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Green economy and the persistence of politics

During the past three decades, market-based management of nature, emphasiz-
ing monetary valuation and trading of so-called natural capital, has become the 
prevailing framework in international environmental governance and treaty 
negotiations (McAfee 2012a). Recently this approach has been framed in terms 
of ‘green economy’. To their advocates, green-economy principles ofer the 
best hope for overcoming a global ‘triple crisis’ of subsistence (hunger and 
extreme poverty), environmental degradation (global warming and species 
loss), and economic stagnation (Gills 2010; IMF 2012).

As elaborated by United Nations agencies, international inancial institu-
tions, global-North governments, and private conservationist organizations, 
green economy is intended to incorporate environmental factors into national 
and international strategies for economic growth and sustainable development 
(GEC 2013; Le Blanc 2011; OECD 2011; TNC 2013; UNDESA 2012). In 
short, green economy is a strategy to save globalized capitalism from its most 
ecologically and socially destructive consequences by constructing markets in 
environmental assets and deicits. This, it is said, will beneit investors and 
society as well as nature, thus helping to circumvent the inancing short-falls, 
conlicts of interest, and political disputes that have blocked progress on cli-
mate change mitigation and biodiversity conservation. Green-economy strate-
gies are said to promise ‘new tools and a fresh approach for overcoming the 
gaps and challenges experienced over the past 20 years’ (UNDESA 2013: 23).

Carbon-ofset markets are one of the most vigorously promoted green-
economy policies (World Bank 2012). When traded across borders, carbon 
ofsets are essentially permits that allow continued emissions of certain amounts 
of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases (GHGs), mainly in the industri-
alized economies, in exchange for putative climate change mitigating activities 
elsewhere: biofuel production, introduction of greener manufacturing methods, 
energy production by less polluting means, for example, hydropower instead 
of coal, or preservation and expansion of forests and peat lands that sequester 
carbon. Because most of these activities can be carried out more cheaply, in 
monetary terms, in countries where incomes and prices are relatively low, 
investment in climate-saving actions in the global South is considered one of 
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the least-cost means of addressing global warming (Stern 2009; Storm 2009). 
This representation of transnational carbon markets as a rational, eicient, sci-
entiically based strategy, however, obscures the politics inherent in ofset trad-
ing and market-based management of nature more broadly.

Among other things, carbon markets are expected to generate revenue for 
Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD+), a global 
program aimed at maintaining and enlarging forests as carbon sinks, primarily 
in the tropics.1 Market-based REDD+ builds upon the model of Payments for 
Ecosystem Services (PES) projects in Latin America, Asia, and Africa since the 
late 1990s (Corbera 2012; McAfee 2012b).2 The main institutional sponsors of 
REDD+, the World Bank and the UN Environment Program (UNEP), see 
carbon-ofset markets as a major source of private inancing for conservation 
(UNEP 2011). REDD+, along with the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM), are the most fully realized applications of green-economy 
policy at an international scale thus far.

By promising beneits to all parties from trade in carbon credits, both the 
CDM and market-based REDD+ attempt to skirt the tensions between two 
goals: slowing global warming and fostering economic growth and develop-
ment as it is conventionally understood. Advocates hope that this approach 
can surmount the political discord that has thwarted renewal of the Kyoto 
Protocol and other international action on climate change. In theory, REDD+ 
payments could compensate developing countries for reducing their GHG 
emissions and for conserving carbon sinks in their territories. It would thus 
help to resolve disputes about the relative responsibilities of long-industrialized, 
global-North countries, countries now undergoing rapid industrialization, and 
would-be industrializing countries. Some also believe that REDD+ payments, 
if distributed strategically to land owners and the poor, can ease the conlicts 
over land and territorial rights that now seethe in many rural regions.

As a framing device in policymaking, green economy exempliies the pre-
sent, ‘post-political’ conjuncture (Moufe 2005; Žižek 1999). It constructs 
an idealized, static, unitary, and authoritative Nature, in defense of which 
political conlicts must be set aside in favor of technocratic, environmental- 
economic management justiied in terms of the purported common interest of 
all humanity (Swyngedouw 2011). For example, the policy documents of the 
UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the main multilateral body 
that informs climate negotiations, relect such a perspective, generally avoiding 
reference to the social and political dimensions of climate change, much less 
to the power-laden processes through which its own research agenda has been 
constructed. Thus environmental post-politics attempts to position environ-
mental governance above the fray, in a realm of purportedly objective scientiic 
rigor and technical expertise.

Despite such eforts, international climate policy is more contested than 
ever, as struggles between diferent classes, interests, and institutions over 
wealth, territory, resources, and legitimacy reemerge repeatedly. This was 
strongly evident at the 2012 Rio+20 Earth Summit, where green economy 
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became a focal point of dissent among oicial delegations. While some inter-
national NGOs are campaigning for carbon markets and investing in REDD+, 
others oppose them just as forcefully. Academics and coalitions of indigenous 
and peasant groups have condemned REDD+ as cover for a new phase of land 
enclosure and dispossession of the poor (Fairhead et al. 2012; Rosset 2013). For 
the irst time in decades, some governments are questioning whether neolib-
eral models of competitive, export-driven, private-sector-led growth can foster 
ecologically sustainable development. At the same time, non-market-centric 
alternatives envisioned by social-movement opponents of green economy are 
gaining attention.

The irst section of this chapter describes how market-inanced REDD+ 
and carbon trading are constructed in terms of the concepts, methods, and 
assumptions of green economy: market prices, the fungibility of natural assets, 
the representation of transcontinental trade in ecosystem services as an apoliti-
cal, ‘win-win’ strategy for both conservation and development, and the crucial 
role of the idea of scarcity in this discourse. The next section describes the 
evolution of international green economy thinking and its application to cli-
mate policy through carbon-ofset trading and REDD+. I then summarize the 
critiques of carbon markets as a conservation-and-development strategy put 
forward by academic and other critics, myself included, with emphasis on the 
problem of inequality. The section that follows discusses the ongoing inter-
national political dissent about green economy, illustrated by controversies at 
Rio+20, and the counter-politics that have crystallized in response to PES and 
REDD+ projects and carbon-ofset trade at local and national levels. Finally, I 
consider the alternatives to green-economy and market-led development being 
articulated by social-movement critics, noting how they challenge the repre-
sentation of environmental crisis as a crisis of scarcity that can best be addressed 
by means of market exchange.

