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DISCUSSION

An exchange between Ben Crow and Yoram Eckstein on the global
water crisis

Editors’ note

The March 2014 (39/2) special issue of Water International, ‘Towards Equitable Water
Governance’, included the Santa Cruz Declaration on the Global Water Crisis and a set of
diverse comments on the declaration. One of the commentators was Water International
Associate Editor Yoram Eckstein, Fulbright Professor of Hydrogeology at Tomsk
Polytechnic University, Russian Federation, who objected to the central assertion that
‘the global water crisis is fundamentally one of injustice and inequality’, arguing that
physical scarcity still rules. This sparked a lively exchange between Eckstein and Ben
Crow, one of the Guest Editors of the special issue, and Professor of Sociology at the
University of California, Santa Cruz. We reproduce the exchange in full here, with minor
editing, as in our view it is an excellent example of what we aspire to in making Water
International a forum for dialogue between physical and social sciences, in keeping with
one of the key objectives of the International Water Resources Association. Despite our
efforts, all too often this kind of honest exchange is rare across the two cultures. In the
end, neither side was convinced by the other, but dialogue is to promote mutual under-
standing, not homogenization of views.

James E. Nickum and Philippus Wester

26 September 2013

I read this ‘Declaration’ in the morning and since I got hot under my collar I decided to
put it aside. Then, I read it again in the evening . . . and got ‘dismayed’ again. . . . So – here
is the ‘beef’:

The ‘Declaration’ opens with the following stunning statement summarizing the authors’
‘understanding of water injustice and how it can be addressed’:

[T]he global water crisis is not, as some suggest, primarily driven by water scarcity. Although
limited water supply and inadequate institutions are indeed part of the problem, we assert that
the global water crisis is fundamentally one of injustice and inequality.

It never fails to amuse me to see when lawyers and ‘social justice activists’ talk (or write)
about injustice in allocation of a resource without any understanding of the physical
nature of the resource. I do not know if the group authoring this ‘Declaration’ is driven by
self-promotion stating that ‘the global water crisis is fundamentally one of injustice and
inequality’. I, as a physical scientist, as I am sure most, if not all, of my peers are stunned
by the opening statement that ‘the global water crisis is not [. . .] driven by water scarcity’.
Tell it to a Jordanian, Israeli or a Palestinian, just to mention a few. How they can consider
injustice in the agricultural sector (e.g., irrigation) disregarding unequal distribution of
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water on the globe? How they can bunch the injustices and inequalities in the agricultural
sector of the Middle East, Sub-Saharan Africa with the injustices and inequalities in the
same sector of Nicaragua or Cambodia?

In my humble opinion any discussion of ‘water justice’ on a global scale and not in
the context of at least climatic regions is a waste of time. This particular ‘Declaration’ will
join myriads of meaningless documents with no practical implications.

Yoram Eckstein

(to J. Nickum, later included as a comment to the Santa Cruz Declaration on the Global
Water Crisis in Water International, 39(2) (2014), 253–254)

20 January 2014

What an interesting comment. I am certainly in favor of including this. I am sure Professor
Eckstein and I could have an interesting debate. The opening statement is intended to raise
questions. In particular, it questions the popular understanding that water scarcity, which
indeed faces people in some regions of the world, can be understood as the main causal
model for the wide range of problems faced by marginalized peoples.

Ben Crow

(to J. Nickum)

20 January 2014

Dear Ben

Thanks for copying me on your comment to Jim in regard to my impulsive reaction to the
Declaration. The crux of my issue with the opening statement (and the rest of it) is that
even if we solve all the social and political injustices, say within the three political
entities, Jordan, Palestinian Territories and Israel, the region will still remain to be one
with the lowest per capita water resources in the world. The problem of general overdraft
of water resources in that region will persist (and worsen without technological solutions)
whether we solve the injustices there or not. The same can be said about a few other
regions in the world.

