument received a good deal of attention, being singled out by the
outgoing editor of The American Sociologist, Allen Grimshaw (1979) as one of
his two favorites among the articles published during his four-year term. It
also received criticisms, including a major one by fellow environmental
sociologist Frederick Buttel (1978), who argued that while HEP-NEP distinc-
tion was important, it ought not overshadow traditional theoretical perspec-
tives such as the conflict-versus-consensus cleavage. This led (o a short reply
(Catton & Dunlap 1978b) and stimulated an eventual revision of the basic
assumption of two paradigms as well as an expanded clarification of the rela-
tionship between the HEP-NEP and conflict-consensus cleavages (Catton and
Dunlap 1980).

Responses received from other colleagues also led to new names for the
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two paradigms. As noted above, HEP was renamed the ‘‘Human Exemp-
tionalism Paradigm,”” a label that does not challenge the notion that humans
are an ‘‘exceptional’’ species, but rather conveys the ideas that possession of
culture and technology does not ‘‘exempt’’ humans from ecological constraints.
Similarly, the NEP was renamed the ““‘New Ecological Paradigm,’’ in recog-
nition of the increasingly ecological perspective involved in most environmental
research (Catton and Dunlap 1980). The HEP-NEP distinction has been used
by Catton in Ouvershoot (1980), a sweeping ecological history of Homo saplens,
and was extended to the rest of the social sciences in a symposium edited by
Dunlap (1980).

While the article and reply in The American Sociologist and the 1980 follow-
up article emphasized the paradigmatic implications of sociological attention
to environmental issues, Dunlap and Gatton also continued the effort to “de-
fine’’ the field of environmental sociology. They authored a 1979 article in the
Annual Review of Sociology and a 1979 book chapter (Dunlap and Catton 1979a;
1979b) in which they not only repeated their argument that sociological atten-
tion to environmental issues warranted the recognition of a new specialization,
but reinforced their point by reviewing and synthesizing a wide range of work
—ranging {rom housing to resource management—that had a common focus
on ‘‘socictal-environmental interactions.”’ In addition to delineating a com-
mon focus, they distinguished between ““core’’ environmental sociology,
which focused on such interactions, and research that involved the application
of traditional sociological perspectives to environmental issues (e.g. research
sociology of

(4

on the ‘Environmental Movement’’), which they labelled the
environmental issues.’” In a later paper, which appeared as the lead article in
a special issue of Sociological Inquiry on ‘‘Sociology of Environment,”” Dunlap
and Catton (1983) reinforced the argument for common ground among
sociologists studying environmental issues, focusing specifically on com-
monalities and the need to bridge the gap between those who study the
“hbuilt”” and those who study the ‘‘natural’” environment.

In addition to their efforts to define environmental sociology as an area ol
specialization and to emphasize its paradigmatic implications, a third theme 1$
prevalent in the works of Dunlap and Catton, namely that environmental
sociologists should ground their work in a strong ecological perspective. They
have suggested that sociological human ecology (at least when [recd of its
HEPish traditions) offers uscful insights. Specifically they have urged the use of
Duncan’s (1961) model of the ccological complex, or “POET model,”” which
emphasizes the mediating role of human organization and technology hetween
human populations and their environment, as a useful analytical framework

(Dunlap and Catton 1979a; 1979b; 1983).
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Institutionalization of the Field

In addition to their intellectual work, however, Dunlap and Catton have
also offered the kind of organizational and institutional leadership that, in
S0mME respects, may prove to have been Just as important. The significance of
this contribution has to do partly with the importance that Washington State
University attained in the area of environmental sociology, largely because of
their leadership, but it can also be seen by realizing that the two colleagues
played crucial leadership roles in all three of the professional sociological asso-
ciations that have provided the organizational base for environmental sociology,
Riley Dunlap initiated the formation of the “‘Environmental Problems Divi-
sion” within the Society for the Study of Social Problems (SSSP) in 1973,
serving at its chair through 1975. He was also elected to the initial Council of
the ASA Section on Environmental] Sociology, serving from 1976 to 1978, and
he also served as chair of the oldest such group, the Natural Resources Re-
search Group of the Rural Sociological Society (RSS), for 1978-79. Finally,
Dunlap served as chair-elect and chair of the ASA Section on Environmental
Sociology from 1979 (0 1983, Catton served on the ““ASA Ad Hoc Committee
on Environmental Sociology’’ in 1974-75, the first time that the national
organization had dealt specifically with the topic. He was elected as the chair
of the newly formed ASA section in 1976-77.

