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From Legal Justice to Restorative Justice to Relational Justice: 

Implications for our three New Worlds 

John McDonald. CEO ProActive ReSolutions. May 2019. NSW Judicial Commission.  

Land & Environment Court Annual Conference   

As 21st Century humans we live in three New Worlds, each of them presenting new challenges. We 
refer to these new challenges as New Harmscapes.  How we humans, through our businesses and 
institutions respond to these challenges, will determine both the contours of the 21st Century and 
indeed the very nature of human lives along with the lives of many other species, for a very long time. 
Life as we know it is undergoing three major transformations that radically redefine the structure of 
the risks to which the populations and the organizations that compose them are exposed. 

The first of these new worlds we refer to as the New Planet. The advent of the Anthropocene, the new 
geological epoch caused by the Industrial Revolution and subsequent climate change, has on all 
available evidence led to an increased frequency and severity of natural disasters. Climate change is 
creating new and unforeseen harmscapes, where old governance techniques are not suited to 
preventing, responding or limiting harm to lives and infrastructure, nor to building community or 
institutional resilience.  

This presentation will focus on the New Planet, while referring briefly to the second new world closely 
aligned with the New Planet, that being the new Digital World. These new worlds have major 
implications for those who draft and enact environmental legislation, and institutions such as the Land 
and Environment Court, charged with informing, interpreting and deciding how to respond to breaches 
of that legislation.  

The third New World, what we refer to as the New Human or the Techno-Human, focusses on humans 
and their assemblages with other earthlings, whereby we physically converge with technologies and 
explore the new harmscapes brought about by this convergence. This presentation won’t focus on this 
third new World, though it also has implications for how we manage our lives for a better tomorrow.  

It is within this framing that my presentation will attempt to place Restorative Justice as a governance 
technique that might be well suited to work within the structures of the Court, to help build community 
and institutional resilience in the face of these new harmscapes. 

I recently read a rather sobering book by two French thinkers, Bonneuil and Fressoz titled ‘The Shock 
of the Anthropocene’ and amongst other things, it points out that courts and the environment have 
been interacting for centuries. They cite instances as far back as the 1750s in France where people 
challenged and resisted moves to unfairly exploit the earth’s resources. Land ownership, access to 
resources and exploitation of the land by powerful individuals and institutions at the expense of the 
less powerful were dealt with by the courts back then. Changes in the law in France and Germany for 
example, giving rights to private interests over what had previously been forests owned by the Crown, 
but managed by royal forestry agents and accessible to villagers, resulted in half a century of violent 
conflict over access to forests.  It was a Land and Environment crisis. And in the first half of the 19th 
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Century in Bavaria and France, a political and scientific debate raged over the individual interests of 
forest proprietors, versus the interests of the people and the environment.  In England the advent of 
the Industrial Revolution led to ongoing debate on its impact on mortality, safety, quality of life, the 
pollution of the atmosphere and the destruction of the environment.  
 
What we might refer to as the Green Movement has in effect existed since prior to the industrial 
revolution and continues right up until today, with what seem like similar debates, both political and 
environmental, continuing to rage across multiple countries. And while scientists largely agree on the 
causes and potential harms of a warming planet, their capacity to get that message out to the public, 
has been less than effective, thwarted as they are by powerful business and media campaigns over 
many years. However anyone who pays attention to climate change and its impact on the 
environment, seems to agree that the time to reduce and stop its catastrophic impacts has just about 
run out.  
 
We’re all familiar with the terms the Holocene and the Anthropocene and they appear in Justice 
Preston’s recent Judgement on Gloucester Resources vs. the Minister for Planning. This case was part 
of a long tradition whereby community groups who feel they are or will be adversely affected by 
changes to their local environment, have been instrumental in voicing concern and opposition to the 
actions of more powerful single interest business groups, and find ways to engage with existing 
institutions to protect that environment.  
 
