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Abstract
Accumulation by Restoration (AbR) represents a shift from a conservationist ‘mode of produc-

tion’ emphasizing sustainability and preservation to a ‘growth economy of repair’ in which nature

becomes valued not just for its use but also for its potential for repair or restoration. The ‘repair
mode’ mobilizes the assumption, imagery and mythology of degradation juxtaposed with the

promise of economic and ecological redemption. Through rationalization, restoration, re-creation

and/or re-cultivation, it aims to generate new, better-disciplined, more legible, ‘substitutable’ nat-
ures to multiple accumulative ends. Bridging political ecology, critical agrarian studies and science

and technology studies, contributions to this themed issue explore transformations associated

with AbR at across scales and involving variegated alliances, discourses, technologies and institu-

tional dynamics giving rise to ecologies of repair. We demonstrate how the dynamics and contra-

dictions of the repair mode are mediated and enacted through the performative, spectacular and

metrological rendering of ‘mitigation’, ‘equivalence’, ‘neutrality’ and ‘repair’ as instruments and

object, simultaneous means and ends. These dynamics have given rise to new materialities and

technologies of governance and new intensities and spatialities of resource control and accumu-

lation, as what were consequences of growth have become strategic goals and the foundation

of a new growth economy.
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Introduction
In early December of 2020, UN Secretary General António Guterres began an address at Columbia
University with what reads like a eulogy for nature. His message is summarized with a brief and
distressing claim: ‘[t]o put it simply, the state of the planet is broken.’ The good news is, of
course, that the solution is just in reach. Aligning financial assets with the goal of ‘net zero’
today, he assures us, will ‘make peace with nature’ and avert future climate impacts and global
financial risks, ensuring that people can one day ‘enjoy better health and the full respect of their
human rights, and live with dignity on a healthy planet’ (Guterres, 2020). The speech came
amidst the global COVID 19 pandemic, days shy of the fifth anniversary of the UNFCCC Paris
Agreement and in the lead-up not only to two major COP meetings on climate and biodiversity
planned for 2021–22, but also the 2021 launch of the United Nations Decade on Ecosystem
Restoration. It set the scene to promote a massively scaled-up approach to international action
meant to ‘flick the green switch’ on global economic recovery, end humanity’s ‘war on nature’
and repair the broken planet (Guterres, 2020: n.p.; Harvey, 2020; United Nations, 2021).

We open this special issue with reference to Guterres’s speech because of the way in which it
neatly packages and invokes a constellation of metaphors, images, actors and claims, exemplifying
an evolving dynamic in the politics of environmental change, policy discourse and conservation
finance. This dynamic, which we describe as ‘accumulation by restoration’ (AbR), arises from a
shift or differentiation in the dominant international conservation paradigm from a ‘conservationist
mode of production’ characterized by neoliberal market-protectionist approaches to environmental
governance to the emergence of a ‘repair mode’ in line with the configuration of a broader growth
economy of repair (Fairhead et al., 2012: 242; Huff and Brock, 2017). AbR is built from coherences
and synergies that have coalesced across a heterogeneous and fragmented field of discursive, bur-
eaucratic and political responses to deep and intractable systemic crises of globalized capitalism
(i.e., the repair mode). Despite important continuities with aspects of colonial conservation,
expert-led technocratic environmental governance and neoliberal conservation and outlined
above, the novelty of AbR arises from a few important tendencies related to framing, scale,
power relations and the types of knowledge and ways that knowledge is mobilized to support
powerful value claims, undermine or silence dissent and obscure alternative pathways.

The conceptual basis of AbR is the ‘globalization of nature’, the view of nature as planetary, a
‘global system’ where – paradoxically – interconnections are discursively recognized, but subse-
quently denied in the acceptance of – and belief in – universality, abstractability, metrification, sub-
stitutability, and commensurability of nature (Brock, 2019). The repair mode embraces the
anthropocene idea of humanity-as-a-force-of-nature and mobilizes the imagery and story of the
planetary system on the brink, spoiled and ‘broken’ by the over-indulgence of an undifferentiated
and growing ‘humanity’, giving rise to overlapping global crises of anthropogenic climate change,
biodiversity loss and landscape degradation (Garland, 2008; Sultana, 2022; Swyngedouw and
Ernstson, 2018).

Such crisis framings not only flatten social differences and imbalances in social and economic
power and human-nature relationships, among others. By emphasizing temporal urgency, apoca-
lyptic imagery and the global scale of crises, these framings underscore calls for international
coordination and need for expert-driven, authoritarian ‘stewardship from above’ to effectively
control and allocate scarce resources, oversee mitigation and manage ‘a finite environmental
budget’ whilst engineering technical solutions to enable adaptation and sustainable or ‘green’ eco-
nomic growth far into the future (Rockström, 2015). In this context, repair calls for the technical
rationalization of nature so that it fits the market environmentalist model of an ‘immanent
market universe’ (McAfee, 2012). At the heart of the repair mode is not only the proliferation of
new ways of commodifying and assigning property rights to the non-human environment, but
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the fantastical instrumentalization of ‘neutrality’, conceptualized as, simultaneously, a set of repara-
tive calculative technologies (often discussed in terms such as ‘no net loss’, ‘net positive impact’,
‘net zero’), a metric for assessing ‘sustainability’ at variable scales, as well as an end-goal in and of
itself. Although repair is discussed in terms of restoration, rehabilitation and re-cultivation, the aim
is produce new, better-disciplined, more legible and freely ‘substitutable’ natures that can support
plural pathways of accumulation and rent-seeking, including via spectacular consumption, contin-
ued industrial production and via new growth markets for repair commodities that promise to them-
selves neutralize the environmental harms caused by growth (Brock, this issue; Huff, this issue).