With my best regards,
Yoram Eckstein

26 January 2014

Dear Yoram,

Thanks so much for your email. I am sorry I did not reply earlier. I think your impulsive
reaction to the Declaration is enormously helpful. It clarifies in a clear and dramatic
manner one position on future water requirements. The position you describe there is
prevalent in a range of discussions, from everyday discourse to high level government
discussions, and in various journalistic accounts. Scarcity in other words is the ‘ruling
idea’ in popular discussion about water.
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What we are trying to do with this statement is to open up the discussion to other
ideas. We suggest that though scarcity is indeed an issue in some parts of the world, the
various ways in which water is allocated and used generate severe injustice with con-
sequences for a large number of people. Even within areas of scarcity, the mitigation or
resolution of water injustices could go a long way to meet people’s many and diverse
needs for water.

Both scarcity and injustice need attention. Our Declaration is an attempt to energize
attention on the many cases and issues related to injustice.

On the Middle East, both issues are important. National per capita measures of water
availability obscure the predominance of agriculture in water use. And Allan (2001) has
persuasively argued that conflict over water has been reduced by the increase in cereal
imports (the major user of water). So, national demands have been reduced by those
imports. Scarcity remains, and it requires attention through both social and technical
measures. I suspect that the solution of social and political injustice would unearth
opportunities for conservation and more effective use of water. I am not, however, an
expert on the Middle East.

Over to you, with best regards,
Ben

Reference
Allan, T. (2001). The Middle East water question. New York: I. B. Tauris.

26 January 2014

Thank you for an excellent opening for a discussion (between us . . . so far)
I am painfully aware of many severe instances of social and political (and even racial)

injustices in allocation of access to good quality of water. However, we cannot deal with
these problems on global scale. Although, the philosophical concept of ‘injustice’ is
usually viewed in absolute universal terms of human ethics and it can (and should)
apply universally, it is a fallacy to believe that correcting the injustice everywhere will
solve water shortage everywhere. I doubt there is any sense to combine the two problems.
The injustices are driven by a combination of social, political and economical problems,
while the regional issues of water scarcity are driven by laws of nature (mainly physics of
the atmosphere).

The only area where the two issues may overlap would be if we would consider
the fact that some countries are water-rich and some are water-poor a glaring political
injustice . . . although, I do not think the authors of the Santa Cruz Declaration had that
in mind while drafting their document. The idea is not farfetched and may be
illustrated by water-rich Turkey and Lebanon in the midst of the water-thirsty
Middle East. That is where the issue gets political; there is the conflict between
Turkey and Iraq about the waters of Euphrates and Tigris and there was once an
idea of pulling a water pipeline from Turkey to Israel (nullified by the fact that the
pipeline would have to cross the territory of Syria, which is still formally in state of
war with Israel since 1948).

My contention, that technological solution for water scarcity must come first, before
we can deal with the local/regional injustices, whether stemming from social, political or
economical issues is best illustrated by the case of Israel. Israel for many years suffered
(like the neighboring Jordan and the Palestinian territories) from water deficit. Annual
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overdraft on groundwater resources and on the waters of Lake Kinneret (Lake Tiberias or
the Sea of Galilee) caused severe drop of water quality available to both agricultural and
urban sectors. There were (and still are) glaring injustices in allocation and price of water
to various sectors within Israel and between Israel and the Palestinian territories sharing
the same aquifers.

But the situation of water scarcity there is now beginning to change and there are
the first harbingers of dealing with the social and political injustices in water alloca-
tion. Israel constructed in 2008 three huge desalinization plants that begin to revolu-
tionize the situation in the region. When the cost of one cubic meter of desalinized
water was roughly US$1, that water was too expensive to be used in the agricultural
sector, and only the petro-dollar-rich Gulf States (Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Oman, Kuwait
etc.) could afford it. The Israeli-designed desalinization plant produces water at about
US$0.4 per cubic meter in quantities that resulted in a water surplus for the last three
years. Although Israel keeps uncharacteristically quiet about that remarkable achieve-
ment, it has already increased annual supply of fresh water to Jordan from the agreed
upon 50 million cubic meters (according to the 1994 peace treaty) to 70 million cubic
meters during 2013. Also, Israel announced as of 1 January 2014 a nationwide drop in
water price by 5%. Obviously, Israel is not bragging about the technical achievement
that generated substantial water surplus during the last three years, keeping it as a
potential bargaining chip in the peace negotiations with the Palestinians . . . again, a
case of subordination of ‘water injustice’ to actual water scarcity.