The Land and Environment Court is in the business of justice as a better tomorrow, rather than solely 
justice as metered out sanctions. Gloucester Resources vs. the Minister for Planning struck me as a 
case of justice being the result of a variety of nodes of influence all coming together before the Court, 
arguing their case and looking for a decision on the future of their environment.  
The Land and Environment Court became the central node that allowed multiple groups with very 
different interests to come together and argue their case, giving the court the authority to make a 
decision on a better tomorrow.  
 
And if we take this case as an example, it seems inevitable that the Land and Environment Court will 
increasingly become a central node in adjudicating on life threatening harmscapes already with us, 
and those emerging and lethal harmscapes coming our way, as a direct result of climate change on 
the New Planet. There are multiple examples of this before the Court that don’t make the headlines, 
but nevertheless do have an impact on our quality of life.  
 
At the time I received the invitation to present to this audience an update on Restorative Justice and 
approaches to mediation, my colleagues and I were already discussing the global environmental crisis 
we face, and the urgent need for action on the part of our communities and our leaders.  
 
Our business has been working with those who have experienced harm, including but not restricted 
to trauma resulting from Institutional Betrayal, at the hands of powerful individuals and institutions 
such as churches, banks, government agencies and employers. All important stuff and all areas to 
which we devote time and energy. But it seems that Climate Change is increasingly demanding our 
attention and while responding appropriately to individual suffering and striving to address our many 
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ills is critically important, these will become less urgent when compared to the need to adapt to the 
New Planet.  
 
The invitation to speak today inspired for us a collective sense both of opportunity and despair.  
 
Opportunity, in that I get to speak to you as a group of people who collectively exercise some authority 
in relation to the environment and our society’s regulation of human action in that realm.  
 
Opportunity, because it’s lovely to have a few minutes to speak to people within a ‘fulcrum institution’ 
such as the Land and Environment Court. People who have some authority and capacity to make an 
impact in relation to the specific incidents and cases that collectively constitute our current 
environmental crisis.  
 
Opportunity again because this court is alive to the issues and seems determined to make a difference. 
It’s a Court not unused to incurring criticism, public censure and mixed reviews, as all Courts surely 
do, but in your case, the importance and impact of this Court’s judgements will continue to increase.  
 
As I said the invitation to speak today inspired for us a collective sense of opportunity, but also a 
collective sense of despair. And on this the evidence is clear. On a recent flight back from Chicago, I 
was reading the MIT Technology Review’s May 2019 edition on Climate Change1, and in it the editor 
refers to a 2007 quote from John Holden who went on to become President Obama’s Chief Science 
Adviser, who when asked what we needed to be doing about climate change famously commented: 
“We basically have 3 choices: mitigation, adaptation and suffering.”  
 
The MIT Review comments that most writing about climate change still concentrates on mitigation, 
whereby the commentators reassuringly record how we’re developing ways to reduce emissions and 
increase clean energy sources, by doing amazing things such as building better batteries and electric 
vehicles. They also write that if all else fails, there will be last minute technological innovations that 
will save us from the worst effects of a warming planet. Things like heroic engineering efforts that will 
allow us to alter the atmosphere, so as to reflect more sunlight back into space. Many commentators, 
policy makers and decision makers in Government and industry, continue to assure us that we’ll be 
able to mitigate the effects of climate change and all will be OK. And as the MIT Review editor says, 
“These technologies create a comforting narrative that our scientific smarts will save us from our 
political stupidity.”  
 
  

 

1 MIT Technology Review. Welcome to Climate Change. May/June 2019. 
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The Journal argues that while not giving up on mitigation, it’s time to focus more on adaptation and 
suffering. To focus on the technologies that we’ll need to adapt and survive in a catastrophically 
altered New Planet. The growth in renewables, a mitigation strategy, has not made a dent in the use 
of fossil fuels.  
 