Repair is in the air, neutrality seems to be everywhere, the only hope for a dying planet. Repair
frames a flurry of recent policy proposals, campaigns, pledges and investment platforms that reflect
and work to normalize nothing short of a new anti-politics of neo-colonial planetary enclosure in the
name of fixing a broken world, reifying the market environmentalist conceptualization of nature as
a balance sheet of substitutable capital, and opening the ‘green’ gates on what some have called
potentially the biggest wave of ‘value grabbing’ in human history (Andreucci et al., 2017). The
intensity of the control-and-repair story seems to have only increased in the shadow of the profound
economic and social disruptions of the ongoing coronavirus pandemic, soaring energy prices and a
series of major high-profile environmental gatherings convened under UNCED processes. From the
UK government’s ‘Build Back Better’ campaign to Mark Carney’s task force to massively ‘scale
up’ global voluntary carbon markets to the EU ‘Green Deal’ and a flurry of corporate and national
level ‘net-zero’ pledges that shift greenhouse gas emissions to poor and middle-income regions
(IRP, 2019) and effectively force open new ‘green’ extractive frontiers in a global scramble for
minerals like lithium, which is needed for use in battery storage applications expected to power
us through a global energy transition (Voskoboynik and Andreucci, 2021). We see a revival of
the rhetoric justifying exclusionary fortress conservation in campaigns like the 30× 30,
Half-Earth, Terra Carta and the ‘Global Safety Net’ backed by powerful coalitions involving
NGOs, scientists, multilateral institutions, governments, businesses and financial actors, telling
their own versions of the broken planet story and proposing, as the only solution, to fence off
huge swaths of the Earth’s land and marine territory from people’s use. Land restoration operations
based on the principle of Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) and supported by a financing mech-
anism launched in 2017 have become a new frontier in conservation finance and international
investment, promising large-scale acquisitions of ‘restoration-ready’ (i.e., ‘degraded’) land in the
majority world can be rehabilitated through ‘sustainable’ forestry and commodity production
and setting up ecotourism infrastructure prior to reselling at huge profits (Huff and Brock,
2017). Compensatory offsetting associated with so-called ‘sustainable’ mining and other industrial
operations can multiply the social and landscape level impacts of the operations exponentially. Not
only do mining activities need to be accommodated and resources such as water and labor chan-
neled to the operations, but additional territory is also required for conservation areas, compensa-
tory afforestation and internal biodiversity offsetting programs that can be disastrous for resident
populations, who may not have access to legal defence against involuntary physical or economic
dispossession, and whose wellbeing may be put in danger due to industrial pollution, rapid demo-
graphic change and infrastructural pressures, as well as due to direct violence that can accompany
securitization of extraction and conservation areas (Huff and Orengo, 2020; Srivastava and Mehta,
2017; Srivastava and Mehta, this issue).

Bridging political ecology, political economy, critical geography, science and technology
studies (STS) and critical development studies, contributions to this themed issue use and elaborate
on Accumulation by Restoration as a framework to explore the configuration of the repair mode
over time and at different scales, from the microscopic to the macro-global, in different places
and contested spaces of knowledge production and governance, and in discursive and practical
dimensions. The cases we present are by no means exhaustive but nonetheless provide significant
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insight, as they involve and elaborate on variegated alliances, tactics, scientific and policy dis-
courses, technologies and institutional arrangements, as well as forms of biological life and
social-ecological relationships, that enmesh in the production of the global repair regime.

Beyond simply introducing AbR as a manifestation of primitive accumulation or ‘socio-
ecological fix under neoliberal capitalism’ (Usher, 2022: 7), contributions to this themed issue
show how AbR, as an orienting framework, helps deepen understandings of the roles of knowledge
and of conceptual, social and built technologies of repair in driving the expansion of capital’s enclo-
sures into deeper realms of nature and social life and in the co-production of novel natures and ecol-
ogies of repair. How do authoritative discourses of society-nature relationships, ‘repair’ and ‘truth’
facilitate these changes? How do they mobilize environmental crisis to broaden the potential scope
and scale of nature-based value extraction? How do they deepen alienation and reify human-nature
separation embodied in colonial fantasies of domination and control? And how do they justify and
legitimize the destruction and engineering of physical landscapes and spectacularization of nature
conservation (Brock, this issue)? The pieces in this collection address these and other questions and
delve deeply into stories and logics, spaces, emergent ecologies and performances of the repair
regime to elucidate the disruptive, productive and ontological politics of the repair mode.
Contributors show, in various ways, how the relations, contradictions, fictions and frictions of
the repair mode are mediated and enacted through the spectacular, metrological and calculative ren-
dering of globalized natures and ecologies through technologies and politics of accounting, mitiga-
tion, equivalence, neutrality and restoration, as simultaneous means and ends.

While cases in this issue illustrate theoretical and empirical aspects of AbR, we use this intro-
duction to outline and historicise the broad configuration and evolution of the repair mode. We
begin by presenting AbR as a regime of accumulation, with an abridged genealogy that situates
the repair mode in relation to sedimented logics and practices of enclosure and as a ‘strategic dis-
course’ (Knights and Morgan, 1991) in recent politics of the environment, then discuss both con-
tinuities and divergences that, in our view, make the repair mode distinct and distinguishable from a
conservationist mode of production.

Regimes of accumulation, dispossession and enclosure
Accumulation is a persistent theme in scholarship in political ecology, critical geography, political
economy and adjacent fields, and attention is warranted not the least because primitive accumula-
tion is a basic ontological condition of capitalism (De Angelis, 2001). Broadly speaking, regimes of
accumulation are configurations of knowledge, technologies and governance techniques associated
with specific patterns and relations of production, consumption and distribution in society and spe-
cific structural relations and social hierarchies. It is through the expression of these regimes and
their logics that capitalism is instituted and produces the conditions amenable to its own reproduc-
tion in a variety of particular forms and ‘on a continuously extending scale’ supported by
co-evolving legal, social, military and cultural institutions (Kelly, 2011; Marx, 1887: 507).

In discussing the origin of surplus value and profit in volume I of Capital, Marx (2015 [1887]:
507) described ‘primitive accumulation’ as facilitated through enclosure, eventually enabling mass
privatization and elite control of the formal economy. Enclosure refers to the ‘historical process of
divorcing the producer from the means of production’ transforming commons into forms of private
property through legal, military, financial and biopolitical means. Most people will think of the ‘old
enclosures’ in the Global North, associated with the widespread dispossession of the English peas-
antry from common land, forests and other productive resources from the thirteenth century
(Caffentzis and Federici, 2014; Harvey, 2011). In classic Marxist thinking, these enclosures
were a major part of the endogenous social and institutional changes in Europe that made industri-
alization possible, as control of the non-human, physical inputs and technologies of production
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became concentrated in the hands of a few, resulting in class differentiation, proletarianization,
urbanization, and with most persons in a society left without control over their means of production
and possessing little of value aside from their own capacity to perform labor in exchange for wages.
According to classic labor theory, the differential between the value created through labor and the
wage derived by workers – surplus value – is the basis of profit and capitalist growth.

Feminist and other heterodox approaches in political ecology, critical geography and political
economy have highlighted important aspects of capitalism’s evolution, reproduction and structur-
ing of social-ecological relationships across space and time that are often under-acknowledged in
orthodox Marxist thinking but that help contextualize and situate this special collection. First and
fundamentally, emergence and evolution of capitalism is not reducible to a single linear story.
Capitalism has always been a ‘variegated’, plural and relational, but also a contradictory, contested
and crisis-prone set of practices and ideological beliefs. This variegation creates what Jessop (2015)
calls ‘differentiated accumulation’ based on co-existing modalities or regimes of value extraction
and accumulation and the synergies and mutually undermining forces that can arise among
them. For example, Huff (this issue) discusses how co-existent industrial-extractive and financial
capitalisms find synergies via the repair mode, which can increase the scope and scale of nature-
based accumulation and is also associated with the proliferation of novel ecologies of repair.