Well – that’s enough of my rambling for tonight . . .

Cheers,
Yoram

2 June 2014

Dear Yoram,

Please accept my apologies for the many months delay in responding to your points. I
now have a little more time to make a sensible response. I think where we left off is with
the email below.

I will try to do two things here. First I will comment on the two main points you
make. Then I will provide some illumination of the opening statement in the
Declaration.

1. ‘Injustices are driven by a combination of social, political and economical pro-
blems, while the regional issues of water scarcity are driven by laws of nature
(mainly physics of the atmosphere)’.

This is a convenient allocation of causes, but too simple. I will focus on the idea of
water scarcity. Issues of water scarcity are not driven only by the laws of nature.
What do we mean by scarcity? One notion is that scarcity arises when water demands
in one territory cannot be met by renewable water supplies in that territory. The three
active ingredients in this idea of scarcity – demand, supply and territory – are
malleable and determined both by natural and social processes, not just by the laws
of nature. The quantity of demand for water depends upon the uses for which water is
needed (such as agriculture, industry and power generation) and those are influenced
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by the character and level of development of the society. The quantity of supply of
water is influenced by natural processes in the sense that amounts of water in rivers,
lakes and groundwater arise from interactions of climate (the physics of the atmo-
sphere as you say), topography and geology. But for much of human history, social
inventions like the reservoir and canal and well have changed supply. In California,
the state where I live, reservoirs and canals have transformed a desert into a produc-
tive agricultural region. The supply of water has been changed by society. Then
territory is of course both natural and social in the sense that it derives from
topography and from long and complicated historical processes. In other words, it
is insufficient to say that water scarcity is driven by the laws of nature. Both society
and nature are involved.

And for some, water scarcity is defined as lack of access to water. In a widely
cited study, for example, Rijsberman (2006: 6) defines scarcity as lack of water for
household uses and livelihoods. In this case the two ideas of injustice and scarcity
overlap. Scarcity is defined in terms of one element of water injustice. You may also
note the useful distinction Rijsberman makes between physical scarcity, in densely
populated dry areas, where water for agriculture is constrained mainly by climate, and
economic scarcity, where the inadequate development of water production results in
poor access to water.

2. ‘Technological solutions for water scarcity must come first, before we can deal
with the local/regional injustices.’ When technology, like desalination, can create
surplus, then it is possible to address injustices.

In some cases, such as the case of low cost desalination in Israel that you describe,
innovative technologies can produce more useable water. With more water available,
some injustices of allocation may be more easily tackled. But in other situations injustices
are not immediately linked to water scarcity. In these cases, provision of additional water
may not resolve the question. In the low income communities in Kenya where I have
worked, residents do not have pipe systems through which they could get water. More
water would undoubtedly help, but without new infrastructure, it would not be easy to
address the injustice of provision of access to household water for the rich and more
limited access for the poor.

The idea that technological approaches to increase water production should precede
any attempt to tackle water injustice will condemn many people for many decades to
high rates of illness and death. Most simply, the numbers of people lacking access to
water from an ‘improved water source’ have been estimated at somewhere from 800 mn
[million] to 1800 mn (Onda, LoBuglio, & Bartram, 2012) and it is estimated that 2.4
mn deaths per year (4% of global mortality) could be averted with hygiene, sanitation
and adequate water access (Bartram & Cairncross 2010).