Market-based environmental governance in theory

A controversial set of presumptions links the logic of green economy to carbon 
markets and market-oriented versions of REDD+. As it is being advanced by 
environmental and development agencies, green economy is based on conven-
tional environmental economics, which itself is built largely upon a foundation 
of neoclassical economics. Many environmental economists also apply the tools 
of institutional economics to analyze market ‘imperfections’, complexities, and 
transaction costs (Ferraro 2008; Swallow et al. 2007; Vatn 2005). Some who 
distinguish themselves as ‘ecological’ economists envision the economy as situ-
ated within and limited by the ecosphere, as put forward by Boulding (1966; 
also see Daly and Farley 2003). In either case, ‘environment’ and ‘economy’ are 
understood as distinguishable, at least conceptually (see also Lane, this volume).

Most versions of environmental and ecological economics depict nature as 
part of an immanent market-world. For instance, UNEP’s Green Economy 
manifesto asserts that causes of crises such as looming food and water shortages, 

 Taylor & Francis

 

 

Not for distribution

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/4842886_Asymmetric_Information_and_Contract_Design_for_Payments_for_Environmental_Services?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-bb028a45550e2cea85fc927c2419688b-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2NzQ0ODg2NTtBUzoxNTcyNDY3MDkzMTM1MzdAMTQxNDUwMTk0NTMxNw==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/251236873_The_Conditions_for_Effective_Mechanisms_of_Compensation_and_Rewards_for_Environmental_Services_CES_Scoping_Study?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-bb028a45550e2cea85fc927c2419688b-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2NzQ0ODg2NTtBUzoxNTcyNDY3MDkzMTM1MzdAMTQxNDUwMTk0NTMxNw==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/247850929_The_economics_of_the_coming_spaceship_earth?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-bb028a45550e2cea85fc927c2419688b-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2NzQ0ODg2NTtBUzoxNTcyNDY3MDkzMTM1MzdAMTQxNDUwMTk0NTMxNw==


240 Kathleen McAfee

as well as ‘persistent social problems’, share a common feature: ‘the gross misal-
location of capital’, exacerbated by ‘[e]xisting policies and market incentives’ 
that allow ‘unchecked social and environmental externalities’ (UNEP 2011: 
14–15). In this view, everything, including environmental assets and deicits, 
ought to be subject to monetary pricing, ownership, and exchange (Turner 
et al. 1994). Market-based conservation requires that the exchange values of so-
called natural capital and the costs of environmental damages be determined by 
means of expert estimates or, preferably for some, that such values be ‘discov-
ered’ through the workings of supply and demand. Once their values become 
known, then environmental externalities – the unintentional costs or beneits 
of economic activities – can supposedly be internalized into the accounting of 
individuals, enterprises, and states.

In line with the commonly asserted self-depiction of neoliberal doctrine, 
most advocates of environmental markets see competition among private 
actors as more conducive than state-centered ‘command-and-control’ to the 
eicient allocation of nature’s resources and functions (Chichilnisky and Heal 
2000). In keeping with neoclassical economic premises, they generally view 
land users, businesses, and consumers as rational individuals who respond 
mainly to material incentives. In theory, once property rights are established 
and transaction costs are minimized, voluntary trade in environmental goods 
and bads will produce optimal, least-cost outcomes with minimal state involve-
ment (Coase 1960). In this way, the magic of the market is expected to achieve 
a maximally eicient allocation of land and other resources for manufacturing, 
energy production, and agriculture. Ecological degradation, particularly the 
damages caused by global warming, can thus be minimized by reducing con-
lict between diferent industries and interests.

In other words, markets can be used to supersede politics. That said, most green-
economy theorists do not expect that the pricing, ownership, and trading of envi-
ronmental goods and bads will arise spontaneously or will be suicient to ensure 
that conservation and climate-mitigation goals will be achieved. Environmental 
markets must be supported and constrained by state interventions such as taxes 
on fossil-fuel extraction or use, ines or legal limits – ‘caps’ – on GHG emissions 
and other pollution, and tax reductions or other subsidies that increase the values 
of ecosystem services and resources and create incentives for their sustainable use.

Central to this world model is the idea of resource scarcity. In orthodox 
economics, markets are the means to manage unlimited human wants and 
desires for inite goods and resources, whether the goal is promoting eco-
nomic growth, constraining it, or redistributing its products. Scarcity discourse 
is, likewise, fundamental to green-economy thinking, and this assumption 
invites the use of tools of quantiication and market exchange. As economist 
Fred Luks writes, ecologically sustainable development ‘is about ends (in other 
words, meeting the needs of people living today and future generations) and 
limited means (namely, the environment, technology, and institutions)’ (2010: 
93). Luks provides a cogent comparison of how ‘[in] both mainstream and 
ecological economics, scarcity is naturalized’ (2010: 93).
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International environmentalism has been long framed by beliefs about 
resource shortages and population excesses, especially since the 1960s. Concepts 
common in environmental policy conversation in the Anglophone global 
North, such as ‘tragedy of the commons’, ‘lifeboat ethics’, ‘carrying capac-
ity’, and the I=PAT formula, hold a notion of absolute scarcity at their core.3 
As Lane explains, during the past 30 years the concept of scarcity has risen, 
died, and been revived in environmental policy. The idea that humanity faces 
tradeofs dictated by biophysical realities has been ‘translated’ and deployed in 
recent years to justify the creation of markets in GHGs and other pollutants 
(Lane, this volume).

Given their shared presumption of scarcity, green-economy thinkers are 
variously optimistic or pessimistic about the extent to which technological 
innovations can enable expanded development without devastating resource 
wars or ecological collapse. Some are not dissuaded by the prospect of ecologi-
cal limits because they assume either that natural resources are largely substi-
tutable, so that a combination of technological advances and well-functioning 
markets can circumvent fraught choices, or that such choices are inevitable, but 
are the business of politics, not economics. In contrast, ecological economics 
takes scarcity as its starting point: living within the planet’s limits is its analyti-
cal and programmatic priority. Building on analysis of thermodynamics and 
entropy and the idea that economy is enclosed within the ecosphere, ecologi-
cal economists posit absolute limits to human production and consumption, or 
total ‘material throughput’ (Daly and Farley 2003; Georgescu-Roegen 1971; 
Martínez-Alier 2003).