Second, despite the mythology of a totalising and self-reproducing economic system, market
forces alone are not sufficient for capitalism’s reproduction. Supplementary means of governance
and ‘inputs’ are required to reproduce and grow the system, including that provided by state regu-
lation and police and security forces, multilateral institutions and treaties, but also through strategies
that facilitate exploitation of the means of social reproduction – the (often un- or under-paid, highly
gendered and classed) work that creates the workers, the basis of collective social power and the
conditions for life that re-produce society (Federici, 2019). A political ecology lens can extend
and deepen our understanding of struggles to defend the means of social reproduction to the
ways in which livelihoods, knowledge systems, capacities for work and social values emerge
from situated and embodied social-ecological relationships involving people (i.e., society and
social relationships), technology and transactions and exchanges with the natural environment.

Third, primitive accumulation, dispossession and enclosure are not just part of a northern origin
story, a ‘one-off, historical’ event located in England at the dawn of capitalism (De Angelis and
Harvie, 2014: 281; Harvey, 2004). Nor are they simply a tired framework speaking about capital-
ism’s ‘fix’ (Usher, 2022). Historically speaking, institutional changes in Europe were not just
shaped by internal disruptions and contestations, but also shaped through frictions with and
within institutions, knowledge systems, markets and actors outside of Europe that were sometimes
‘unambiguously more powerful than anything seen in Europe at the time’ (Anievas and
Nişancıoğlu, 2015: 4; Tsing, 2000). Furthermore, the evolution of these processes of institutional
change in Europe would have been impossible without the violent extension of processes of enclos-
ure and dispossession to diverse peoples, territories and ecologies through wars of colonization to
secure wealth outflow, relations that are often reproduced through contemporary practices of inter-
national conservation and development projects.

Primitive accumulation, dispossession and enclosure are in fact sedimented logics and regular
returns in the exercise of forms of power associated with the expansion of markets and capitalism,
extending to processes of colonization, imperialism, and neoliberalization and associated practices
of warfare, enslavement, ecocide and the creation of not just class, but gendered, sexualized, racia-
lized and developmental hierarchies within and across societies and sectors of activity (Harvey,
2004; Luxemburg, 2016). Because of this, regimes of accumulation continue to offer fruitful ana-
lytic frameworks to refine and nuance our understandings of continuities and changes over time in
the ways power, knowledge and technology are used in attempts to pacify and control people and
the environment and in how such processes, practices and structured relations are instituted,
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contested and refused, including the forms of knowledge, techniques and technologies that facilitate
them, and how they articulate with phenomena like the politics of environmental change.

Situating accumulation by restoration

The coloniality of conservation enclosure
Forms of conservation and practices of elite resource expropriation certainly pre-date capitalism,
wars of colonization and contemporary approaches to conservation. That said, many of these prac-
tices and their supporting narratives remain relevant to understanding the construction of the repair
mode. The transition to capitalism in Europe was associated with fundamental changes in property
relations and forms of policing as a means of defending and enforcing new property regimes and
labor relations, as well as widespread changes in scientific, philosophical and cultural attitudes
toward nature, land and the aesthetics of landscape (Anker, 2021: 243; Neumann, 1998). Among
these, the consolidation of rationalistic, utilitarian and binary notions of the division between
society and nature exercised a powerful influence on notions of morality and justifications for
the subjugation and control of the ‘other’ (human and non-human alike) that fueled colonial ambi-
tions of staking claim to new extractive and settler frontiers (Neumann, 1998; Ward, 2019). By the
late 19th and early 20th centuries, resource management had become the business of European colo-
nial administrators who were tasked ensuring pacified landscapes and wealth outflow from colo-
nized territories, and their decisions about land use, influenced by cultural ideals of ‘a
people-free landscape’ for leisure, consumption and extraction, gave rise to the earliest colonial
reserves (Dressler et al., 2010: 6). In the late nineteenth century North America, capitalist interests
as well as a settler imaginary of untouched ‘virgin’wilderness as a space for white men to encounter
the sublime and re-create the ‘mythical frontier experience’ of ‘sleeping under the stars, participat-
ing in blood sports and living off the land’ (Cronon, 1996: 14–15) shaped early formulations of
‘fortress’ conservation applied in the creation of Yellowstone and Yosemite National Parks in
North America (Brockington and Duffy, 2010: 470).

As common practice, this sort of intervention required or built upon prior or active removal,
though mass murder, eviction or resettlement, of resident populations of these landscapes.
Creating a proto-spectacle in line with the imaginary of pristine wilderness also requires historical
erasure and invisibilization of the social-ecological relationships and related (re)productive labors
that shape landscape in place and through time. In some situations, members of populations of place
could be tolerated as exemplars of the Edenic myth of noble savagery or primitive innocence
(Cronon, 1996: 8–9) who, ‘being closer to nature than civilization, could, hypothetically, be pro-
tected as a vital part of the natural landscape’ (Neumann, 1998: 18). As Ward (2019: 8) explains,
an ‘underlying philosophical separation of humans in these preservation narratives hinges on the
idea of nature as a binary opposite of society and therefore symbolically and materially places
humans strictly, and often violently, outside of preservation areas’.

The ‘Yellowstone model’ of conservation was among techniques of dispossession taken up by
European powers and ‘rolled out on the colonial map’ (Bond, 2018; Ward, 2019). As the fortress
model was adapted in different places and different ecologies, generalized and morally charged
‘preservation narratives’ (narratives of value) and ecological ‘degradation myths’ (narratives of
threat) (Kull, 2000) emerged to explain or justify conservation enclosures for environmental
reasons using simple stories that appealed to both popular northern landscape aesthetics and
social biases, and which sought to displace, suppress or erase prevailing social ecologies.

Such degradation stories (then and now) capitalize upon deeply ingrained prejudices against
poor people, people of color, indigenous people and members of agrarian and peasant populations.
Their function is to depoliticize enclosure, using ‘common sense’ stories of change that appeal to
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ingrained cultural and aesthetic biases to undermine ‘other’ people’s resistance or delegitimize
counterclaims in the face of physical, social-ecological or economic dispossession. The role that
preservation narratives and degradation myths play in the history and contemporary practice of
international conservation and the production of injustice cannot be over-emphasised. They are
dehumanizing, heavily racialized and gendered, frequently depicting, implicitly or explicitly, resi-
dent people as predators or invasive species, and often bear much in common with broader narra-
tives of underdevelopment that shift blame for policy failures to people who lack social power or are
members of historically marginalized groups.