The opening statement of the Declaration
It is this statement that seems to be the target of many of your objections.

At least one billion people around the world struggle with insufficient access to water.
However, the global water crisis is not, as some suggest, driven by water scarcity.
Although limited water supply and inadequate institutions are indeed part of the problem,
we assert that the global water crisis is fundamentally one of injustice and inequality.

778 Discussion

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

IW
R

A
 O

rg
an

is
at

io
n 

] 
at

 1
8:

42
 2

9 
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
14

 



The Declaration is trying to redirect concern about a global water crisis from the simple
idea that the world is running out of water to a consideration of the widespread injustices
associated with water. As you note, water scarcity is not global but confined to some arid
parts of the world, most notably the Middle East and North Africa. Nonetheless, many
commentators and journalists have promoted the view that the world is running out of
water and the idea of a water scarcity crisis has become part of popular discourse, at least
in the US and Europe. We try in that opening statement to redirect popular ideas about
scarcity to concern for the injustices associated with water. As noted above, the issue of
access to domestic water affects a very large number of people. Then we tried to describe
some common injustices and the social conditions in which they arise.

I hope these points are helpful in clearing up some of the misunderstandings that have
arisen between us.

Respectfully
Ben Crow

References
Bartram, J. & Cairncross, S. (2010). Hygiene, sanitation, and water: forgotten foundations of health.

PLoS Med, 7(11): e1000367. doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.1000367
Onda, K., LoBuglio, J., & Bartram, J. (2012). Global access to safe water: accounting for water

quality and the resulting impact on MDG progress. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 9, 880–894. doi:10.3390/ijerph9030880

Rijsberman, F. (2006). Water scarcity: fact or fiction? Agricultural Water Management, 80(1–3),
5–22.

9 June 2014

Hi Ben

That indeed turns into an interesting discussion – one which has the potential to construct
a new paradigm as far as global water scarcity is concerned.

First, the global distribution of water is governed first and foremost by the natural
processes on and around our planet (from local weather patterns, e.g., in the ‘windy’
Chicago or the ‘snow-belts’ around the Great Lakes of USA, to Milankovic orbital cycles
and the vagaries of sun radiation). Since we cannot do anything about such natural forces
(e.g., I do not believe that any imposed limitations on the carbon dioxide emissions will
have any significant effect on global climate change), the map of this ‘natural’ water
distribution zones is the only possible base on which to superimpose anthropogenic
misdeeds, e.g., unjust distribution of existing water supplies, or misuse of natural
resources (e.g., replacement of rain forests with temporal agricultural enterprises, misuse
of water resources as exemplified by the Aral Sea environmental tragedy, etc.).

In your argument you say: ‘Both society and nature are involved.’ Moreover, the
Santa Cruz Declaration clearly states: ‘the global water crisis is not [. . .] driven by water
scarcity’ and further ‘we assert that the global water crisis is fundamentally one of
injustice and inequality’. Do you believe that if you solve all the societal ills on the
globe it will suddenly be awash with plenty of water for all?

You offer the Southern California situation to illustrate how human ingenuity
solved a major water scarcity problem at a most inopportune moment (BTW [by the
way] – I know the area quite well as I worked in the 70s on the geothermal resources
of the Imperial Valley and Salton Sea). Yes, you pulled a water conduit from the north
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to develop the agricultural sector and sustain the population growth in the south. We
did the same in the 50s/60s in Israel. But then, in the 1980s, a long period of drought
began and, in fact, continues to this day with vengeance. Instead of the ‘normal’ 1.3 ×
109 m3/year of precipitation, Israel received before the drought, she now receives
approximately 0.9 × 109. As a result, the water table in the Sea of Galilee (Lake of
Gennesaret or Tiberias, the source of water for the Israeli National Water Carrier)
drastically dropped leading to an increased influx of saline spring water from the
shoreline and bottom springs. Since the 2012s, as the lake’s salinity began creeping up
the Israeli supply of drinking water shifted accordingly. Whereas the National Water
Carrier supplied at least 60% of the water in 1970–90, by 2104 the carrier supplied
0%, when all the drinking water was furnished from sea water desalination plants
(leaving the National Water Carrier to provide water solely to agriculture and some
industries).