But, as Mehta argues, scarcity is political: a socially constructed concept 
‘that emerges as a political strategy and is used to justify certain interventions 
over others’ (2010: 4; also see Xenos 1989). From the green-economy point 
of view, humanity as a whole is running out of carbon sinks, farmland, water, 
minerals, and energy, making planetary catastrophe imminent. If this is so, then 
surely the concerns of particular groups and even democratic process should be 
set aside in favor of ecological and economic expertise. ‘Everything happens as 
if Green politics had frozen politics solid’ (Latour 2008: 2). Swyngedouw (2010, 
2011) and others have pointed out the depoliticizing efects of the specter 
of social and economic collapse caused by climate change and resource lim-
its. From this perspective, there is only one Nature, pitted against a generic 
Society. There are, therefore, no choices to be made about what sorts of nature 
– that is, which particular socio-ecological arrangements – are to be preserved.

‘Ideological’ – that is, political – discussion of how scarcities have been 
created, whose interests are thus served, and whether market-based manage-
ment of nature is even possible, become mere distractions from the impera-
tive of averting climate apocalypse (Swyngedouw 2010). The treatment of 
‘humanity’ or ‘society’ as an undiferentiated whole obscures the facts that 
some people and places sufer directly from ecological degradation while others 
beneit immensely from the unsustainable use of natural resources and services. 
Meanwhile, most green-economy advocates take it for granted that radical 
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redistribution of wealth and resource access is politically impossible and that 
Western-style ‘development’ is desirable and universally desired. Nearly all 
assume that economic growth is vital to the management of ecological crisis 
and that economic development must continue to be led by the private sector.

Green economy in practice: markets in 
ecosystem services and carbon ofsets

Eforts to apply market logic to multilateral environment policy date back at 
least to the early 1980s, when the World Bank, pressed by US and Euro-
pean environmentalists, formed its own Environment Division (Wade 1997). 
Market-centered thinking was implicit in the inluential report, Our Common 
Future, which held that conservation, economic growth, and poverty reduction 
are not only compatible but mutually supportive (Bruntland 1987).

Aspects of green-economy reasoning were present in the discourse that 
framed the irst Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. To win the support of 
global-South countries, the conservationists and policymakers who promoted 
that event had added ‘Development’ to the title of what would have been the 
‘UN Conference on Environment’. The presumed lesser capacity of global-
South states was recognized in the form of pledges by richer states to help them 
pay for conservation actions. But in the context of stagnant economic growth, 
strengthening neoliberal ideology, and tightening austerity, expectations soon 
faded for substantial North-to-South environmental aid lows and for compli-
ance with Earth-Summit obligations by governments in either category. By 
2002, market-centric environmentalism was in full bloom. It shaped the Global 
Compact for public-private partnerships, the main notable outcome of the 
Rio+10 Earth Summit in Johannesburg.

The original text of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), 
launched at the irst Earth Summit, relected the idea that both environmental 
and development beneits can be captured from the proitable, private-sector 
exploitation of so-called genetic resources such as those found in medicines 
from rainforest plants (McAfee 1999). What I have called ‘selling nature to save 
it’ through biodiversity prospecting has generally failed to produce signiicant 
revenues and incentives for conservation. Nevertheless, policies based on simi-
lar hopes have been elaborated in subsequent iterations of the CBD (Corson 
and MacDonald 2012). Analogous reasoning appears in narratives that describe 
markets in carbon-sequestration services as a new source of development ben-
eits as well as conservation gains and investor proits (UNDESA 2012; UNEP 
2011).

In practice, market-based management of carbon does not mean a return 
to laissez-faire. Markets are supported by government actions; neoliberaliza-
tion entails changes in the forms of state interventions, not their elimination 
(Peck 2008). As noted above, most environmental economists call for volun-
tary or public-sector regulations that curb pollution and destruction of eco-
systems by tweaking markets to make it costly to pollute or destroy natural 
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assets (Muradian and Rival 2012; TEEB 2010). This, along with the creation 
of tradable property rights to ecosystem functions, lays the epistemological and 
practical foundations for the conceptualization of ‘ecosystem services’ (ES) as 
a commodity that can be owned, bought, and sold. ES – carbon sequestration 
by forests, the bufering of tides and storms by wetlands, and the provision of 
habitats for desirable species – can then be traded under cap-and-trade regula-
tory systems or on a voluntary basis.4

Expectations for private-sector-led responses to global ecological crisis are 
seen most clearly in climate policy (Stern 2009). North-to-South aid lows 
have diminished while persistent indebtedness and poverty persist in much 
of the global South, and even while the human impacts of global warming 
are increasingly visible there. In this context, the World Bank has found a 
wide audience for its argument that private investment can inance forest con-
servation, climate-mitigation technologies, and low-carbon industrialization 
(Watson 2007; World Bank 2010). Support for this approach, however, falls 
far short of consensus.

By boosting investor expectations and by supporting the prices of the GHG 
ofsets that it brokers, the World Bank seeks to catalyze international carbon 
trading. Most of the inancing for Bank-managed carbon funds has been con-
tributed by governments. Germany has been the largest donor to the Bank’s 
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), followed by Norway, rich in oil 
revenues and keen to avert alternative policies that might stile its lucrative 
fossil-fuel industries. The European Union has taken extraordinary measures 
to support its own, lagging, regional carbon-trading scheme (Methmann 
and Stephan, this volume). Thus, carbon ‘markets’, like most PES projects, 
are shaped and subsidized by public institutions (McAfee and Shapiro 2010). 
The World Bank’s Carbon Finance Unit expects the private sector eventually 
to become the primary engine of a multi-billion-dollar market in credits for 
climate-mitigation and biodiversity conservation actions (World Bank 2013).

The Bank expects carbon-market revenues to be used to help inance 
REDD+.5 In the Bank’s vision, REDD+ revenues would be generated by 
public and private investments in forest conservation and forest ‘enhancements’, 
including tree plantations. Some of the proits from the sale of REDD+ cred-
its are to be accrued by governments that demonstrate improved practice in 
limiting deforestation. Those governments, in turn, are expected to distribute 
REDD+ payments to landholders by means of PES and similar schemes, or 
to use REDD+ funds directly to strengthen protected-area zones and other 
conservation programs.

