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“The Committee is concerned that survivors of the 1984 gas leak from the Union Carbide India Limited pesticide plant in Bhopal are continuing to suffer serious long-term health effects of the gas exposure, and that the State efforts to provide rehabilitation and monetary compensation have largely been inadequate.”
--Concluding Observations of the Committee on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, India, May 2008[endnoteRef:0]  [0:  “Consideration of Reports Submitted by States Parties Under Articles 16 and 17 of the Covenant; Concluding Observations of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, India, May 2008.  E/C.12/IND/CO/5.
] 



Introduction

Twenty-five years after the gas leak, Bhopal is often invoked when communities seek to protect themselves from industry-related toxicity.  A recent web post is one example:  

Join in solidarity with villagers of Dhulapi who will commemorate 25 years of BHOPAL DISASTER on December 03, 2009 at 4.00 pm.  Dhulapi in Corlim Panchayat in Goa's Tiswadi taluka is facing industrial disaster due to Swiss multinational pesticides factory – SYNGENTA.[endnoteRef:1]  [1:  Goanet, “No More Bhopals.” http://www.mail-archive.com/goanet@lists.goanet.org/msg54811.html
] 



Likewise, a 2009 newspaper article was only one of the many media blips that urged India not to sign the Convention on Supplementary Compensation for Nuclear Damages (CSCNL)—a convention that would limit the liability of multinational corporations that build nuclear power plants—by invoking Bhopal.[endnoteRef:2]  The slogan “No More Bhopals” is not only part of protests, it is being used in impassioned songs and youtube videos that include image clips of industrial pollution.[endnoteRef:3]  There is a book of photos and even a film festival by the name “No More Bhopals.”  The gas leak has become a pop culture icon, a flag to wave, a symbol of murderous corporation and environment-destroying industry.   [2:  Jayaraman, Nityanand, “A Time Bomb We Await,” Tehelka Magazine, Vol 6, Issue 30, August 1, 2009. http://www.tehelka.com/story_main42.asp?filename=cr010809a_time.asp
]  [3:  A selection of a few clips that make use of the slogan “No More Bhopals” as listed here, but there are many more:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IIrGucKr2kY
http://bollyhood.podomatic.com/player/web/2009-11-29T11_29_02-08_00
http://spacejunkk.blogspot.com/2009/11/no-more-bhopals.html
] 

Bhopal has been the focus of many resources—publicity, data collection, attention from international and national NGOs, free legal services in bringing class action lawsuits, etc.  The Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights itself singles out Bhopal for State action in a document that otherwise discusses only national issues (see quote P. 1).  What is more, Bhopal catalyzed new laws in India.  Absolute liability for accidents now rests with businesses that cause accidents (discussed later in this paper).  In this way, Bhopal may have helped many other Indians who face human rights violations to secure justice.  
Yet still the pesticide plant has not been cleaned up and the victims of the gas leak have not been adequately compensated.  This shows a massive failure in the ability of the human rights engine to achieve justice, even in the “best” of circumstances, that is, when strong tools are available in large helpings.
I will be focusing on four policy issues: (1) the Polluter Pays Principle, (2) corporate responsibility, (3) government responsibility, and (4) the efficacy of the legal system.  Each should have served as a tool for ensuring responsibility by duty-bearers. Yet together, they wove a debilitating net of failure around the victims of the leak.  With regard to analysis of rights infringements, I am indebted to the comprehensive Amnesty International report on Bhopal, Clouds of Injustice.[endnoteRef:4]  I am pleased that I located this source late in the writing of this paper, thus the report merely confirmed and sharpened the analysis I had already done, rather than providing a pre-analyzed case for me to parrot. [4:  Clouds of Injustice: Bhopal Disaster Twenty Years On, Amnesty International Publications, London, 2004.  www.amnesty.org
] 

In terms of pertinent policy issues I did not include, The Precautionary Principle is obviously applicable in efforts to clean up the environment around the Bhopal plant.  It is formulated in this way in Principle 15 of the Untied Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP)’s Rio Declaration on Environment and Development: “lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation.”[endnoteRef:5]  In addition, although I have not made it a focus of this paper, the Environmental Justice framework is extremely important in analyzing the story of Bhopal.  I have included references to it throughout Part I via footnotes. [5:   United nations Environmental Programme, The Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, June 1992. http://www.unep.org/Documents.Multilingual/Default.Print.asp?DocumentID=78&ArticleID=1163 
] 