With food production, as an adaptation strategy, the race is on to breed new crops that are engineered 
for resilience as our region and others become hotter. And it seems beyond debate that living on the 
New Planet involves coming to terms with increased mortality and suffering for millions. For many of 
us personally, it’ll mean ditching our most basic assumptions about what constitutes a normal, quality 
life such that there will no longer be affordable or available ways to live as we do now:  

• It’s unlikely we’ll be driving or commuting in our own vehicles.  
• Living in air-conditioned comfort will only be available to those who can afford this very 

expensive luxury.  
• Food security will be compromised. At the time of writing, Sydney for example, Australia’s 

largest city, has only three days fresh food available at any one time, and almost all of that 
accessible through only one location (the Flemington Markets). 

• It’s unlikely we’ll have security of movement and be able to travel freely about the country 
and the planet. 

• We’ll all have our physical security challenged by being subject to the impacts of extreme 
weather events and the consequent increase in physical violence from other humans. 

• Infrastructure that we currently take for granted will no longer be reliable, including roads, 
rail, airports, energy grids, hospitals and the like. 

• Living in open, non-segregated communities will increasingly be replaced for those who can 
afford it, by living in privately secured gated communities. 

All these ‘securities’ will be under attack as a direct result of climate change on our New Planet. The 
need for discussion, decision-making, planning, action and more mitigation is long-past. Despite the 
vocal clamouring of ‘climate change deniers’, the science tells us that we’re already far beyond the 
metaphor of a precipice.  
We sit now, it seems, at the boundary of a black hole, the gravity of which is pulling us, minute by 
minute, towards collapse and demise, as a species, and as an entire ecosystem. If it’s not already too 
late, it will be in the next few years.  
 
So, yes, the prospect of simply standing here and talking about these issues, even with to a group of 
people who have adjudicated in this landscape for some time, in courts that have been responding to 
contested access to the environment for centuries, gives me cause for some despair.  
 
While this New Planet is shaping up as a near-term threatening experience for many of us, it is already 
affecting the lives of millions of people who are already living on the New Planet, not to mention our 
own children and grandchildren who are inheriting this unpredictable and dangerous New Planet. 
 
In that context, I wondered, what can I say that might possibly be of value and I’m not sure I can offer 
much at all, beyond looking at how we might better understand the challenges of the New Planet and 
how Restorative Justice as currently understood, can be helpful or unhelpful. 
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My colleague and team member, the theoretical and research criminologist, Professor Clifford 
Shearing, has been influential in our thinking on Restorative Justice and Climate Change, or what is 
often referred to as Green Criminology, by suggesting ways to reframe our understanding of these 
concepts, and I’m hopeful that in doing so, this little presentation can be of potential value in your 
thinking on the environment and the environmental crisis.  
 
More importantly, perhaps, we believe these re-framings might help in developing richer 
understandings of existing knowledge and in revealing new pathways for action. I make that statement 
to you as officers of the Land and Environment Court, a fulcrum institution that already plays a 
significant role in our future, and that role as an influence of change, will only increase. 
 
When referring to human behaviour, we suggest there are three elements that must be in play for us 
to change our behaviour: 

1. an Awareness of the need to change; 
2. a Motivation to make the required change, and  
3. available and accessible Pathways to implement that change.   

 
We refer to it by the acronym AMP. 
 
While sadly the climate change debate still continues, there seems to be at least a growing Awareness 
of the need for dramatic action, and government elections give us some awareness of us how our 
elected officials are approaching it. People in their teens, 20s and 30s seem to be motivated to change, 
even if we and our corporate and political leaders aren’t. And lastly the pathways to change. While we 
see lots of ideas and strategies for change, it’s looking increasingly like the pathways on offer will be 
all about adapting to the New Planet and looking for ways to minimize suffering. 
 
In the context of the three new worlds, the best I can offer is to speak very briefly on how we frame 
and specifically how we re-frame the challenges we face with the first New World, the New Planet, by 
looking at:  

• The re-framing from Legal Justice to Restorative Justice, to Relational Justice. And by looking 
briefly at  

• re-framing from a focus on ‘the Environment’ to a focus on ‘the Anthropocene’. 
 
By ‘Re-framing’, I mean the process of re-formulating or re-articulating a concept that has already 
been to some extent expressed and named. Re-framing is the re-telling of a story, so that we 
understand it from a completely different perspective.  
 