Although the Colorado River ceased flowing into the Gulf of California long ago, Los
Angeles and Las Vegas still cry out for more water. So – tell me, please, how the water
scarcity crisis in Southern and Central California would be solved by simply eliminating
the injustice, that is, the injustice of denying Central Valley farmers the right to partake in
the water along the California water conduit from the north passing right across their
farms?

You are right that ‘for much of human history, social inventions like the reservoir
and canal and [water]-well have changed supply’. But those changes involve a
technology which only shifts volumes of fresh water from one place to another; it
was invented long before the time of Nebuchadnezzar’s Hanging Gardens of Babylon
or Ramses’ irrigation channels in the Nile Delta. This technology managed to manip-
ulate only a tiny part of the hydrologic cycle, let alone attempt to expand the global
availability of fresh water . . . and often, in the long run, the technology caused more
damage than good to the environment (consider, for example, the Aral Sea or the
Jordan River between the Sea of Galilee and the Dead Sea). In other words, such
ancient ‘inventions’ provided a discontinuous patchwork of remedies, which tempora-
rily (even in the biological time-scale) alleviated water scarcity problems for human
needs in isolated areas. But, because of the exponential, global growth of human
population, we are now running out of water which can be shifted from one place to
another . . . such as in Southern California.

No – Ben – solving local water allocation injustices cannot succeed if we isolate
those injustices from the brute fact that global water distribution is a natural phenom-
enon. Denying that fact has serious, potentially permanent, damaging consequences.
Stalin ignored this so when he diverted the Amu Darya and Syr Darya to irrigate
cotton – certainly not out of the good of his heart – to provide employment for the
local population. And look what happened, as a result, to the entire region of the Aral
Sea Basin! In the 1950s Israel dried up Lake Huleh, a swamp located upstream of the
Sea of Galilee, a breeding ground for malaria. Israel is currently restoring the wet-
lands, at least in part, because draining the wetlands caused yet another problem.
Recently, the concentration of heavy metals in the Sea of Galilee (most of them
potentially toxic in higher concentrations) has significantly increased; heavy metals
are no longer sorbed because there are no wetlands to do so before the upper Jordan
waters enter the Sea of Galilee. In Florida, efforts are underway to restore the old
hydrographic pattern between Lake Okeechobee and the Everglades. There are count-
less other examples of misguided ‘fiddling’ with local water distribution, whether in
the name of water justice or commercial interests because the plans were implemented
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without any consideration of their subsequent and inevitable effects on the local
environment.

By necessity, natural scientists who work on such issues as natural resource conserva-
tion (e.g., rain forest protection strategies and tactics, stream restoration, remediation of
soil and water contamination, etc.) have always recognized the ‘force majeure’ of the
environmental background. Social scientists working to cure social ills, including water
injustice, hunger, internecine wars etc. will also have to recognize the superior dictates of
particular regional environments.

I am therefore proposing a new paradigm. Water injustice remedies cannot be dealt
with anymore in two dimensions, i.e., by shifting water resources from one place to
another. That is where the Santa Cruz Declaration stops; it is two-dimensional. Since
we are living in a four-dimensional world (if not more), comprised of three dimensions
of space and [one of] time then let’s begin considering remedies to social issues at
least in these four dimensions. Before we begin to advocate for alleviating a particular
social problem (let it be water injustice or any other issue), let us first consider local
background, i.e., the site’s ‘base map’ location vis-à-vis the physical environment (that
would introduce the third dimension to the problem), and then let’s endeavor to
analyze all the possible future social and environmental consequences of our ‘reme-
dial’ action, thus introducing the fourth dimension (of time). Last, but not least, with
the emerging new technologies of desalination and waste water recycling, lets intro-
duce the fifth – technological dimension.