The Polluter Pays Principle
	In 1972, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) included an early version of the Polluter Pays Principle in its “Guiding Principles Concerning International Economic Aspects of Environmental Policies,” stating:

The principle to be used for allocating costs of pollution prevention and control measures to encourage rational use of scarce environmental resources and to avoid distortions in international trade and investment is the so-called "Polluter-Pays Principle". This principle means that the polluter should bear the expenses of carrying out…  measures… to ensure that the environment is in an acceptable state. In other words, the cost of these measures should be reflected in the cost of goods and services which cause pollution in production and/or consumption. Such measures should not be accompanied by subsidies that would create significant distortions in international trade and investment.[endnoteRef:6] [6:  “Environment and Economics Guiding Principles Concerning International Economic Aspects of Environmental Policies,” OECD Recommendation adopted on 26th May, 1972, http://sedac.ciesin.org/entri/texts/oecd/OECD-4.01.html] 



Twenty years later, the Polluter Pays Principle was included in the Rio Declaration.  Principle 16 states:  

National authorities should endeavour to promote the internalization of environmental costs and the use of economic instruments, taking into account the approach that the polluter should, in principle, bear the cost of pollution, with due regard to the public interest and without distorting international trade and investment.[endnoteRef:7] [7:  Rio Declaration on Environment and Development] 



The OECD’s delineation was economic in focus, seeking to ensure that the price a good reflected the full cost of production.  But when used in a human rights context, the Polluter Pays Principle may be used as a punitive tool and, one would hope, a preventive one; if polluters know they are going to have to pay to clean up pollution they cause, they may be more careful not to produce it in the first place.  According to the Encyclopedia of Earth, the Polluter Pays Principle “is widely acknowledged as a general principle of International Environmental Law, and it is explicitly mentioned or implicitly referred to in a number of Multilateral Environmental Agreements.”[endnoteRef:8]   [8:  De Lucia, Vita, “Polluter pays principle,” The Encyclopedia of Earth, http://www.eoearth.org/article/Polluter_pays_principle
] 

In terms of India’s national laws, Bhopal was the catalyst for much tougher laws relating to corporate liability and pollution that utilize a very strong version of the Polluter Pays Principle.[endnoteRef:9]  The Indian Supreme Court made an important decision about liability after a 1985 gas leak at the Shriram Foods and Fertiliser plant (I mention this case on P. 9 of Part I of this paper).  Although only one person died, the Shriram leak, coming as it did soon after the Bhopal leak and risking so many lives in densely populated Delhi, apparently scared the Supreme Court into action.  Its decision in this, the Oleum Gas Leak Case, stated: [9:  Muralidhar, S., Unsettling Truths, Untold Tales: The Bhopal Gas Disaster Victims ‘Twenty Years’ of Courtroom Struggles for Justice,” IELRC Working Paper, 2004-2005. http://www.ielrc.org/content/w0405.pdf.  “The development of the law in this area is owed undoubtedly to the Bhopal gas disaster.” (Section 3.10.3)
] 


where an enterprise is engaged in a hazardous or inherently dangerous activity and harm results to anyone on account of an accident in the operation of such hazardous or inherently dangerous activity resulting, for example, in escape of toxic gas the enterprise is strictly and absolutely liable to compensate all those who are affected by the accident…[endnoteRef:10] [10:  M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (Oleum Gas Leak Case), 1985. http://www.worldlingo.com/ma/enwiki/en/M.C._Mehta_v._Union_of_India_%28Oleum_Gas_Leak_Case%29/4
] 