With widespread independence, and the rise of the international development industry and the
NGO sector post-WWII, development agencies and NGOs took up management, promotion in
many places, and approaches to conservation diversified in response to critiques, but logics of colo-
nial and imperial natural science, resource management and conservation were and are retained in
institutions, as were often nationally specific preservation and degradation narratives that became
received wisdoms. At the same time, degradation myths found particular resonance with
neo-Malthusian tropes that shaped influential northern environmentalist discourses about relation-
ships between aggregate population growth, environmental degradation and resource scarcity.
Furthermore, particularly in resource-rich countries that have become framed as international con-
servation priorities and ‘hot spots’, that are historical and contemporary sites of extractive outflow
of natural resources, degradation narratives continue to serve two important depoliticising func-
tions. They continue to justify elite resource enclosure and smallholder dispossession and serve
to hide the extent and magnitude of the ecological impacts of continued extractive trajectories
pursued in the name of growth-oriented development.

Neoliberal nature and the conservationist mode of production
The practices that link conservation, capitalism and the ‘spectacle of nature’ are old even if the spe-
cifics of the relationship have varied place to place and have evolved with scientific knowledge,
cultural aesthetics and technological changes in the ways that both information and ‘nature’ are
claimed, inscribed, produced, marketed and consumed (Brockington and Duffy, 2010; Igoe,
2010; Igoe et al., 2008). International conservation as we know it today emerged in the context
of colonization as a tool for claiming, engineering and controlling people and landscapes.
Critical researchers have long argued that the coloniality of neoliberal governance of nature repro-
duces and extends violent processes of territorialization, enclosure and dispossession that disrupt
lives and life-worlds, re-fashion social relationships with the non-human, create exclusionary prop-
erty regimes in the form of protected areas and materialize the imagined natures of powerful groups,
even while varieties of conservation have diversified and differentiated (see, for example, Büscher
et al., 2012; Carver, this issue; Castree, 2003; Castree and Braun, 1998; Heynen et al., 2007; Huff,
this issue; Kelly, 2011; McCarthy and Prudham, 2004; Robertson, 2006; Smith, 2007; Sullivan,
2009; Sultana, 2022).

Work on the conservationist mode sees these dynamics in terms of world-building, a productive
politics at work on many levels (Igoe, 2010). Representations of ideal natures and threats to them
are co-produced with material realities, with territory, cultural heritage, biological life and ‘needs’
being claimed, enclosed, remade and marketed as targets of intervention and conservation commod-
ities (Garland, 2008: 52). The entry of finance into environmental governance has meant that, con-
trary to explicitly industrial-extractive commodity production involving the physical removal and
sale of resources as primary commodities (i.e., raw materials), in the conservationist mode, certain
types of resources can be made to serve the role of ‘capital’ – to generate forms of market value –
when they are exploited to produce types of property, commodity forms and financial instruments
that have very little to do with their immediate material use. By producing a hyperreal ‘spectacle of
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nature’ to be consumed, comprising tourist experiences, as well as ‘images and commodities whose
circulation mediates relationships between people and between people and nature’ (Brockington
and Scholfield, 2010: 552), the conservationist mode works to deepen the subsumption of nature
by abstraction and virtual extraction of and from concrete landscapes and places, whilst charismatic
species and other attributes of ideal nature are bundled together as ‘natural capital’ from which in
situ development can ostensibly be fashioned through tourism, sustainable extraction, regulated
community use and direct management intervention (Garland, 2008: 52).

Assembling accumulation by restoration: from neoliberal
environmentalism to planetary problems and the flat
ontology of the anthropocene
We are all astronauts … We are in this together, we need to fix this together (Peter Bakker, World
Business Council on Sustainable Development)1

AbR does not present a stark disjuncture; rather, the repair mode has been shaped by and shares
continuities with colonial conservation enclosure, modernization-oriented forms of technocratic
environmental governance and neoliberal conservation and outlined above, and many practices
and received wisdoms have been retained in institutions and practice and continue to operate in par-
allel or subject to repair. As with colonial, post-colonial and neoliberal conservation, the repair
mode mobilizes powerful narratives and imagery of nature in crisis. While there is a primacy to
the planetary scale of crisis framings in the repair mode, fictions necessary to the abstraction, ration-
alization and representation that characterize it (and are discussed in detail below) create slippages
and frictions between concrete and imagined natures, across scales, geographies and ontologies of
nature (Ouma et al., 2018). Generalized degradation narratives continue to serve important, depol-
iticizing functions, particularly on national and sub-national levels: they continue to morally justify
elite enclosure and expropriation of land and other resources to protect them from the ostensibly
irrational ‘other’ and serve as a spectacular red herring that distracts from the continuing and escal-
ating consequences of extractivism. While the role of industrial extraction in continuing to exacer-
bate environmental problems may be acknowledged in international fora as contributing factors to
environmental change (see, for example, IPCC, 2021), in practice and in continuity with the neo-
liberal market-preservationist approach, the industries and actors who have collectively generated
and benefitted the most from harmful practices are privileged in decision-making about response
and are often treated as self-regulators. High level narratives of crisis and repair repurpose and
draw heavily on the affective resonance and depoliticizing force of ‘classic’ neo-Malthusian
tropes and generalized degradation stories. At the same time, the highest burden of top-down,
repair-focused interventions continue to fall on people and landscapes in the majority world.

Furthermore, AbR has arisen in a context shaped by neoliberal globalization and financialization
of the economy, and by a series of punctuating political economic crises, changes and responses, as
well as the rise of the post-political situation since the end of the Cold War. It has emerged from
geopolitical context shaped by thirty years of UN-led processes on sustainable development and
environmental change and the global War of Terror, and the accompanying flurry of national
level policy reform processes, particularly in but not limited to the majority world, to further liber-
alize and securitize natural resource sectors – from those governing land tenure to forest access and
protection to mining – to attract ‘green’ investments and usher in the vision of a global green growth
and its promised wins for all (UNEP, 2011; UNEP and International Resource Panel, 2011). In
terms of its conceptual and institutional genealogy, we see AbR as most directly emerging from
the spectacular mediation of nature-society relationships characteristic of neoliberal conservation
alongside the rising dominance of the ‘green economy’ discourse following Rio +20, which
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adopted a strong market environmentalist approach as an ideological under-laborer, drawing causal
linkages between market failures and a range environmental problems – climate change, resource
scarcity, environmental degradation, urbanization, soil depletion and biodiversity loss – and
re-framed them as both urgent crises as well as opportunities for achieving sustainable growth
via a bundled package of existing and aspirational policy and accounting mechanisms, conceptual
and bureaucratic technologies and powerful alliances between capital, the state and finance that can
be used to make capital appear responsive to, and thus less in need of, environmental critique (Huff
and Brock, 2017; Mol and Spaargaren, 2000).