Between the two of them, Catton and Dunlap have organized and chaired
numerous sessions at professional meetings, several of which focused on the
nature of the emerging field of environmental sociology. They also put out in-
numerable issues of newsletters for the three organizations noted above,
assisting in the crucial “networking”’ functions during the early days of the
ficld. Dunlap also organized joint SSSP-RSS sessions early on, bringing rural
sociologists and SSSP members together to discuss topics such as environ-
mental quality as a social problem, the equity impacts of environmental prob-
lems, and the nature of the “Environmental Movemeny.*’ More generally,
they have served as informal “networkers”™ who have tried to bring together
ASA, SSSP and RSS members, as well as (o put environmental sociologists in
touch with non-sociologists interested in environmental issues.

Just as salient as the national organizational leadership provided by Cat-
‘on and Dunlap is the extent to which they managed to build up a key center of
nvironmental sociology at Washington State University (WSU). Riley
dunlap arrived at WSU jn 1972, directly out of graduate school; William Cat-
on was hired a year later, after returning to the United States from the Uni-
ersity of Canterbury in New Zealand. They began to collaborate in 1975.

By mid-decade, other WSU sociologists such as Lew Carter (Carter and
sray 1975) and Don Dillman (Dillman, Tremblay and Dillman 1977) were
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also focusing on environmental issues, and the late seventies saw the addition
of two new faculty with strong interests in environmental sociology, William
Freudenburg (Freudenburg 1981; 1986) and Eugene Rosa (Freudenburg and
Rosa 1984; Rosa, Machlis and Keating 1988). In addition, Marvin Olsen
spent a short period at WSU in the early eighties. The result was that the
WSU departments of sociology and rural sociology developed a ‘‘critical
mass’’ of faculty in the area of environmental sociology, as well as a set of rele-
vant courses: Environmental Sociology, taught by Dunlap; Human Ecology,
taught by Catton; Energy and Society, taught by Rosa; and Social Impact
Assessment, originally taught by Freudenburg, now by Carter.

While WSU has lost a pair of faculty members— Freudenburg and Olsen
—who contributed to its Environmental Sociology Program, Lee Freese and
James Short have in recent years developed interests that are germane to the
area (e.g. Short 1984; Freese 1988). In general, throughout the eighties,
WSU'’s environmental sociologists have focused increasing attention on the
relationship between technology and environmental issues, including work on
nuclear energy (Dunlap and Olsen 1984; Carter 1988), risk assessment (Short
1984), information technologies (Dillman 1985) and theoretical analyses of
technology and natural resources (Catton 1986; Freese 1988). This shift has par-
alleled a general trend among environmental sociologists, one reflected in changes
in the names of the SSSP Division (from «“Environmental Problems Division’’
to “Division on Environment and Technology’”) and the ASA Section (from
“‘Section on Environmental Sociology’’ to **Section on Environment and Tech-
nology’’). Within the past decade, of course, other departments have also
developed critical masses of faculty with interests in environmental sociology,
including Michigan State, Penn State, Utah State and Wisconsin.

Assessing the Impact of Their Work

Catton and Dunlap’s contributions up to the present represent five broad
areas. First, as noted above, most environmental sociologists would probably
agree that Dunlap and Catton’s efforts to define, integrate, and modify the
field have had a major effect on environmental sociology, providing practi-
tioners with a sense of identity as well as providing the specialty with visibility
within the larger discipline. Thisis reflected in their being named co-recipients
of a 1985 “Award of Merit”’ from the Rural Sociological Society’s Natural
Resources Rescarch Group and a 1986 **Award {or Distinguished Contribu-
tion’® from the American Sociological Association’s Section on Environmental
Sociology. Similarly, in a recent review of the field for the Annual Review of
Sociology, Buttel refers to their work as providing—along with that of Allan
Schnaiberg (1980)—much of the ““core’’ of environmental sociology (1987,
pp. 467-71; also see Buttel 1986).