In our business, amongst other areas of interest, including restorative justice and building community 
resilience, we work with clients to help re-frame the way they approach thinking and practice in 
organizational safety and security, policing and security governance, cybersecurity, and, importantly, 
climate security.  
 
A simple example comes from work in relation to climate security. Clifford Shearing worked with an 
African Insurance company to help better understand increasing risks to their business model, brought 
about by increasingly unpredictable weather events. We identify insurers collectively, like your Court, 
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as ‘fulcrum institutions’ in relation to many societal issues, including climate change.  It’s our view that 
insurers, while being acutely aware of the existential threat climate changes poses to their industry, 
are struggling like the rest of us to understand and respond appropriately.  
 
When confronted with excessive claims in one particular geographic region related to unrelating rain 
damage, the insurer expressed frustration at not being able to do anything about the unremitting rain. 
Clifford’s response was to recognize that the insurance company was captured by their framing of the 
problem. They saw it, as did the communities affected, as a problem of unremitting rain. And it was, 
and they were correct in saying that they couldn’t do anything about the rain. But it was also a problem 
of the drains and so he reframed it by saying; “It’s not the rains, it’s the drains.” The response of the 
insurers was immediate: They saw that if the problem was not just about rainfall, something they 
couldn’t directly influence, but was about what happens when that rain hits the ground, as in how it 
was managed, they realized they were in a unique position to leverage influence with both public and 
private owners of insured infrastructures and properties, to more effectively manage rainfall though 
drainage and water capture facilities.  
 
A simple turn of phrase, that simple shift of metaphor and imagery, unlocked new understandings and 
actions on the part of the insurers. Re-framing then, serves two critical functions in relation to theory, 
research and practice. 
  
Firstly, re-framing can surface ‘new understandings’ of what has been previously articulated. Re-
framing allows us to make different and more effective use of what we already know. Insurers always 
knew they could influence the development and use of infrastructures and properties that they insure, 
and as such they are one of the major regulators of our lives.  
The insurers just didn’t ‘know’ they could do so in relation to the issue of excessive rain. The re-framing 
from Rains to Drains was a game-changer for the insurers in that regard and meant that they shifted 
their lobbying efforts from the federal government sphere to the local government arena. 
 
Secondly, Re-framing can set the stage for the discovery of new, previously unidentified knowledge. 
The Re-framing from Rains to Drains was a jumping off point for insurers to be able to ask new 
questions, initiate new research and make new discoveries about how infrastructure and property 
development can be leveraged to mitigate the impact of extreme weather events. It didn’t result in 
addressing the issue of what causes the increasingly unpredictable weather events, but it did enable 
an adaptation strategy to be put in place, and it did help to reduce the suffering of a large number of 
households and businesses. 
 
I suggest that in the current context of the global environmental crisis, this Court can and does play 
an active role in helping reframe how we understand the crisis we’re in. As we know, Justice Preston’s 
judgement in the Gloucester Resources case allowed the media and the wider community to interpret 
the mining company’s application to be framed almost entirely as a threat to the environment.  And 
whilst there were multiple reasons, apart from its potential negative impact on the environment, that 
judgement made that framing possible, and in so doing, gave a little ray of hope to those of us who 
are distressed by what’s coming our way.  
 



7 | P a g e  

I suggest further that the current conditions in relation to the global environmental crisis both allow 
for and require the re-framings that we propose and explore with you here. 
 
The first of the re-framings I propose is that of moving Legal Justice, and it’s off-shoot, Restorative 
Justice, to Relational Justice. My point here is that against the background of traditional western-legal 
notions, Legal Justice and even Restorative Justice, don’t appear to allow for the salience of ‘relations, 
‘relationships’ and ‘relating’. At ProActive we’ve always seen Justice as being relational in nature and 
that underlies the very core of the conceptualizations of our work.  
By contrast, the historico-cultural context and attendant language and conceptualization of Legal 
Justice has been largely characterized by 

1. A primary focus on defining and recognizing:  
a. The authority of the state, 
b. And the exclusivity or rights of individual humans in relation to the self, land and other 

property. 
2. Legal Justice has largely been characterized by the expression of social norms in the forms of 

‘wrongs’ in relation to the authority of the state and the rights of individual humans in the 
form of prohibitional laws, regulations and rules. 