REDD+ is a multi-headed, multi-limbed creation with no single, stand-
ardized architecture, set of criteria, or inancing mechanism. As of late 2013, 
at least 44 countries were pursuing REDD+ projects and preparatory pro-
cesses in conjunction with the World Bank FCPF. Others are ailiated with 
UN-REDD+, established in 2008 as a joint project of the UN Food and 
Agriculture Organisation, the UN Development Programme, and UNEP and 
backed by a multi-donor trust fund. Still other projects designated as REDD+ 
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by their sponsors are independent initiatives by governments, private compa-
nies, and nongovernment organizations (NGOs). Many governments, includ-
ing those of the EU, Indonesia, and Guyana, have embraced REDD+, but 
others, such as Brazil’s, have frequently argued against market-based REDD+ 
and favor a version of REDD+ supported by public inancing.

Contradictions of carbon markets and REDD+

To many of its critics, however, REDD+ is little more than a scheme for pol-
lution ofsetting in the global North at the expense of the global South (Böhm 
and Dabhi 2009; McAfee 2012b; No REDD+ 2012). Some see REDD+ as a 
tool that enables states to recentralize their control over rural resources and ter-
ritories (Phelps et al. 2010). Even before 2007, some rural-based organizations 
interpreted REDD+ as a mechanism that would facilitate new forms of land 
enclosures and evictions of forest dwellers and peasants. Meanwhile, among 
scientists and policymakers there is considerable doubt about whether carbon-
ofset trade, and REDD+ in particular, can achieve net reductions in GHG 
emissions or yield signiicant development beneits, much less both (Angelsen 
et al. 2012; Lohmann 2005; Pattanayak et al. 2010).

The case for carbon-market inancing of poverty alleviation and sustain-
able development has several damning debilities. First, for-proit carbon-credit 
investments are linked tenuously, if at all, to the objective of slowing global 
warming. Consumers who wish to ofset their individual carbon footprints 
might genuinely desire that their purchases of ofsets will result in forest con-
servation or greener industrial technologies, but, as capitalist enterprises, the 
energy corporations, manufacturing irms, banks, hedge funds, and individual 
speculators who comprise the majority of carbon-credit buyers must make 
proit their priority. Their concerns about the actual, environmental efects of 
their carbon-market transactions are secondary at best.

Ofset credits, like any marketed commodity, have little commercial value 
unless they are scarce relative to demand. But in the wake of the failure to 
strengthen the Kyoto Protocol and in the absence of rigorous state and regional 
limits on GHGs, carbon credits are anything but scarce. The value of the global 
carbon market in 2013 was less than half of its value in 2011 (Point Carbon 
2014: 1), mainly because supply of credits has far exceeded demand. Point 
Carbon’s review of the carbon markets reported that, while the ETS comprised 
about 95 percent of the value of all carbon-linked trade in 2013, ‘[o]versupply 
and consistently low prices threaten to render the EU ETS insigniicant’ as an 
incentive for reducing atmospheric pollution (Point Carbon 2014: 1). As the 
senior carbon analyst for Thompson Reuters observed, ‘[w]ithout ambitious 
climate targets there is no need for deep emission reductions and carbon prices 
will remain at low levels’ (Point Carbon 2014: 1). In 2013, prices on unregu-
lated voluntary carbon markets ranged between a mere US$1 to $8 a ton, 
while investments in new CDM projects have ceased almost entirely.6 And, as 
a decade’s experience has shown, carbon trading is particularly vulnerable to 
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manipulation and fraud (FERN 2013; Macken 2011). As long as ofsets are so 
easily and cheaply obtained there is scant economic incentive for enterprises to 
lower their GHG emissions.

Meanwhile, the attempt to standardize and ine-tune methods for certifying 
the ecological legitimacy of credit-earning investments has become a major 
undertaking, funded largely by public institutions and enrolling thousands of 
economists, business and legal consultants, ecologists, and more rarely, social 
scientists (e.g. Engel et al. 2012). Yet this efort is confounded by the irreduc-
ible complexity of actual ecosystems and their social settings. Ample literature 
documents the impossibility of measuring accurately the quantity of organ-
isms saved or the quantity and continuity of GHGs sequestered or emissions 
averted by any particular land-use or industrial-technology intervention (e.g. 
Norgaard 2010). Estimates of net environmental loss or gain inevitably rely on 
far-reaching approximations, weakly founded claims about the commensura-
bility of ecosystems and their attributes, untestable counterfactual scenarios, 
and assumptions about future human behaviors. Moreover, valuation of the 
resulting credits in monetary terms can never be bias-free: decisions about 
discount rates – the expected values of resources and ecosystems to future gen-
erations in diferent regions – are inevitably arbitrary in that they require value 
judgments by those who deduce the monetary worth, now and in the future, 
of species, landscapes, and natural processes (cf. Howarth and Norgaard 1993; 
e.g. Landis and Bernauer 2012).

Market-oriented PES schemes ofer myriad examples of the recalcitrance 
of how living eco-social systems are recalcitrant to calculation (McAfee and 
Shapiro 2010; Muradian and Rival 2012). Problems arising from their ecologi-
cal and social complexities include: ‘uncertainty’ about how much carbon is 
actually stored or how much GHG emissions are prevented; ‘leakage’, when 
destructive activities are shifted to an activity or place that is under less scrutiny; 
‘impermanence’, concerning what will happen after conservation payments 
end, investment priorities shift, or when climate change transforms ecological 
relationships; and various forms of ‘moral hazard’: conlicts of interests among 
regulators, monitors, governments, landholders, and investors or opportunities 
for rent-seeking, outright fraud, and selective representation of data (Lohmann 
2009; Muradian et al. 2013). These dilemmas are widely acknowledged by sup-
porters of market-oriented PES and REDD+ (Chomitz 2006; Wunder 2013).