But the repair mode is also distinct in some important ways, which we unpack in this section and
throughout the papers included in this special issue, and which require consideration of the high-
level and discursive politics of framing environmental crisis and nature-based ‘solutions’ to pro-
blems of accumulation at the science-policy interface alongside lived, embodied and emplaced
experiences of change. The changes described above have unfolded on a complicated and highly
contested knowledge terrain, involving the rising prominence of ecopolitical frameworks, which
conceptually link environmental change to international security issues (Dalby, 1992; Dalby,
2017), and the synergy between market environmentalist ideology and rising fields of expertise
including environmental economics and some strands of Earth Systems and Sustainability
Sciences. The repair mode draws on the anthropocenic narrative and related notions of aggregate
boundaries, breaches and thresholds, which reify the planetary as an ontological reference point
for understanding, evaluating and responding to environmental changes (Moore, 2015;
Swyngedouw and Ernstson, 2018: 3). This is associated with framings that invoke planetary
ecology, global (tragedies of the) commons and post-natural utilitarian framings (Cantor and
Knuth, 2019; Moore, 2015: 515) to construct an overarching story of an urgent, existential planet-
ary ‘poly-crisis’ (Huff, this issue; Homer-Dixon et al., 2021; Hui, 2020; Moore, 2015; Nelson,
2014).

This meta-framing harnesses the notion of a fundamental ‘breach’ or transgression of the human-
nature binary due to ‘humanity’ progressing to the point at which it has cumulatively overshot the
constraints of bio-geophysical nature, underscored by the ‘anthropocene idea’ that humanity has
itself become a pre-eminent and ‘collective force of nature’ at the planetary scale (Moore, 2015:
515; Swyngedouw and Ernstson, 2018). In this framing, the work to ‘repair’ is to extend market
liberalism, the fiction of the ‘self-regulating market’, to encompass bio-geophysical nature and
its ecological networks, elements, processes (Dalby, 1992; Dalby, 1996b; McAfee, 2012).
Within the market environmentalist ideological project in particular, the guiding assumption is
that marketization will correct the mismatch between growth and limits. Bringing unpriced and
neglected units of nature into the market gaze will generate action to reverse ecological crises by
sending appropriate cost signals to market actors. If individuals and firms can ‘see’ the actual mon-
etary costs of, for example, CO2 emissions, deforestation and industrial pollution, economic actors
will be able to make better decisions, eliminating governance and market failures to which crises are
attributed, and achieving a more sustainable growth trajectory (Cavanagh and Benjaminsen, 2014;
Hardt and Negri, 2018; Robertson, 2006; Sullivan, 2013b).

At the same time, nature-based financial instruments create virtual and potentially infinite space
for new growth markets and nature-based commodity forms (see Huff, this issue, on carbon
offsets).The commodification of this virtual nature is intended to serve as the basis of new
sectors of not just of production and growth, but also of ‘repair’ – simultaneously creating a risk
buffer against future crises of over-accumulation and new classes of asset that can be applied dir-
ectly to ‘neutralize’ environmental damage. As Huff (this issue) writes, ‘virtual nature is produced
through technologies of repair in the form of new financial instruments and nature commodities to
feed the expansion of new growth markets that promise to re-create, repair or restore the damage
caused by industrial expansion and growth’ through substitution to achieve ‘neutrality’ and, as if
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by one easy trick, ‘decouple’ natural resource use and environmental despoilation from economic
growth (Fischer-Kowalski and Swilling, 2011). What packages and holds this complicated story
together is the specific instrumentalization of ‘neutrality’ as, simultaneously, a set of technologies
for addressing multiple overlapping crises through abstraction and rationalization and control; a
metric for assessing sustainability goals at variable scales, from microscopic to ecosystemic to land-
scape to planetary; as well as an end-goal in and of itself (e.g., ‘net-zero’; carbon neutrality;
‘no-net-loss’, etc.).

Beyond the authoritarian tone of high-level repair discourse, there are other well-critiqued pro-
blems associated with its generalized framings and representations. ESS, anthropocene formula-
tions and planetary thinking have all been critiqued for their homogenizing and deeply
depoliticizing effects, which are at work in authoritative scientific, policy and public facing narra-
tives of the repair mode. The social and spatial homogenization that characterizes anthropocenic
crisis stories presents humanity as an undifferentiated force and the planet as an aggregate space.
These framings, as they are reproduced in society and policy at different levels of policy and prac-
tice, obscure politics of social difference and processes of placemaking, and present ready vessels
for repurposing, explicitly or implicitly, similarly generalized, often racist and Eurocentric degrad-
ation myths and forms of environmental othering that attribute environmental change, resource
scarcity, terrorism and any number of so-called ‘global challenges’ to generalized processes such
as population growth, urbanization, development and consumption patterns, often in the majority
word. At the same time, the strategic deployment of decontextualized imagery to signify threat,
degradation and loss (e.g., a burning forest, a washout, a swidden field, an emaciated polar bear,
a parched mudflat) combined with messaging of large-scale catastrophe just around the corner
invokes a particular type of urgency for and call for coordinated action.

In terms of identifying specific problems and their causes, the policy discourse that emerges is of
a rationally self-interested and undifferentiated ‘humanity’ that has become a preeminent force of
nature, capable of not only planetary disruption that manifests in overlapping (but abstracted and
aggregated) crises of anthropogenic climate change, biodiversity loss and landscape degradation,
but of upending the stability of the Holocene and its ‘safe operating space’ that allowed humanity
to flourish in the first place (Rockström et al., 2009; Steffen et al., 2015). The discourse on remedy-
ing these problems is saturated with a politics and economics of ‘solutionism’ (Hulme, 2021) in
which ‘big science, geo-engineering, and big capital can gesture to save’ a broken earth and
redeem humanity without compromising the growth imperative (Swyngedouw and Ernstson,
2018: 5). The crises are urgent, encompassing, everywhere at once and therefore in critical need
of planetary governance – ‘stewardship from above’ – driven by experts to effectively secure
and allocate increasingly scarce resources, engineer the alignment of nature with the global
economy, restore and (re)construct habitat and oversee the repair of nature in line with the logics
of an imminent market world and a finite ‘environmental budget’ (Peet et al., 2010; Rockström,
2015). New multi-stakeholder coalitions and partnerships produce an unending march of PR web-
sites and glossy brochures package and deliver compelling imagery and just-so stories of crisis,
planetary stewardship and salvation, ‘win-win-wins’.