3. Legal Justice has been characterized by a conceptualization and valuation of harm in terms of 
property and money, 

4. and by the primary operative enforcement mechanisms of punishment and monetary 
restitution. 

5. And lastly Legal Justice has been characterized by the allocation of authority to define rights, 
specify wrongs (rule-making), adjudicate and enforce, to agencies and branches of the 
centralized authority. 

  
It is perhaps trite to note for this audience that since the 1980s, many western societies have been 
actively (and even on occasion, systematically) critiquing and exploring the limits of our legal/justice 
systems through the lens of Restorative Justice. The dialogue around Restorative Justice, which has 
proven useful in many ways, was initiated in the domains of criminal and youth justice and led quite 
naturally to an explicit re-framing of Western legal/justice systems as ‘retributive justice’ systems. And 
I was part of that process by personally introducing Restorative Justice to Australia, without realizing 
that that was what we were doing, when we started the RJ Conferencing program in Wagga Wagga 
back in 1991. 
 
What we were doing then was beginning to reframe the way we understood legal justice, and this led 
to the following developments:  
• a shift from talking primarily about legal wrongs, to talking about harms;  
• a broadened understanding of harm, not just physical harm to people and property, or loss of 

monetary value, or harm that was ‘provable’ in evidentiary terms, but also more nuanced harms 
in terms of emotions, psychological traumas and harms to whole systems of relationships, 
including not just the state and perpetrators, but also ‘victims’ and members of affected 
communities; 

• a fuller appreciation for and valuing of different mechanisms for resolution, beyond punishment 
and monetary reparation, and I have personally been involved in two matters where your Chief 
Judge sought a Restorative approach at the sentencing stage, handing down a judgement that 
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included the discrete needs of those most directly affected, as articulated by those most directly 
affected. The first matter involved a community west of Broken Hill, and the desecration of a 
sacred site by a mining company, and Justice Preston has written a wonderful paper on this 
matter2. And the second, more recent matter, involved the destruction of a Scar Tree at the hands 
of a local government authority, and his judgement on that is worth reading in its entirety, along 
with the impressive reconciliation work undertaken since by both the Aboriginal traditional 
owners and the local government leaders and staff3.  

 
While the legitimization of the RJ ‘movement’ as it’s often described in Western legal/justice systems 
may be said in many respects to have begun in the criminal and youth justice realms, there are many 
examples of enthusiastic practitioners, researchers and theorists applying the philosophies, principles 
and practices of RJ in other, non-criminal realms. (And as an aside as long as it’s referred to as a 
movement, I’d suggest that its longevity is limited). Nonetheless examples include: 
• dealing with conflicts of every possible description in organizations and workplaces, resulting in 

the successful resolution of cases from traditional ‘wrongs-based’ processes such as formal 
complaints, workplace investigations, disciplinary hearings and the like, through to matters 
involving sexual harassment, fraud, bullying, vilification, assaults, and multiple other matters. 

• RJ programs operating in poor inner-city neighbourhoods in cities such as Baltimore 
(https://www.restorativeresponse.org/) in the US, to communities in London 
(https://restorativejustice.org.uk/), Belfast and Newcastle in the UK, Oslo and other communities 
in Norway, every police region in Denmark (as of late last year), and First Nations and other 
communities in the USA, Canada, Norway, NZ and Australia. 

• And as an indication of how central ‘relationships’ and ‘relating’ are to notions of justice and 
fairness, in Finland it is being used to address the management by community workers, 
government officials and families, of people with schizophrenia, resulting in a wholesale shift from 
institutionalization to community-based living arrangements4.  