While most REDD+ and PES projects have been designed with reference 
to monetary values and narrow notions of economic eiciency, extensive lit-
erature on collective action and common property has shown that the choices 
and actions of land users are often better explained by cooperative norms, 
non-monetary values, and non-material incentives than by the expectation of 
competitive, individual, beneit-maximizing behavior that frames ‘Western’ 
models (Ostrom 1990). Recent reviews ofer evidence that this is often true of 
PES project participants, whose ES payment incomes commonly fall short of 
their required costs in time and efort (Corbera et al. 2007; Kosoy et al. 2008; 
Van Hecken and Bastiaensen 2010).
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Another deep law in the green-economy strategy of trading ecosystem ser-
vices for development revenue is less often acknowledged. It is that the proit 
incentives necessary to spur substantial private investment in international cli-
mate mitigation depend upon continued inequality between lower-income 
and higher-income world regions (McAfee 2012a, 2012b). Revenue for con-
servation, green technology, and development in the global South is expected 
to come from energy, manufacturing, and transportation irms that purchase 
carbon credits to ofset the damages caused by their polluting activities.7 But 
businesses, brokers, and speculators in carbon or biodiversity markets will buy 
such permits only insofar as such investments ofer a proit advantage over 
investments in other places and activities.

The predicted proit opportunities in North–South carbon trading are 
derived from the fact that ofset credits can be obtained at less expense in 
economically poorer regions. In the language of orthodox economics, carbon 
credits in low-income countries are cheaper because opportunity costs – for 
example, potential income lost if land is used for carbon sinks instead of food 
or oil crops – are smaller where prices of labor, land, and other factors of pro-
duction are lower and life expectancies are shorter. In other words, investment 
in greening in the global South is economically ‘eicient’ because nature and 
human lives are cheaper, in efect, and bargaining power is weaker in places 
where people are poor. Inequality is thus built into the framework and ration-
ale for global carbon markets from the outset.8

To its advocates, the market-based eiciency derived from this wealth dif-
ference is the great virtue of transnational trade in carbon or biodiversity cred-
its. Of course, the claim that ‘free’ trade results in the greatest gain for the least 
expenditure is at the heart of the neoclassical argument for the superiority of 
market-based management of nature and of everything else. But any trading of 
environmental goods and bads, whether in atmospheric pollution, biodiversity 
conservation, or other assets and damages, involves shifting the costs of con-
servation from one location, that is, one eco-social system, to another. Thus, 
what appears to be a ‘triple-win’ solution for business, nature, and ‘human-
ity’ has highly unequal human consequences and, therefore, deeply political 
implications.

Moreover, conventional economic logic dictates that the greatest con-
servation gains can be achieved by the most eicient allocation of avail-
able funds, whether the sources of those funds are public or private. Market 
eiciency, therefore, requires that payments for carbon sequestration or 
other ES be made to landholders whose decisions to conserve trees or fell 
them will be inluenced by the payments. Payments to relatively wealthy 
‘stakeholders’, such as logging or mining operations, large-scale ranching or 
agricultural plantations, shopping centers, or resorts, would typically be inef-
icient because the payments would need to be large enough to match the 
high opportunity costs of abstaining from such proitable activities. But these 
activities are major drivers of deforestation and wetlands loss and these actors 
often have decisive political power.
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Middle-sector landholders, with more modest options for proit but with 
the capacity and intention to deforest, are seen as the most appropriate PES 
recipients (Wunder 2013). However, given the problems of uncertainty, 
leakage, and impermanence listed above, it is not clear whether market-
oriented distribution of ES payments can achieve signiicant forest conserva-
tion in the medium or longer term. Some REDD+ project designers and 
investors are crafting ‘jurisdictional’ REDD+ methods meant to strengthen 
accountability and link REDD+ projects at subnational and national scales 
(ROW 2013; VCS 2013). But these eforts, too, face daunting technical and 
political challenges: uncertainty about carbon cycles, conlicts of interests in 
project implementation and monitoring, and politically laden decisions about 
how baselines for the measurement of ‘improved forest management’ are 
being determined.

In any case, payments for ES to the very poor achieve relatively little in for-
est-conservation gains because such land users lack the necessary tenure rights, 
capital, or market access to be able to engage in signiicant deforestation with 
or without PES. Many REDD+ and proto-REDD+ projects have, neverthe-
less, targeted such ‘marginalized’ or indigenous communities. There is much 
debate in the PES literature about whether or not ‘pro-poor’ projects of this 
kind are providing net conservation gains or social beneits (Kronenberg and 
Hubacek 2013; Luttrell et al. 2013; Pattanayak et al. 2010). But, as the World 
Bank and other economists have pointed out, to the extent that poverty allevi-
ation is a priority, market eiciency is likely to be compromised (Pagiola 2007).

In addition, farm and forest carbon-sequestration projects, like many con-
servation schemes, can have directly negative efects on poor land users. By 
the late 2000s, in the context of increased integration and inancialization of 
the global economy and the closing of rural frontiers, world-market prices of 
food, iber, and mineral commodities were already rising. Consequently, land 
prices soared in many regions. As ES ofsets have become a new tropical export 
commodity, anticipation of proits from carbon- and biodiversity-market 
investments has added new economic value to rural landscapes. In many global-
South regions, forests and swamps are being reconceptualized as carbon sinks, 
and farmlands repurposed as biofuel plantations (Akram-Lodhi 2012; Fairhead 
et al. 2012; Li 2010; Moore 2010).

This has accelerated the processes that critics call land grabbing – the illegal or 
unjust acquisition of land by the economically powerful – and green grabbing: 
expulsions of forest dwellers and small-scale farmers for ostensible environmen-
tal goals (World Bank 2012). Projects carried out under the rubric of PES and 
REDD+ appear to be contributing to this trend by displacing, or threatening 
to displace, peasant and indigenous communities (JPS 2014; Rocheleau 2014). 
Even where land users are not evicted, they may face reduced access to sites 
of cultural signiicance, passageways, and sources of food, forage, medicines, 
and shelter materials. In the context of resurging struggles over land and ter-
ritorial sovereignty in many regions, markets in carbon and biodiversity ofsets 
have inevitably political implications at local and national levels, regardless of 
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their intended scientiic neutrality and regardless of whether their sponsors are 
guided by conservation-eiciency or pro-poor priorities.

Opposition to green economy and REDD+

Climate policy also remains deeply contested at the international level. Despite 
appeals to the presumed common interests of humanity and to scientiic exper-
tise, green-economy proponents have not succeeded in separating environ-
mental goals from ongoing tensions rooted in colonial legacies and continuing 
North–South inequalities. For three decades, the political dimensions of inter-
national trade and development negotiations have been partially blunted by the 
economic-liberal claims that growth is limitless and that market exchange per 
se beneits all parties. In contrast, environmental governance discourses have 
long been cast in terms of limits, tradeofs, scarcity, and the need for constraints 
on economic development (Barbier 2011; Hardin 1968; Latour 2008). If there 
are supposed to be insuicient material resources and ‘ecological space’ for eco-
nomic development as it has been known, then, leaders of global-South states 
contend, it is their peoples who will be required to sacriice.