These dynamics have not only shaped powerful multi-stakeholder alliances and dominant policy
approaches in recent years but have also shaped public understandings of environmental change as
well, particularly in northern countries. As in Guterres’s speech and so many other examples in
popular media, simple stories of nature-in-crisis repackage familiar neo-Malthusian tropes and
imagery of eco-catastrophe related to climate change, biodiversity loss and landscape degradation.
Newspapers and editorials in academic journals present pop-ecology celebrities as authorities on
the detrimental excesses of an undifferentiated ‘humanity’, harbingers of the certain and impending
‘collapse of civilization’ and an overall ‘ghastly future’ ahead (Bluwstein et al., 2021; Bradshaw
et al., 2021; Carrington, 2018; Huff and Mehta, 2019; Mehta et al., 2019). David Attenborough,
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British national treasure and ‘soothing voice’ of the apocalypse (according to GQ magazine), has
called humanity ‘a plague on the Earth’, and attests that ‘we are intruders… latecomers and that the
natural world, by-and-large, would do much better if we weren’t there at all’ (Bosiotti, 2021;
Clipson and Bugler, 2020; Staff, 2013).

The force of it all seems like we have been thrown back in time to the 1970s, 80 s and 90 s,
respectively, and a stew of often frustrating and ideologically pungent debates around ‘limits to
growth’, the misanthropy of certain types of deep ecological thinking, and Kaplan’s (2000
[1994]) forewarning of ‘The Coming Anarchy’, a grimly detailed updating of Hardin’s (1968)
ostensible ‘tragedy’ for the era of international securitization and global neoliberalization
(Bookchin, 1987; Dalby, 1996a; Devall and Sessions, 1985; Kopnina, 2012; Meadows et al.,
1972; Naess, 1973). But to say that we have heard all this before and its nothing new, to dismiss
such framings as ‘old wine in new bottles’ (Mehta et al., 2019) disregards the productive work
that is done in society through the deployment of sedimented and familiar narratives to support
novel regimes of governance and accumulation. Such framings have allowed powerful actors to
configure an increasing amount of political and economic activity across sectors and scales in
the name of ‘sustainable’ growth with the promise of ‘sustainability transitions’ and, above all,
repair (Moore, 2015: 515).

This form of repair works on the ground through enclosure involving material dispossession via
expropriation and green grabbing and rent seeking (Andreucci et al., 2017) but at the same time
‘grabbing green’ (Corson et al., 2013), involving practices of translation, inscription and represen-
tation that can create new forms of market value and new spaces of commodification by making
elements in nature quantifiable, substitutable and legible to the market gaze (Callon, 1980;
Robertson, 2006; Robertson, 2012; Robson and Bottausci, 2018; Smith, 2007). As Jana Hrckova
argues in this special issue, forms of technically mediated management and surveillance produce
a nature that is ‘more easily controllable and more importantly produced in a way that ‘“capital
can see” and act upon’. Such forms of management and surveillance are socially dangerous in
other ways, feeding into ecofascist, nationalist and white supremacist fearmongering over popula-
tion growth, south-north migration and so-called ‘white genocide’ (Benoist, 2020; Smith, 2021;
Taylor, 2019). They further prepare the ground for the ‘false green (technological) solutions’ –
including industrial-scale low carbon energy systems that facilitate green grabs and further dispos-
session, or fantasies of geoengineering – that are promoted and violently enforced by corporate and
state actors (Dunlap and Brock, 2022). Narratives of collapse and unprecedented urgency can
ignore and invisibilize long histories of ecological exclusion, displacement and dispossession
and enclosed life worlds that colonized and formerly colonized people have struggled against for
centuries. Alongside this, they propagate narrow, often counterfactual and depoliticized public
understandings of the causes and consequences of environmental and demographic change at dif-
ferent scales, supressing critique and visibility of alternate pathways and side-line questions of pol-
itics and justice in the name of ‘trade-offs’ or ‘urgency’.

The homogenizing and depoliticizing effects extend beyond social impacts and violence against
people. The discursive re-packaging of nature is grounded in a long history of framing and recon-
ceptualizing nature based on changing paradigms and novel inventions, measurements and valu-
ation techniques – from cost-benefit analysis to contingent valuation or Willingness to Pay – to
‘objectively’ quantify and abstract biodiversity impacts and opportunities. It has been supported
by the rise of large dataset quantitative modeling sciences since the 1970s. Such technologies
and scientific approaches helped foster and reify what might be seen as view ‘from above’ and
develop a ‘planetary understanding’ that has since proliferated in the social sciences as well as
in among the public. The view of nature as global (eco)system – to be engineered, governed,
restored – does not depart from the utilitarian view of nature as a stock of extractive resources,
which lies at the root of its destruction to begin with. AbR, then, is based on the conceptual
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‘globalization of nature’ – the view of nature as a ‘global system’ where – paradoxically – intercon-
nections are discursively recognized, but subsequently denied in the acceptance of – and belief in –
universality, metrification, substitutability, and commensurability of nature (Brock, 2019).

In a second step, despite gesturing toward heterogeneity at smaller scales, it reifies the planetary
view – including recent and curious social constructs such as that of the non-existent tCO2e or tons
of ‘carbon dioxide equivalent’ and ‘biological diversity’ that excludes humans – as ‘global’ thing –
one planetary ecosystem with ‘planetary boundaries’ (Rockström et al., 2009). This double process
of abstraction (Brock, 2019) or ‘double fetish’ (Huff, this issue) – first the conceptual abstraction of
nature from its ecological networks and context to make it commensurable and offsetable, and then
its re-embedding into a globalized (eco)system – creates the (new) necessary linkages and inter-
dependencies that allow for the ideas of commensurability and replaceability (net) that AbR
needs to allow for claims such as ‘neutrality’ in relation to things like carbon emissions or landscape
degradation.

This reductionism involves what Sian Sullivan (2017) has criticized as ontological flattening; the
process of abstracting, distancing, flattening and dematerializing nature to construct a ‘planetary
ecology’ comprising commensurable and substitutable capitals and services (Sullivan, 2010) and
the ‘new environmental values’ (Sullivan, 2013a: 80) which drive the repair economy and the pro-
liferation of novel ecologies of repair. These are the same technical and evaluative processes that
make nature ‘legible’ as natural capital and constitute the ‘economization’ of human and nonhuman
nature (Sullivan, 2014, 2017). This remaking of nature as natural capital, ecosystem service, and
new nature involves ideological and technological work, drawing ‘attention to the multiplicitous
ways in which value(s) for nature(s) are fabricated rather than found’ (Sullivan, 2019; Sullivan
and Hannis, 2017). Forms of value extraction that characterize AbR thus rely on assumptions, cal-
culations, and the making of ‘ontological equivalence’ (Sullivan, 2017: 229) or ‘species equality’
(Regnery et al., 2013). This equivalence is grounded in indifference to the uniqueness of natures
and values of ‘existences’ (Kröger, 2022), promoting instead conceptual and separation, categoriza-
tion and distancing. It facilitates what Dunlap and Sullivan (2020) call ‘accumulation by alienation’,
referring to the human-nature alienation at the heart of market relationships that allow destructive
political and economic choices and associated accumulation processes.