 
All these experiences have brought us to a deeper appreciation of the critically important role of the 
constructs of relationships in the context of the current global environmental crisis. At ProActive we 
see wrongs and associated harm, as always occurring within the context of relationships, and in the 
context of people ‘relating’ to others. It’s not incorrect to say that when people behave in ways 
considered to be illegal and that cause harm and conflict, we are relating, and it’s the way of relating 
that has to change. 
 
When transformation occurs after those wrongs and harms are addressed 

 

2 Restorative Justice in Case Law. Alternative Law Journal. Vol 33, #1, March 2018.  John McDonald. 
3  Chief Executive, Office of Environment and Heritage v Clarence Valley Council [2018] NSWLEC 205 at 
https://www.caselaw.nsw.gov.au/decision/5c16d9a5e4b0b9ab40212304 
 
4  In the process as described in the Open Dialogue Approach – about the phenomenon of Scandinavian 
Psychiatry, Michał M. Kłapciński and Joanna Rymaszewska describe what happens when using a 
relational/restorative approach with patients with schizophrenia and their families and communities of care as 
follows: “Each voice is answered and, little by little, the developing dialogicity enables a transformation of the 
stigmatising and impoverishing language of diagnosis or psychopathology, to a more restorative one of hope 
and empowerment”. 
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what’s transformed is the state of the relationships and the feelings associated with those 
relationships, and that’s accomplished through a transformation in the activity or behaviour of 
relating. I make no apology for stating what may seem to be the obvious, that the agents of 
transformation are the people with whom we’ve been relating and reframing to Relational Justice 
simply makes that explicit. Relational Justice brings together systems of relationships where harm has 
been caused, so that those harmed can begin to relate differently by talking about what has been 
happening, how we have been relating, the impact on our relationships as a result of that, and how 
we need to relate differently for things to be better. For us at ProActive, this emphasis on 
relationships, relations and relating has real relevance in the context of the global environmental crisis 
and the work of Environmental Courts. 
 
Twenty years ago, an Ojibwe Elder and close friend of the author, Art Shofley in Vancouver, Canada, 
began to talk to us of the importance of bringing our earth into the Restorative Justice conversation 
and we began to reframe it as a Relational Justice conversation5. Art’s perspective speaks to some 
interesting ideas. These include a relationship of radical interconnectedness where humans aren’t 
separate from the environment. Where we’re not even ‘in’ the environment but rather we, together 
with everything else, are the ecosystem of the environment. When humans cause harm to the 
environment, we are thereby causing harm to everything, and that everything includes us. 
Transforming the harm will necessitate transforming our relationship with the environment of which 
we are part, and the way that we relate to that ‘larger us’, where that ‘larger us’ implies that all my 
relations, means ALL my relations, human and non-human, living and inanimate. We can’t truly talk 
about Restorative Justice in relation to inter-human matters, unless and until we can acknowledge 
that those matters sit within the larger and more important ground of the environment-of-which-we-
are-a-part.  
 
Up until now the framing of justice as a legal justice, or a restorative justice, seeking balance and 
restitution, has limited our understanding and capacity to be more personally and institutionally 
responsible for the environment, and not for our environment. You’ll note I refer to the environment 
as THE environment and so acknowledge our place as just another entity within the environment, 
albeit with a considerably larger responsibility to behave differently.  Being explicit that justice is 
relational, allows us to reframe the ways in which we engage with each other and the ways in which 
we engage with everything. The Ojibwe people engage every interaction with a greeting and a farewell 
which is Migwiitch, literally translating into English as All my Relations. 
 
The second of the re-framings  
Our second reframing involves a shift from understanding our current circumstance as being an 
environmental crisis, to understanding our current circumstance as a result of shifting from one age, 
the Holocene into another age, the Anthropocene.  
 