The North–South political dimensions of green economy were starkly evi-
dent at the 2012 Rio+20 Earth Summit. ‘Green economy in the context of 
sustainable development and poverty eradication’ had been endorsed by the 
UN General Assembly as a leading theme for Rio+20. However, members of 
the G-77 group voiced concerns that green-economy policies would reinforce 
existing North–South inequalities by displacing sustainable development as a 
global goal, saddling Southern states with new policy constraints, and erecting 
additional barriers to Southern exports. Several Latin American delegations 
decried green economy as ‘environmental neocolonialism’ and as a further 
abdication by developed countries of obligations to their former colonies (IISD 
Reporting Services 2012). Delegates from countries of the Bolivarian Alliance 
for Our Americas (ALBA) explicitly condemned green economy as a ‘false and 
dangerous solution’ (Bolivia n.d.; IISD Reporting Services 2012).9

As at most such multilateral conferences, much of the debate took place 
before and outside of the formal Rio+20 sessions (UNCSD 2012: 39). At busi-
ness-oriented side events, participants cheered carbon markets and the green-
economy theme (Suarez 2013). At another Rio venue, ecological economists 
debated the applicability of green-economy concepts with varying degrees 
of ambivalence (ISEE 2012). A headline in an NGO Rio+20 newspaper 
proclaimed ‘The Green Economy: The New Enemy’ (IPS 2012). Most 
participants in the Indigenous Peoples Global Conference on Rio+20 and the 
NGO-organized People’s Summit for Social and Environmental Justice were 
strongly critical of market-centered environmentalism (People’s Summit 2012).

The People’s Summit declaration describes green economy as ‘just another 
facet of the current inancial phase of capitalism’. It calls instead for democratic 
governance, buen vivir, ‘cooperatives and the solidarity economy, food sover-
eignty, a new paradigm of production, distribution and consumption, and a 
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change in the energy mix, . . . expansion of the concept of work, the recog-
nition of women’s work, and a balance between production and reproduc-
tion’ (People’s Summit 2012; Utting 2012).10 The statement by the Indigenous 
Peoples Global Conference on Rio+20 endorses ‘collective control of produc-
tive resources’ and rejects ‘false solutions to climate change’ including ‘geo-
engineering, carbon markets, Clean Development Mechanism and REDD+’ 
(People’s Summit 2012).

The oicial Rio+20 Summit declaration, The Future We Want, is legally 
toothless, with many ambiguous assertions relecting the contradictory agendas 
of various states, NGOs, and business lobbyists. Some of its contradictions are 
ironic: governments that condemned green economy as ‘commodiication of 
nature’ were unwilling to support language critical of fossil fuels. It is, never-
theless, signiicant that the emphasis on green economy in the original draft 
was muted in the inal declaration: green economy is described there as merely 
‘one of the important tools’ that ‘could provide options for policy making but 
should not be a rigid set of rules’ (UNCSD 2012: 9, emphasis added). Because 
economic valuation and trading of ES, particularly carbon sequestration, have 
been central to most green-economy policy proposals, this revision of the orig-
inal draft represents a symbolic setback, at least, for supporters of universalized, 
market-based management of the carbon economy.

A month later, peasant and indigenous leaders at a conference in Bukit 
Tinggi, Indonesia ofered examples of ‘how . . . REDD/REDD+, “climate 
smart agriculture” and agrofuels are destroying the coping mechanisms, resil-
ience and autonomous adaptive capacities of small-scale food producers, and 
creating opportunities for corporations and traders to acquire rural peoples’ 
lands, forests, coasts and other natural resources’ (Guttal 2013: 743). Participants 
in the conference, organized by the multinational federation of food producers, 
La Via Campesina, agreed that

IFIs and multilateral institutions facilitate land and natural resource 
grabbing by promoting extractive, destructive and economic growth-
driven development models, discouraging states from legislating and 
regulating in favor of workers, small-scale producers and the environment, 
and collaborating with capitalist interests to design and push instruments 
of inancialization such as the Green and Blue Economies, REDD+ and 
carbon trading

(Guttal 2013: 744)

This view is not unanimous among indigenous and rural activists. For example, 
a controversial report by members of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous 
Issues (PFIP) gave qualiied support to REDD+, concluding that REDD+ can 
have positive outcomes if indigenous rights are respected and if strong safe-
guards are enforced (Lang 2013). In more than 30 countries, rural and indig-
enous organizations have joined REDD+-linked and other carbon-ofsetting 
projects. But 2008–2012 also saw the release of at least 32 declarations against 
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REDD+ by social-movement organizations and more than 15 position papers 
critical of REDD+ by development NGOs and research organizations (Lang 
2013).

While noting that indigenous groups have the right as sovereign peoples to 
choose whether or not to engage with REDD+, a leading indigenous-rights 
activist, Tauli-Corpuz, reported to the PFIP in 2010 that ‘there is a strong 
preference that forests should not be used as ofsets’:

There are many serious concerns about REDD because of how it was 
originally conceived and being shaped to be part of the [Kyoto] carbon 
trading mechanism. One concern is that instead of cutting back their 
GHG emissions in the home front, [industrialized countries] will just 
buy cheap forest carbon credits from tropical developing countries who 
are implementing REDD Plus. This reduces the pressure on Annex 1 
countries to cut their own emissions [and] in the end, will not result into 
any substantial cuts in emissions reduction. If forest carbon becomes part 
of the carbon market, speculative or hedging activities (sub-prime carbon) 
will be facilitated.