448 WILLIAM R. FREUDENBURG AND ROBERT GRAMLING

The second contribution of Dunlap and Catton comes with their expan-
sion of the perspective of human ccology. Focusing on the reciprocal causal
relationship between human activity and the physical environment not only
avoids the potential for a narrow deterministic point of view, but also provides
4 more comprehensive analytical framework—indeed, a more “ecological’’
framework—than is found in what had become the traditional sociological
human ecology. An additional contribution is the idea that certain human ac-
tivities (primarily a tendency toward unchecked growth, and a concomitant
increasing reliance on and depletion of finite resources) tend to lead not
toward equilibrium with the natural environment, but toward disequilibrium
and environmental degradation (cf. Catton 1980). The call for renewed atten-
tion to ecological limits, however, has met with only limited success in other
sociological research (Buttel 1987, pp. 469-471). One area of success Is
reflected by recent work in the sociology of agriculture. Buttel (1987, p. 471)
attributes the increasing attention given to ecological conditions in this work
as stemming, to a considerable degree, {rom the Dunlap and Martin article
(1983) that criticized earljer sociological work on agriculture for ignoring such
conditions. On the other hand, ironically, Catton and Dunlap have had little
success in convincing many of those who consider themselves sociological
““*human ecologists’” of the relevance of the biophysical environment (see, for
example, St. John 1985).

Third, whether or not the extant theoretical perspectives in sociology con-
stitute a single meta-theoretical paradigm (Human Exemptionaljst Paradigm)
as Catton and Dunlap have argued, many of these perspectives do share a
common implicit assumption that the physical environment is largely irrele-
vant for sociological analysis. In this sense, Dunlap and Catton’s position has
been, as Buttel (1987, p. 468) notes, “self-consciously fashioned as a critique
of ‘mainstream’ soctology,”” and the mainstream currents of any discipline
can be notoriously slow to shilt.

Fourth, having characterized current sociological perspectives as a single
paradigm, Catton and Dunlap have proposed an alternative, the New Eco-
logical Paradigm. This HEP-NEP distinction in particular has had, as Buttel
(1986, p. 345) puts it, “‘a curious influence on environmental sociology.”” On
the one hand, most environmental sociologists accept the validity of the HEP-
NEP distinction: on the other hand, it is drawn at a level of abstraction that
may make it difficult to apply in empirical rescarch. Continued efforts o in-
tegrate this paradigmatic distinction with mainstream theoretical perspectives,
as begun by Humphrey and Burtel (1982, pp. 100-104), are certainly war-
ranted.

Finally, Catton and Dunlap have deepened our understanding of current
public and political environmental debates in the United States by drawing
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greater attention to the historical experience of American society, as reflected
‘1 the Dominant Social Paradigm. In contrast to the HEP-NEP conceptuali-
zation, the DSP-NEP distinction has had considerable impact on empirical
work, perhaps because it focuses on society at large rather than the discipline
of sociology. The idea that environmentalism poses a [ull-blown challenge to
the ‘‘dominant social paradigm’ of industrialized nations has been used by
European sociologists (Cotgrove 1982) as well as U. S. scholars in other disci-
plines (e.g. Milbrath 1984). Dunlap is in the process of reformulating the
competing societal paradigms as the ““ecological’” and *‘technological”’ world-
views (Dunlap and Olsen 1984).

The jury is still out, of course, on the longer-term, wider-range effects of
the growth and institutionalization of environmental sociology. It is unclear
whether Dunlap and Catton have been successful in getting most sociologists
who study environmental issues to think of themselves as “‘environmental
sociologists’’ rather than, for example, as specialists in energy (Rosa, Machlis
and Keating 1988), social impact assessment (Freudenburg 1986), or a com-
bination of the two (Gramling and Brabant 1986). More broadly, only limited
cuccess has been achieved in establishing a common identity among those who
study housing and the built environment and other environmental sociolo-
gists.

What is clear, however, is that the physical environment does aflect
human activities, and in turn human activities affect the environment. While
technological developments have allowed many of us to ignore the interde-
pendencies for a few decades, the interdependencies arc unlikely to disappear
even when they are being ignored. Current issues range from ozone holes to
global warming, Superfund sites to resource depletion, Three Mile Island to
Chernobyl; we can confidently predict that headlines over the coming years
and decades will continue to provide evidence that socicties’ options are limited
by the realities of the physical environment-—and that societies’ actions can
have increasingly far-reaching implications for the environment on which we
all depend.

Under the circumstances, it appears that sociologists can choose between
two options: We can begin to bring the environmentinto our analyses now, or
we can be further behind when we can no longer avoid doing so in the luture.
As Dunlap and Catton have helped to point out, the option to bring the en-
vironment into sociological analysis clearly exists. ‘Our conclusion is that they
are to be commended for doing so; our hope is that this article will help ever-
increasing numbers of sociologists to choose the option of recognizing the
reciprocal relationships, sooner, rather than later,
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