Sincerely,
Yoram Eckstein

22 June 2014

Yoram,

We are talking about two different crises. They are related but need to be separated. In the
Declaration, we are talking about a crisis of injustice, and arguing that it has more
pressing human consequences than water scarcities. We are not arguing that reducing
water injustices will provide more water. Our concern is with the human consequences of
water access and allocation. We are arguing, though of course this is hard to assess or
quantify, that those consequences are more urgent and affect more people than do issues
of scarcity.

So, your question, ‘Do you believe that if you solve all the societal ills on the globe it
will suddenly be awash with plenty of water for all?’ misses the point. If we can mitigate
some of the injustices in access to, control over and use of water then we suggest there
will be a significant reduction in mortality and morbidity, and an increase in well-being.
Whether the globe will be ‘awash with plenty of water’ is not, directly, our concern.

My reference to water control in California was to suggest that the supply of water is
co-produced by society and nature. The question that you raise of the sustainability and
equity of water systems in California and Israel is a separate question worthy of discus-
sion. But that does not address my point that water supply and water scarcity are driven by
more than natural forces.

In this email, you do not question the idea that the water we use is coproduced by the
interaction of natural and social processes, but you make this statement: ‘solving local
water allocation injustices cannot succeed if we isolate those injustices from the brute fact

Water International 781

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

IW
R

A
 O

rg
an

is
at

io
n 

] 
at

 1
8:

42
 2

9 
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
14

 



that global water distribution is a natural phenomenon’. I think this is a more ambiguous
formulation of your earlier argument, ‘that technological solutions for water scarcity must
come first, before we can deal with the local/regional injustices [. . .]’. If so, there is a
simple, recent example that provides a refutation of this rather sweeping idea. A group of
economists recently published a study (Devoto, Duflo, Dupas, Parienté, & Pons 2012)
describing an experiment in the provision of piped water in Tangiers, Morocco. They gave
their study the catchy title ‘Happiness on tap’. They studied whether and why households,
previously relying on good quality water available from a public tap, would borrow
money to get piped water connections into their houses. They concluded:

households’ willingness to pay for a private connection is high when it can be purchased on
credit, not because a connection improves health but because it increases the time available
for leisure and reduces inter and intra-household conflicts on water matters, leading to
sustained improvements in well-being.

From my perspective, this study suggests that an injustice in water access, inequalities in
piped household connections, has been mitigated by the improved supply of domestic
water, a piped household connection, with an increase in well-being and happiness.
Households gaining piped water reported using more water for bathing and showers.
More than 80% of water in Morocco is used for irrigation, and only a very small
proportion used for household water supply. This small increase in household use was
not dependent on the resolution of global or even local scarcity. So, in this case a local
water injustice was mitigated without prior recourse to ‘the brute fact that global water
distribution is a natural phenomenon’.

As to your new, five dimensional paradigm, I will need more explanation. I wonder if
you are suggesting the need to consider social and environmental questions, and their
spatial distribution, when looking at water injustices. On this, we can agree.

Ben

Reference
Devoto, F., Duflo, E., Dupas, P., Parienté, W., & Pons, V. (2012). Happiness on tap: piped water

adoption in urban Morocco. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 4(4), 68–99 http://
dx.doi.org/10.1257/pol.4.4.68

10 July 2014

Dear Ben

Yes, we are talking about two different crises. However, the scale and the nature of the
two are incomparable.

I am a physical scientist. In science we define everything in very precise and
unambiguous language. The language of science does not allow room for interpretation
of metaphoric or ‘fuzzy’ expressions. While reading the opening of the Declaration one
learns that ‘the global water crisis is not, as some suggest, primarily driven by water
scarcity’. That is clear and simple diminution of the global water scarcity associated with
drought and global climatic patterns.