‘New and better’ natures
Deepening the integration of ecology and social life into the global economy, the story goes, will
produce new, better-disciplined, more legible, rationalized and infinitely ‘substitutable’ planetary
natures. This will facilitate continued (but transformed, de-coupled, clean and green) extractive
and industrial growth, while at the same time creating new growth markets for the repair of
nature that has been harmed by these modalities of growth. But these new natures, the product
of repair work, can even become a better version of nature itself, some claim (see Brock, this
issue). Not just can they serve the interests of capital, but through trust in science and engineering,
they are made out as better natures with co-benefits for biodiversity, communities and corporate
bottom lines (Brock, this issue; Huff, this issue). In the case presented by Huff (this issue), multiple
ecosystem services and ‘co-benefits’ that projects claim to generate can be bundled together with
new nature commodities like carbon offsets and sold as high value ‘boutique’ or ‘charismatic’
offsets on the Voluntary Carbon Market.

These new natures might be easier to ‘consume’, mediated through technologies and QR codes
and eco-tourist infrastructures, and easier to access through objectification and commodification.
Through their ‘othering’ and externalization from the human realm – to be experienced but not
be part of – our ecosystems and ecologies and their ‘conservation’ are turned into spectacles
(Igoe, 2010) and ‘extractive attractions’ (Brock and Dunlap, 2018); to be consumed, sold and
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marketized. The “spectacularization of conservation” (Igoe; Brock this issue) relies on packaging
and sale of images of conservation (commodities) that are grounded in ideas of wilderness and
problematic assumptions about human-nature relations and the destructiveness of human-nature
interactions (Corson, 2010; Neves, 2010). However, as Brock (this issue) shows, it can also play
with fantasies of total human control and the ability of corporations to ‘upgrade nature’ and
make ‘better natures’. Either way, spectacularization of nature is linked to nature-based commodity
fetishism (Carrier, 2010), ‘fetishized commoditization’ (Neves, 2010: 719) or ‘virtualism’ (Huff,
this issue) where images and ideas prevail over the importance of lived experiences and actual
human relations with – and being part of – the nonhuman world. Nature is thus ‘subsumed’
(Carton and Andersson, 2017; Carton et al. 2017) into the broader growth economy of the repair
mode.

New natures and ecologies of repair are thus grounded not only in dispossession but in the
objectification, separation and alienation of humans from nonhuman nature to make the latter
legible and quantifiable. In the repair mode, ‘nature’ has value not only as an input for
industrial-extractive production and growth but, seemingly paradoxically, has also been reframed
and reconfigured as a parallel realm of repair and source of cheap resources and technical and finan-
cial solutions that can ostensibly address or neutralize the harm caused by continued growth. In
practice, through technical rationalization, restoration, re-creation and / or re-cultivation, environ-
mental intervention in the repair mode aiming to generate new, better-disciplined, more legible, and
infinitely ‘substitutable’ natures to feed a range of revenue streams.

In different ways, through different approaches, the contributors to this themed issue all illumin-
ate the technologies and practices underlying the repair mode, their financial and political entangle-
ments, and how they facilitate accumulation by restoration. This involves critically investigating the
knowledge regimes and framings that are mobilized for repair, and the effects they have. This
knowledge/governance nexus requires new technologies to mediate relationships between nature
and society in the repair mode. This rendering of repair, through mechanisms and tools of ‘mitiga-
tion’, ‘compensation’ and ‘equivalence’, as well as constructs like ‘neutrality’ and ‘repair’ as both
instrument and objective, simultaneous means and ends, is spectacular, performative and metro-
logical. It reproduces and enacts social ecological relations and dynamics, through technologies
that can take a wide variety of (social, material, political) forms – many of which are explored
in this issue. They can be ‘mycorrhizal technologies’ (Oviatt, this issue) that help commodify
fungi for large-scale agriculture and become entangled in the growing process and the imaginary
of a new green revolution; marketed as ecological repair of soils to ‘optimize’ natural processes.
Here, AbR takes the form of a commodified fix to benefit the same corporate actors that are respon-
sible for industrialized agriculture and its huge ecological costs to begin with. It represents, Peter
Oviatt argues, a ‘broader economy in which streams of revenue shift from being complicit in the
destruction of environments, to being explicit in their repair’. AbR promises to restore ecological
functions of what is framed as ‘clean’ (=dead?) arable lands; it goes hand in hand with the ‘making’
of these spaces through the “clean slate” rationale, where ‘industrial agricultural practices – e.g.,
severe tilling regimes and the heavy use of chemical pesticides and fertilizers – have rendered bene-
ficial soil microbes ineffective’.

These technologies can also be ‘social technologies of governance’ to which spectacle, perform-
ance and representation are integral (Brock, this issue). In her contribution, Jana Hrckova argues
that the ‘spectacle of repair’, which she conceptualizes as a ‘carefully calibrated social technology
of green governance’ helps manage environmental degradation – and the population – through state
control over images. Through her study of the ‘Million Trees for Warsaw’ initiative she illustrates
the rise of new opportunities for capitalist expansion through restoration activities that equate the
selective ‘management of visibilities’ with sustainability. The imaginaries and green credentials
associated with new trees, with greening and greening spectacles, serve as a repair technique to
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compensate for inaction in relation to the systemic drivers and real causes of air pollution – coal and
cars. This ‘management of visibilities’ thus aims to alleviate citizens’ pressure to tackle (largely
invisible) air pollution while avoiding policies that harm capital accumulation. This ‘spectacle of
repair’, she argues, is an emergent technique of governance that simultaneously depoliticizes air
pollution and feeds the economy of appearances, ‘deployed to decouple the polluted reality from
the green spectacle’.

Relatedly, Brock problematizes the ‘spectacularization of conservation’ (this issue) involved in
turning coal mine operator RWE’s offsetting (and mining!) activities into eco-touristic and recre-
ational opportunities through clever PR, advertising videos, and marketing. Offsetting thus feeds
into the ecotourism–extraction nexus while profiting the company through the creation of new,
ordered ‘ecologies of repair’ that provide legitimacy as well as direct profit opportunities. The per-
formance of spectacular conservation – through partnerships, visuals, and events – legitimizes
clear-cutting and mining activities as ‘temporary use of the land’ and ‘temporarily impacting’ on
local ecologies, ignoring its irreversible impacts. Spectacle, she argues, drawing on Debord
(1967), ‘imposes a sense of unity in situations of fragmentation, legitimizing and justifying political
systems and dominant power relations, and stipulating consumption as the (only) way of engaging
with the world’, thus contributing to alienation while mediating the relationships between resident
and mining tourist, coal operator and nature; remaking the (human) landscape and communicating
the reconcilability of sustainability and coal.