The absolute liability clause delineated here says that even if a company was not neglectful or actively to blame for injuries, it is liable and must pay all costs.  
	Other laws that utilize the Polluter Pays Principle to protect people from industrial disasters and pollution—and that were probably in part a reaction to Bhopal—include the Environmental Protection Act of 1986, which gave the Indian government the power to monitor and regulate industry, as well as the Public Insurance Liability Act, which specified compensation amounts to be paid for deaths and various types of injuries and which required businesses to hold insurance against such industrial accidents.[endnoteRef:11]  But these laws and pieces of legislation came too late to help Bhopalis; UCC was not bound by these laws, which were made after the leak. [11:  Rajagopalan, Shruti, The Polluter Does Not Pay Model for Environmental Protection in India, European Masters in Law and Economics, Master Thesis, University of Hamburg, University of Gent, University of Bologna, August 10, 2008, London, United Kingdom, P. 16.  http://www.emle.org/_data/Rajagopalan.pdf.
] 

	The material presented above says that, if nothing else, Bhopal caused important changes in the law and thus helped others whose rights were infringed.  However, the International Environmental Law Research Centre (IELRC) says in its comprehensive report on Bhopal, “The Bhopal case constitutes a lost opportunity for the courts to evolve principles of liability for tortuous acts by multinational corporations.”[endnoteRef:12]  The report also says, “In India at least, far from tightening the statutory framework concerning protection of the environment, there has been an indifference displayed toward enforcement of the existing law.”[endnoteRef:13]  The IELRC report is a comprehensive resources that is worth reading to understand how Bhopal may or may not have affected Indian law regarding pollution. [12:  Muralidhar, S., Unsettling Truths, Untold Tales: The Bhopal Gas Disaster Victims ‘Twenty Years’ of Courtroom Struggles for Justice,” IELRC Working Paper, 2004-2005. Section 3.10.1.http://www.ielrc.org/content/w0405.pdf. 
]  [13:  Muralidhar, Section 6.7.3
] 


Corporate Responsibility
These days, it seems every corporation has a Corporate Responsibility Policy and many of these focus on the environment.  Dow Chemical’s policy says:

We strongly believe that if we are to be successful in the 21st Century, we must simultaneously excel in all three elements of sustainable development: economic prosperity, corporate social responsibility and environmental stewardship. We are learning to make sustainability a way of business at Dow.[endnoteRef:14] [14:  Dow Chemical website. http://www.dow.com/commitments/corp_cit.htm
] 



Among the Dow policy’s eight Sustainable Development Guiding Principles is this one:  “Equity and Quality of Life — We will create shareholder value through environmentally sustainable economic development, social equity and ethical behavior.”[endnoteRef:15] [15:  Dow Chemical website.  
] 

Corporate Responsibility Policies are, of course completely voluntary; corporations can guide their actions by them if they wish, or not.  Some corporations may be sincere and act on them.  In other cases, a lot of verbiage is wasted on policies that serve only corporate image (if that).  It is not difficult to see the victims of Bhopal physically with one’s own eyes, I am sure; the existence of extreme pollution in the area of the plant is very well documented.  One might point out to Dow that it could voluntarily offer additional compensation to victims or choose to clean up the plant site and surrounding environs, if it truly wished to make environmental stewardship and sustainability a way of business.
The IELRC report suggests that International frameworks can be brought to bear on corporations, even if they do not bind them to specific actions.  Clouds of Injustice discusses a number of international environmental agreements that impose—or rather, since they are not legally binding, invite—responsible action from private, non-state actors, starting with The Universal Declaration of Human Rights’ clarion call to “every individual and every organ of society… to promote respect for these rights and freedoms”[endnoteRef:16]  In addition, 2003’s Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights[endnoteRef:17] states:   [16:  United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1948, http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr
]  [17:  United Nations Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights, August 2003, http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/links/norms-Aug2003.html
] 


“Transnational corporations and other business enterprises, their officers and persons working for them are also obligated to respect generally recognized responsibilities and norms contained in United Nations treaties and other international instruments.”