(Tauli-Corpuz and Baer 2010: 13)

Some indigenous groups have come to oppose carbon-ofset projects that they 
initially supported. COONAPIP, the National Coordinating Body of Indig-
enous Peoples in Panama, withdrew from participation in a UN-REDD pro-
gram in March 2013, alleging that its objective ‘is to privatize the forests of 
Panama . . . and allow the State to cash in on carbon credits in utter contempt 
for the rights of Indigenous Peoples’ (Kühne 2012). The program was rein-
stated that December after issues of indigenous rights were tentatively resolved 
to COONAPIP’s satisfaction. After three years of negotiations, the largest 
indigenous organization in Peru complained to the FCPF about exclusion of 
indigenous communities from the REDD+-linked Forest Investment Plan 
(REDD Monitor 2013). After several years of involvement, the Civic Council 
of Popular and Indigenous Organisations of Honduras wrote to the FCPF in 
opposition to that country’s REDD+ Readiness Preparation Proposal and to 
‘REDD+ in general’, stating that ‘the carbon market does not solve the prob-
lem of greenhouse gases because the industrialized countries and companies 
continue to emit CO

2
 and the projects of death and destruction, plunder and 

extermination of Indigenous Peoples and commons of nature will continue’ 
(AIDESEP 2013).

In Mexico, some indigenous communities are accepting REDD+ agree-
ments while others are adamantly opposed. At least 13 local organizations in 
Chiapas and 27 in Brazil, mainly from Acre, have asked the state of California 
to drop plans to permit polluters to apply ofsets from the states of Chiapas and 
Acre in order to comply with California’s new GHG cap-and-trade program 
(MIU et al. 2013; REDD Monitor 2013). Ecuadorean NGOs have decried 
their government’s participation in UN-REDD, contending that it violates 
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a new constitutional provision forbidding the appropriation of environmen-
tal services. Grassroots and NGO opposition to REDD+ has been growing 
in Southeast Asia, particularly Indonesia (FOEI 2014). A coalition of African 
NGOs announced the formation of the No REDD+ in Africa Network in 
March 2013 (IEN 2013).

In some countries, the quest for REDD+-linked funding and land-tenure 
rights has spurred competition and conlict among government agencies and 
other political interests and economic actors. In Chiapas, Mexico, a much-
heralded REDD+ payments scheme in the Lacandon rain forest was point-
edly scrapped in 2012 after state elections brought a diferent party to power. 
Space here does not permit recounting of other examples: suice it to say that 
the green-economy expectation that market-led, science-based management 
of climate crisis can transcend politics is being repeatedly refuted at multiple 
levels.

Green economy and its others

The meanings of ‘green economy’, ‘commodiication of nature’, and even 
‘REDD+’ vary among those who have embraced or denounced them. These 
diferences aside, interpretations of green economy and carbon markets tend 
toward two poles. Some view markets in nature and its functions – alongside 
new technologies, accounting methodologies, and inancial incentives to shift 
investment and consumption toward greener patterns – as key to averting cli-
mate catastrophe. Markets are seen as eicient, apolitical, and therefore fair, 
at least potentially. The opposing perspective interprets economic, ecological, 
and social crises as interrelated consequences of globalized capitalism and the 
deep inequalities it has created, sharpened by legacies of colonialism. From this 
perspective, carbon markets are necessarily and profoundly unjust.

In green-economy discourse, nature, society, and economy remain con-
ceptually distinct, with the former two categories represented in terms of the 
latter. This approach difers from earlier versions of economic and develop-
ment thinking in that it takes environmental problems seriously. However, it 
is consistent with neoliberalism in that it presumes that such solutions can and 
must be achieved within the framework of capitalism and economic growth, 
albeit with increased public investment and regulation, and in its assumption 
that carbon trading and other markets in nature can overcome ecological limits 
and resource scarcities.

Emerging critiques from the left and ‘from below’ question these assump-
tions. Many are convinced that carbon trading will yield far more ‘losers’ than 
‘winners’. Some contend that formerly colonized countries are owed compen-
sation for past and continuing damages. Such allegations, voiced in calls for a 
New International Economic Order by the Non-Aligned Movement in the 
1960s and 1970s, were revived at Rio+20. The concepts of ecological debt and 
unequal ecological exchange have added new dimensions to these longstanding 
demands (Wittman and Caron 2009).
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The political dimensions of market-based conservation and climate policy 
are manifest in the form of widespread opposition to market-oriented climate 
and conservation schemes. In Africa, Asia, and Latin America, struggles against 
individual land titling, dams, wind farms, biofuels, and privatized conservation, 
and restrictive PES and REDD+ projects echo centuries of peasant resistance 
to dispossession (Peluso and Lund 2011; Rosset 2013; Sassen 2010). Indigenous 
peoples’ organizations contend that green grabbing is already violating peoples’ 
rights to territory, to free, prior and informed consent (FPIC), and to less tangible 
rights to cultural identities and ways of living. Coalitions of rural-based social 
movements, many of them rooted in local struggles, are calling for human and 
territorial rights and for compensation for indigenous and peasant contributions 
to biodiversity conservation and climate-change mitigation (Böhm and Dabhi 
2009; Carbon Trade Watch 2013; Fairhead et al. 2012; LDPI 2012; No REDD+ 
2012). Assertions of human rights to food and water, women’s rights and needs, 
and rights of the poor, especially small-scale farmers, further expose the politics 
embedded in green-economy discourse (Guttal 2013).11

What these various demands and rights claims have in common is that they 
disrupt the totalizing vision implicit in most green-economy discourse: that 
of a market-world in which individual interest and the competitive quest for 
proitable advantage are the most objective and eicient determinants of how 
resources are used, and in which the pursuit of growth is the necessary basis 
of both greening and development. Critiques and propositions are emerging 
mainly from social movements and their intellectual allies, but also from some 
global-South states. They challenge the categories and assumptions behind car-
bon-ofset trading, market environmentalism, and neoliberal governance more 
broadly. Moreover, academic critics of green economy are explicitly question-
ing the necessity of economic growth – green or otherwise – along a single 
pathway (Jessop 2012; Martínez-Alier et al. 2010).

Protagonists of today’s rural social movements are attempting to create new 
forms of governance, new interpretations of rights, and new conceptualizations 
of food, energy, and territorial sovereignty (CSRG 2011; Edelman and James 
2011; Escobar 2010; ISS 2014; Martínez-Alier 2011; Mueller and Bullard 
2011; Shrivastava and Kothari 2012; Starr et al. 2011). Some espouse meanings 
of human–nature relationships that contrast with the narrowly conceived con-
ceptualizations of property rights and territorial borders that underpin market-
centric conservation strategies, including most versions of REDD++ (Baletti 
2012; Bryan 2012; Icaza and Vázquez 2013; Rosset 2013). In the words of 
Nicaraguan rural leader Faustino Torres:

In our spaces of collective construction we are currently engaged in the 
joint search for the combination of the peasant perspective with indigenous 
cosmovisions, the latter of which can be summed up in the phrase Buen 
Vivir (living well; at peace with ourselves and in harmony with each other 
and with the Mother Earth).