It’s a reframe from the Environment to the Anthropocene. Building on the above, I suggest that the 
current dialogue in relation to the global environmental crisis has perpetuated, or at least failed to 

 

5  Aboriginal Elder, Chair of Skookum healing Circle Society Inc. https://www.linkedin.com/in/art-shofley-
b5b63442/?originalSubdomain=ca 
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address, a number of critical factors that have contributed to the crisis because to the way in which 
the dialogue has been framed. 
 
In many cultures, the predominant view is that we are somehow separate from the Environment, that 
we don’t have a relationship with the environment. That we are sufficiently distinct that it makes 
sense to talk of the Environment as being the container that holds us, the container in which we are 
situated, or that is even in some sense more distant and ‘out there’. A place we go out into when each 
day we leave our nests. 

 
Within that framing there have been a limited number of gradual and perhaps surprising changes in 
legal systems. In some jurisdictions, we see the designation of special categories of lands afforded 
legal protection, such as ‘national parks’, though generally only the State has the standing to initiate 
or exercise the mechanisms of enforcement in these places. In other jurisdictions (such as New 
Zealand), constitutional and legislative changes now allow for mountains, forests and bodies of water 
to be accorded ‘legal personhood’, such that they are seen to have legally enforceable rights. This is 
by the way not extended to all mountains, forests and bodies of water. They need special processes 
initiated and completed by Govt. for this special status to be accorded them. 
 
While we understand and frame the discourse as an Environmental one, the political and legal systems 
are open to being hijacked by a relatively small group of players, seeking to protect their commercial 
and property interests. So it is that we’ve been constrained by discourses that give equal weight to 
denials of science and we’re still at the point of being caught in and hamstrung by the whether and 
what of the crisis, as in debates over whether there’s a crisis and what would that crisis be. Apparently 
there isn’t a crisis if we listen to our current Prime Minister, and apparently there is if we listen to the 
leader of the Opposition. This discourse includes the often-loud responses to decisions made by your 
court, which really seem to upset sections of the Murdoch media machine.  

 
We argue that when engaging in discourses regarding the global environmental crisis, we need to re-
frame that discourse from one on the ‘the Environment’ to one on ‘the Anthropocene’. We argue that 
doing so, is both legitimate and critically important, as it embeds within the dialogue an 
acknowledgement of critical, scientifically established conclusions as starting points, rather than as 
assumptions that are up for debate. 
 
Let me round these thoughts up with comment on the Anthropocene. The name Anthropocene is a 
combination of anthropo- from the Greek Anthropos meaning ‘human’ and -cene from kainos, the 
ancient Greek word meaning ‘new’ or ‘recent’. It came into more common usage in the 1980s.  The 
implications of the term are important as it captures the human impact on biodiversity, where in the 
Anthropocene we’ve entered what’s referred to as the Earth's sixth major extinction with human 
activities having accelerated the rate of species extinction by somewhere between 100 – 1,000 times 
the normal background rate of extinction.   
 
Re-framing the crisis from the Environment to the Anthropocene allows us to include Biogeography 
and Nocturnality, whereby researchers have been able to document the movement of many species 
into regions formerly too cold for them, often at rates faster than initially expected, in part as a result 
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of changing climate, but also in response to farming and fishing, and to the accidental introduction of 
non-native species to new areas through global travel 
 
Researchers have also found that the growth of the human population and expansion of human 
activity has resulted in many species of animals that are normally active during the day, such as 
elephants, tigers and boars, becoming nocturnal to avoid human contact. It also allows for the 
inclusion of the geological symptom resulting from increased atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2) 
content, due mostly to the combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil and gas, although smaller 
fractions result from cement production and from land-use changes such as deforestation.   
Reframing also allows for an understanding of Geomorphology, whereby changes in drainage patterns 
traceable to human activity will persist over geologic time in large parts of the continents where the 
geologic regime is erosional.  
 
My update on Restorative Justice is that it largely continues to operate in the shadows in this country 
and is hindered by the manner in which we frame it as Restorative Justice, making it an adjunct to 
legal justice. We would do well to reframe it as Relational Justice and adopt the term into our 
discourse on adapting, surviving and building resilience in this New World in the age of the 
Anthropocene.  
 