The Norms also specifically discuss a corporation’s responsibility to protect the environment and to pay compensation to those who are injured by its operations.  
There are many other international treaties and frameworks that link the behavior of private actors with public responsibilities.  But only the legal system of individual states can impose responsibility in an enforceable manner on corporate entities.  Thus it is the State’s responsibility to ensure that effective laws and legal systems are in place.  As per Article 17 of the Norms, “States should establish and reinforce the necessary legal and administrative framework for ensuring that the Norms and other relevant national and international laws are implemented by transnational corporations and other business enterprises.”[endnoteRef:18] [18:  Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights
] 

Clouds of Injustice suggests the development of “an international human rights framework that can be applied to companies directly… A human rights framework for company conduct would provide a common starting point for the consistent expectations of the role of companies in the respect and fulfillment of human rights.”[endnoteRef:19]  The idea is that even though voluntary corporate responsibility policies can not be counted on in the worst cases, they should at least be appropriate and comprehensive, with guidance from human rights experts rather than individual corporate relations departments.  In this way, in the best cases, corporations that are sincere about actualizing a concrete social responsibility program will know what is required and have a clear map.  One might hope that a few such sincere corporations might, by making responsibility the norm, shift corporate culture at least a little more toward action that is in alignment with human rights norms. [19:  Clouds of Injustice, P. 79.
] 

Luckily, government entities can create laws and regulations that make corporate responsibility mandatory (discussed below under “Government Responsibility”).

Government Responsibility
As some of the material in the two sections above shows, government entities are the ones that must legally bind industry to responsible actions.  For instance, the early delineation by the OECD of the Polluter Pays Principle states “the polluter should bear the expenses of carrying out the above mentioned measures decided by public authorities to ensure that the environment is in an acceptable state.”[endnoteRef:20]  (emphasis added).  Amnesty International seeks to “transpose international environmental obligations into national law binding on private actors”[endnoteRef:21] and its report on Bhopal says: [20:  “Environment and Economics Guiding Principles Concerning International Economic Aspects of Environmental Policies,” OECD Recommendation adopted on 26th May, 1972, http://sedac.ciesin.org/entri/texts/oecd/OECD-4.01.html
]  [21:  Clouds of Injustice, P. 35.
] 


The most important means to ensure that companies respect human rights remains effective domestic regulation. If developed and administered fairly, national laws and legal infrastructure are more likely than international measures to address local priorities and interests.  Such laws require well-managed and resourced government agencies to monitor implementation and to take action to punish and remedy breaches of the law.[endnoteRef:22] [22:  Clouds of Injustice, P. 75.
] 


Perhaps the international human rights framework can be a catalyst for good laws.
However, there is a potential problem if the state is pursuing a policy of economic development through investments of foreign capital.  As Clouds of Injustice states it, “Governments in developing nations face a difficult choice as they are responsible for the health and safety of the population but are aware that overregulation or strict control over corporate activity can drive away investment, frustrating economic development and job creation.”[endnoteRef:23]  Government corruption and dysfunction also potentially come into the mix; both were obviously in play with regard to Bhopal. [23:  Clouds of Injustice,  P. 76.  In addition, an article by Romi Mahajan, which was published by Counterpunch on August 21, 2001views the miscarriage of justice in Bhopal as a direct result of India’s desire to court foreign industry.  “Dow Chemical, a global behemoth with over 3200 products in the market and over $26.5 Billion in annual revenues, expressed concern to the Indian Government that their investment plans in India could be hampered by fear of a transfer of pending liabilities; in keeping with their Washington-given mandate, the Government of India has decided to dilute the Bhopal-related charges to ‘negligence…’ A compromised government in cahoots with a cynical and recalcitrant corporation—simply reflective of the incredible absurdity of India's liberalization plans and of the double standards about the value of human life that any votaries of liberalization must accept and support, directly or tacitly.”
] 

Laws governing business attempt to make the polluter pay.  But what if doesn’t?  Should government take on direct responsibility for compensation or clean up?  If so, when?  In fact, in the Bhopal case, the government did take on interim responsibility for compensation to victims, when it became clear that extracting compensation from UCC was going to take a long time.  The idea was to provide some smaller amount of relief until the polluter could be made to pay—or repay.  Shruti Rajagopalan explains that a procedural issues in Indian courts makes it a very common situation that the government itself is legally liable and must recoup funds spent from the private entities that in fact should be responsible;  public interest writ petitions can not be field against private entities, thus they are brought against government entities that then pursue businesses and try to make them pay.[endnoteRef:24] [24:  Rajagopalan, Pp. 15-16.
] 

	With regard to interim relief for Bhopalis, Rajagopalan explains:

The District Court ordered the government to give interim relief while the petition was continuing and the government was ordered to pay interim relief by way of construction of hospitals, provision of medical help, cleaning the toxic levels of Bhopal and interim compensation to victims. This was an interim measure until the litigation was complete and the exact amount of damages was awarded. However, after five years of litigation, an out of court settlement was reached between Union Carbide and the Government of India. The [Supreme Court] held that if the settlement fund that was negotiated was exhausted, then the Government of India must make good the deficiency for all the claims past, present and future arising from the gas leak.[endnoteRef:25] [25:  Rajagopalan, Pp 26-27.
] 



When viewed with the eye of social justice, this makes good sense.  Victims are compensated.  And although the polluter itself has not paid, there is some justice in that the government also had responsibility; it was supposed to regulate the polluter, and/or take preventive action but it failed to do so effectively, so now it is paying.  In the case of Bhopal, as I have shown, the government was highly responsible.  Clouds of Injustice summarizes:

Despite recent positive steps, the Indian government has failed in several ways to protect the rights of the victims of the Bhopal disaster. It was obliged to ensure that UCC and UCIL complied with existing safety regulations in order to avoid gas leaks. However, government officials of Madhya Pradesh state failed to act effectively on numerous occasions when less serious but nonetheless alarming incidents had occurred. These incidents should have alerted state officials to the possibility of a disaster.  After the leak, the government decided to accept an inadequate final settlement without allowing survivors to participate in the resolution of the case. This undermined the victims’ right to a remedy, which includes compensation, rehabilitation, acknowledgement of the harm they have suffered, and for those responsible to be held to account. Today [in 2004], about US$330 million of the settlement deal has yet to be disbursed. The government has also failed to ensure that survivors received adequate compensation and medical assistance, or to prevent widespread corruption affecting the compensation process. Finally, the government discontinued without explanation the medical research on the impact of the leak, and has yet to publish all the interim results.

Before I close this section, I will mention briefly U.S. governmental responsibility for regulating and punishing U.S. companies that potentially could, or actually do, cause damages across borders.  The U.S. ducked its responsibility to punish UCC.  In this way, it protected a criminal entity and sent a loud message to other corporations that the polluter does not always have to pay.  This undercut the preventive effects of the Polluter Pays Principle.
One U.S. law may, however, provide a model:  The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), or the Superfund.  CERCLA was enacted by the U.S. Congress at the end of 1980.  The CERCLA website explains that it 

…created a tax on the chemical and petroleum industries and provided broad Federal authority to respond directly to releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment.  Over five years, $1.6 billion was collected and the tax went to a trust fund for cleaning up abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.[endnoteRef:26] [26:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency CERCLA website, http://epa.gov/superfund/policy/cercla.htm
] 



	This is not the place to discuss how the Superfund has and has not been effective.  The model, however, could offer concrete hope for Bhopalis to see clean up of the environment in which they live (although it would take a long time and victims of the Bhopal gas leak have surely waited long enough):  an Indian superfund could use taxes collected now to clean up the toxic site created in 1984 and during the intervening years, while retaining the right to try to extract payment from UCC or Dow.

The Legal System
	Litigation is slow, expensive, complex, and often favors wealthy parties over poor and/or uneducated ones.  What is more, it can purposefully be used as a tool to delay paying compensation or coming to a resolution.  The Indian legal system is far slower, more overburdened, and possibly more inequitable even than our courts here in the U.S.  
	In the Bhopal case, in which so many lawsuits produced so little justice, one must put the law itself on trial—and the legal defense funds that have provided pro bono legal service for Bhopalis have done just that.  IELRC makes this a focus of its report, saying:

The Bhopal gas leak disaster symbolizes the failure of the legal system in general and the failure of the system to respond to the disaster in particular…  Law may not have all the answers to the problems that Bhopals generate, but it has the potential to do harm…  The Bhopal gas leak triggered many a litigation disaster.  Almost every strand of litigation concerning the event has been a disaster for the victims.[endnoteRef:27] [27:  IELRC, Executive Summary.] 