(Torres 2013)
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Implicit or expressed in such actions and discourses are ontologies of human–
nature relationships at odds with the foundational concepts of modern, insti-
tutionalized science as well as with the premises of neoclassical economics and 
mainstream development theory, in which ‘nature’ and ‘society’ are unitary, 
distinct, and opposed. These understandings are informed by what Escobar 
(2010) has called ‘relational ontologies’: they are rooted in ideas about what 
is important and what is real, that are not universal, but instead are linked to 
speciic ecological contexts, histories, social arrangements, and cosmologies.

The limits and contradictions of the market panacea for conservation and 
development are increasingly evident and acknowledged. Counter-discourses to 
green economy challenge the conventional consensus that economic growth, 
green or otherwise, is the sine qua non of human progress, widening the cracks 
in long-hegemonic ideologies and creating a discursive space in which alternate 
possibilities become imaginable. The far-reaching criticisms of the green-economy 
paradigm relect the ways that ‘environmental’ concerns have become more 
openly political and central to the challenges facing both those who seek to save 
capitalism and those who desire alternatives or are already living them.

Today, the construction of environmental policy discourse in terms of scarcity 
and the implied need for limits on development begs the deeply political ques-
tion: who, where, is being required to sacriice? But if one assumes, instead of 
scarcity, a world of suiciency, then the prospects are transformed. The concept 
of buen vivir conveys ideas of plentitude, even while recognizing the existence 
of biophysical limits to how people, communities, and countries can develop 
themselves. It connotes values and measures of well-being that are material as 
well as social but that cannot be reduced to monetary prices and might not be 
quantiiable or commensurable across places and cultures. Buen vivir rejects the 
construction of ecological limits as absolute scarcity, focusing less on the initude 
of resources and carbon sinks than on the anti-entropic, life-giving relationship 
between human labor, water, soil, and sun, and the activities of other species.

Capitalist instabilities, rooted in overproduction and intensiied by inan-
cialization, are raising the stakes in the contest between these models. In the 
context of a global ‘triple crisis’, transnational carbon-ofset banking and trade 
is not only a response to the threat of calamitous climate change. It is also a 
product of competition for new sites and mechanisms of accumulation at a 
time of stiled economic growth. While potentially proitable carbon ofsets 
attract new investors to capital’s shrinking hinterlands, others there – states, 
communities and social movements of the poor – have also staked claims to 
these ecosystems and territories. Consequently, the issue of global carbon- 
market making is inevitably and increasingly political.

Notes

 1 To an earlier version of REDD, REDD Plus adds the goals of conservation and sustain-
able management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing 
countries.
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 2 The majority of PES projects involve payments for carbon sequestration or for hydro-
logical services inances at sub-regional and national scale. Biodiversity ofsets and credits 
for wildlife conservation are also bought and sold internationally.

 3 I=PAT is meant to show that total human impact on the environment (I) can be calcu-
lated by multiplying population (P) by quantities indicating level of aluence (A) and 
technology (T).

 4 Cap-and-trade systems for regulating GHG emissions and are designed to raise the cost of 
polluting without stiling economic growth. Governments or groups of governments set 
legal limits (ap-and-trade systems for regulating GHG emissions and are designed to raise 
the cost of polluting as carbon-ofset credits, to the enterprises under regulation. Then, 
as the regulatory bodies gradually reduce the supply of ofsets, the rising prices of these 
credits will supposedly persuade managers of polluting businesses to invest in technological 
innovations and greener practices in order to minimize their needs to purchase ofsets.

 5 In the early 2000s, climate negotiators had begun discussing a global project to achieve 
Reduced Emissions from Deforestation (RED). Building on forest-related provisions for 
GHG ofsetting in the CDM and on the model of PES, the Bank introduced REDD+ 
at the UNFCCC climate conference at Bali, Indonesia in 2007. It elaborated REDD++, 
which includes the improvement of forests as well as their preservation, at the 2010 
UNFCCC conference in Cancún, Mexico.

 6 A post-Kyoto global climate regime with speciic GHG-reduction targets and an 
expanded version of the CDM might encourage such investments by reviving the global 
price of credits for emissions-reduction or carbon-sink-preservation activities. Private-
sector carbon traders have called for ‘investment-grade climate policy’ for just this reason.

 7 Provisions in the EU’s cap-and-trade scheme (ETS) that allowed irms to meet their 
emissions-reduction obligations by buying carbon credits linked to mitigation schemes 
in developing countries are being phased out. Provisions for ofsets linked to REDD+ 
have been proposed as an addition to the US state of California’s GHG cap-and-trade 
program. They are supported by industry groups and some conservation organizations 
but opposed by critics on the grounds that they are environmentally unjust and produce 
no net global reduction in GHG emissions nor contributions to California’s economy.

 8 The potential for carbon markets to reinforce or even increase inequalities is not con-
ined to North–South trade. It can arise in ofset trading within countries and regions, 
and even in PES and REDD+ schemes that are inanced by public subsidies, as are the 
majority of PES and REDD+ schemes to date (Böhm et al. 2012; McAfee 2012b).

 9 As of January 2014, ALBA, the Bolivarian Alliance comprised nine member states: 
Antigua and Barbuda, Bolivia, Cuba, Dominica, Ecuador, Nicaragua, St. Lucia, and 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines.

10 Buen vivir, sumak kawsay, and lek’il kuxlejal are among the terms being put forward by 
indigenous spokespeople and other critics of conventional, development to convey the 
idea that ‘living well’ – adequately in material terms and sustainably with fellow humans 
and other species – is a more worthy and achievable goal than the pursuit of economic 
growth and monetary income.

11 Categories of rights – human and territorial; the right to development; food sovereignty; 
rights to produce and to choose not to emigrate; rights to nature – have diferent histo-
ries and implications. Some contend that conceptions of rights rooted in Western juridi-
cal systems, such as land-tenure rights, inevitably introduce logics of commodiication 
and reinforce power inequalities.
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