Further on – ‘Although limited water supply and inadequate institutions are indeed
part of the problem, we assert that the global water crisis is fundamentally one of injustice
and inequality.’ The Declaration unequivocally asserts here that solving the issues of
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unjust and unequal distribution of water will somehow alleviate, or even nullify the global
water crisis. This is clear elevation of local instances of social injustice to a global scale
. . . while they are only local.

The language of The Declaration disregards the difference in scale of the two water
crises. While the global water scarcity stems from planetary scale causes, the limited
access to water resources caused by local injustices stem mostly from imposed local facts.
Elimination of these local injustices will not have any bearing on water scarcity in the
Middle East or California. It is absurd in my opinion to ‘globalize’ the heterogeneous
patchwork of various instances of social injustice which change from one place to another.
Such local instances of social injustice, however frequent, do not rise to ‘global’ scale.

While the local instances of unjust and discriminatory water distribution can be solved
by local legislation, the global water scarcity and exhaustion of non-renewable water
resources present an existential threat in many regions (see Table 1). Water injustice in
water-rich Canada or Amazonia cannot be considered by the same criteria as water issues
in Jordan, Gaza or The Bahamas.

13 July 2014

Dear Yoram,

Thank you so much for this interesting and thoughtful response. Rather than directly
addressing the points you make, I try to identify what we agree upon and where we differ.

On what do we agree? There is much that I think we agree upon.

1. There are challenges both of water scarcity and of injustice.
2. The challenge of scarcity and the challenge of injustice are not directly connected,

though there are links.
3. Nonetheless, in some cases technical resolution of scarcity (e.g. desalination) could

provide water to ease injustices (we disagree that this invariably is the case).

Table 1. Availability of renewable water resources in water-rich and water-poor countries.

In water-rich countries m3/capita/annum In water-poor countries m3/capita/annum

French Guyana 812,121 Kuwait 10
Iceland 609,319 Gaza 52
Guyana 316,689 United Arab Emirates 58
Suriname 292,566 The Bahamas 66
Democratic Republic of Congo 275,679 Qatar 94
Canada 94,353 Maldives 103
New Zealand 86,554 Libya 113
Norway 85,478 Saudi Arabia 118
Belize 82,102 Malta 129
Liberia 79,643 Singapore 149
Bolivia 74,743 Jordan 179
Peru 74,546 Bahrain 181
Laos 63,184 Yemen 223
Chile 60,614 Israel 276
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4. Some regions of the world, notably North Africa and the Middle East, suffer from
marked scarcity of water (one of us thinks water scarcity is simply a natural
phenomenon, while the other that scarcity is co-produced by nature and society).

5. The per capita availability of water varies markedly between countries.
6. The opening statement of the Declaration seeks to diminish or downgrade the

prevailing idea that there is a global crisis of water scarcity.

Our differences are few, though they may not be easily resolved.

1. Goals and priorities: You suggest that scarcities have to be resolved before
injustices can be tackled, and that solving scarcity is the higher priority.1 I suggest
that water injustices can be resolved independently of the question of scarcity, and
that injustice is an overlooked priority that could affect more people.

2. Questions of scale. You maintain that scarcity is global while injustice is local. I
consider both to be simultaneously global and local, having both global and local
causes.

3. There are differences about how (natural science and social science) knowledge is
generated, its scope and validity, but these differences do not lend themselves to
simple summary.

Where could discussion go from here? Interdisciplinary engagement about the links
between scarcity and injustice (notably relating to the Middle East); interdisciplinary
workshops bringing community based groups to talk with natural and social scientists
about these issues; discussion of elements of collective action and technical advance that
might address both scarcity and injustice; a workshop to explore the interaction between
natural science and social science knowledge about water questions; analysis of per capita
national availabilities of water for agriculture, industry and domestic uses.

There are I am sure many more directions that you could add, Yoram.

With respect,
Ben

Note
1. Yoram: Not true! I said that every case of water injustice has to be dealt with in the context of

the water availability in the region (i.e., climatic zone).

784 Discussion
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