	
	There are a few questions to explore here.  First, is the law itself strong enough?  Second, is the law being effectively and fairly implemented?  Lastly, how did the failures of law and implementation allow both the corporate polluter and the government to avoid providing for Bhopalis.  The IELRC report provides a list of points related to the law, implementation and representation that need to be addressed.  There is no reason for me to paraphrase that work here.  Rather, my point is that the legal system can provide either relief or obstruction of justice.  Tragically, for Bhopal, it was the later.
	The material on the legal system in Part I of this paper is pertinent to this discussion.

Conclusions
I will end my paper with a list of laws and frameworks that need to be instituted.  This is by no means an exhaustive list: 
· Stronger laws that regulate industry and pollution (some were instituted after Bhopal but more are still needed, as the obvious degradation of India’s environment shows).
· Rectification of government corruption and bureaucratic mismanagement
· A human rights framework that relates directly to corporations
· Laws that regulate multinational corporations across international borders
· Enforcement ability by the United Nations
· Stronger civil and political rights for the most vulnerable members of the population
· A CERCLA-like fund in India
Do I believe these new laws and frameworks would serve the poorest, most vulnerable people in our world?  Yes, a better system might serve them a little better.  But maybe not much better.  
When I began researching Part II of this project, I had a neat formulation as to how the various policy issues—or tools for securing rights—might have fit together to cause just the opposite.  I surmised that as the government attempted to make the polluter pay and the polluter attempted to delay long enough for the government to become responsible for clean up, and while both sides engaged a tortuously slow legal system, victims experienced only years of unresolved injustice, more deaths and illness as they went untreated, the effects of a toxic environment, and a deepening of the poverty in which most of them lived.  
This formulation in connected with the idea that making some of the changes in my list above (and many other changes that a document like the IELRC report delineates fully and from much more informed foundation than I will ever have) is a useful thing to do in terms of (1) finally providing justice for Bhopalis and (2) preventing future Bhopals for other communities, both the kind of injustices that occurred on the night of December 2nd 1984 and the kind that occurred in subsequent years as redress receded ever further.
But as I wrote, this formulation, while containing some truth, began to seem pat, a bit too conceptual, and at heart, not really honest.  Too often in the story, I ran into some old friends—greed, incompetence, classism, racism, callousness, laziness, selfishness and self interest, broken bureaucracies and unfeeling bureaucrats, a lack of imagination in solving problems, a democratic system that while ostensibly representing the people does not do so, and plenty of bad luck.  After all the research and wrestling with policy that I did, I think it comes down to the fact that the Bhopalis are poor so no one in power cares about their suffering.  The tools that prevented them from receiving justice could have been used to achieve that end and probably would have been if the Bhopalis were a different set of human beings.  So the problem is both systemic and not.  Thus it may be improved with systemic change, but not entirely.
The Bhopal story makes one cynical.  In Bhopal, every avenue that should have been used in the service of victims was turned toward business-as-usual.  Working with this material day after day, I could not help but see a callous heart, or a set of callous hearts, at the center of this massive tragedy.  Although I chose not to focus on the Environmental Justice Movement when I selected policy topics to address, in the end, I am brought around to it.  The EJ Movement holds the view that racial minorities, economically distressed communities, and developing nations disproportionally bear the burden of industrial pollution and environmental degradation.  EJ focuses on institutionalized racism; the commodification of resources; irresponsible corporate entities; unresponsive, unaccountable governments; and the lack of resources and power in affected communities.  Shifting these is long, slow, frustrating work that addresses issues deeply embedded in our collective societies and psyches.  It makes me very sad to think that sick Bhopalis might have to rely on shifts in these before they have a chance to see a competent doctor.  
Possibly one of the most important lessons of Bhopal is that if one rights violation isn’t addressed, others of different types are likely to follow.  The duty-bearers in Bhopal did not address the right to access to information and that may have made the accident possible, leading to infringements of the rights to life and access to the highest levels of health.  When duty-bearers did not address the rights to life and access to the highest level of health, infringements of the right to a clean environment and right to a remedy resulted.  The longer a case remains open, the more rights are violated and the more suffering occurs.  More than anything else, this illustrates the indivisibility of all human rights.  When human rights are divided, when they are not addressed holistically, the result may well be lived out in human live and bodies, in the lives and bodies of people who weren’t present or weren’t born at the time of the initial incident.  Whenever the indivisibility of human rights begins to seem a little academic, please, reread some of the materials on Bhopal. 
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