Louise Carver’s contribution picks up this same theme. She shows how the principle of ‘No Net
Loss’ (NNL) itself acts as a ‘conceptual technology’, an ‘abstraction that shapes the world in its
image’. In other words, NNL itself enacts restoration ecologies of repair, together with associated
metrological and calculative devices. The accretion, normalization and adoption of such technolo-
gies helps make nature substitutable and offsetable by framing nature as ‘aggregated sums of envir-
onmental totals’ that are suitable for balance sheet accounting models. This allows for the idea of
substitutability and exchange between kinds and types of environmental goods and bads, ignoring
specificities or differences. These technologies are thus not only manifest in material techniques,
but they colonize thinking patterns, Carver argues, working to prescribe some and restrict other
solutions, and emphasize certain drivers of biodiversity loss over others. That’s how NNL and
the mitigation hierarchy are performative.

The instrumentalization of ‘neutrality’ is a recurring theme that emerges in many of the contri-
butions to this issue and it is fundamental for the productive work of AbR. Neutrality functions both
a technical mechanism for addressing multiple overlapping crises and a metric for assessing, materi-
alizing and trading the idea and performance of ‘sustainability’ at different scales, from individual
to ecosystem to landscape to planetary. Neutrality, as an operating principle, is thus not only key to
the processes of commensuration, but as Huff (this issue) demonstrates, through abstraction and
virtualization it reifies the market environmentalist imaginary of globalized, balance-sheet
nature. This in turn facilitates conceptual and phenomenological ‘slippages’ between ecologies
of place and imagined planetary natures and concrete and imagined development geographies of
the repair mode. The instrumentalization of neutrality underscores the importance of asking
‘what nature’ is being made the object of intervention?’ This is the case not only in the context
of understanding the production of commodified offsets such as in VCM carbon forestry projects,
but also in the context of compensatory offsetting (Srivastava and Mehta, this issue) can be scale-
making and world-making projects, producing natures and spatialities of repair that extend far
beyond project boundaries. They focus on discourses, practices and politics of value-making and
un-making to understand the simultaneous depletion and securitization of mangroves. In effect
these turn herders and fishers into ‘compliant environmental subjects’ while eroding their liveli-
hoods and identities. As Huff (this issue) emphasizes, restoration regimes and their entangled
and co-produced ecologies can transcend scales and span rural and urban, North and South,
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metropolitan and frontier geographies, the ‘distant’ conservation landscape and the intimacies of
lived space (Huff, this issue; Tsing, 2000, 2005).

Conclusions
Accumulation by restoration has become central in the contemporary political economy of con-
servation, characterized by narratives of planetary control, stewardship, aggregate limits and
boundaries and collective responsibility. Capitalism in repair mode should not just be under-
stood as a way of making money by investing and repairing damaged landscapes, making
markets more friendly to the conditions of life, nor indicative of a step away from harmful indus-
trial and extractive practices that drive climate disruption, habitat and species loss and spiraling
inequalities. Rather, the repair mode has several important effects and consequences that we
outline in this conclusion.

First, the repair mode enacts a dangerous anti-politics that uses tropes of urgency and control to
shut down space for deliberation, de-legitimizes alternative approaches to understanding and
responding to intersecting crises, and flattens differences of place, society and experience.
Repair itself is constructed as ‘rational, neutral and apolitical’ (Collins et al., 2021: 1) response
to ecological hazard, with little attention to its roots, politics or justice implications.

Second, the depoliticization of the repair mode individualizes responsibility and puts decision-
making and ‘solutions’ in the hands of the very actors and ideologies that created the problems in
the first place. In fact, it further empowers the corporations and state actors that profited of eco-
logical exploitation in the first place; legitimizing their operations and providing avenues for dis-
cursive alignment of their interests and ecological sustainability which initially emerged as a
challenge to growth-oriented capitalist ‘business as usual’. Economic rationality is invoked to
manage this challenge and incorporate it into business models and state operations. This leads to
continued enclosures, privatization and commodification of land, excluding people and deepening
human-nature separation through re-enforcing myths around colonial imaginaries of wilderness and
pristine natures.

Third, the repair mode does not challenge but thrives on the continued global growth pathway,
legitimizing ecologically destructive activities through its productive power, and the making of
new, ordered ‘ecologies of repair’. It helps invisibilize the social and ecological costs of ‘develop-
ments’, whether infrastructures, extraction or green capitalist projects, pacifying (potential) obsta-
cles to – and create new opportunities for – extraction of value in multiple forms. It helps hide the
substantive drivers of degradation, while ecologies of repair are enacted (Carver, this SI). The focus
on repair is thus about pacification of resistance more than conservation as such; entangled with
extractivism, infrastructures and state power.

Beyond its material consequences, the repair mode entrenches a particular worldview of com-
mensurability and substitutability, focusing on services rather than unique natures, ecosystems
and habitats, and our roles within them and relations with other species. This facilitates the
further loss of nonfinancial values; and undermining non-utilitarian values of nonhuman lives
and existences more generally. However, it also leads to the deepening of alienation and loss of
connection; relationships of care that eco-feminists have long emphasized are ignored or dismissed.
In the long-term, the repair mode creates a demand for degradation of nature in the form of repair-
ready objects and landscapes, which in turn incentivizes further and even intensified material
extraction to feed the expansion of industrial growth and, in parallel, feeds new growth markets
for repair in the form of nature-based commodities, financial products and ‘green’ industrial
products.

To counteract the worst effects of the ecological crises we are encountering, we need not only
to fundamentally alter political economic structures and power relations and to stop degradation
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and destruction – we also need meaningful repair and healing. We need to repair ecological harm
but more importantly our relationships with and connections to the nonhuman world around us.
Healthy relationships are integral to healthy people and ecologies. There is much to learn from
land-based communities around the world who are not only defending their territories but also
doing groundwork, healing and repairing soil and socio-natural relationships around it. Peter
Gelderloos (2022) explores how people take Buddhist, Sámi, Mushkegowuk, Métis-Cree,
Diné, Hawai’ian and Sioux approaches to nonhuman natures, rejecting the anthropocentrism
of Western science and interventionism, to look after their land. Others are building movements
around agroecology, forestry and permaculture, aiming to create and defend new food produc-
tion and distribution regimes based on ecological values and de-commodifying practices, while
others are developing ways to foster biodiversity in cities and heal landscapes scarred by war,
depleted by industrial monocropping or polluted by mines and factories. Explicitly rejecting
state-dictated solutionism and centering the values of autonomy, solidarity, reciprocity,
kinship, ecological healing, justice and (food) sovereignty rather than (market) values, people
across the world understand that repair is deeply entangled with access, place-making, (re)con-
nection and (re)commoning. In other words, repair is a social and political, not purely techno-
logical process. Access to land and fighting inequalities around land are thus central to repair.
Only when repair work meaningfully challenges the logics of growth, property and alienation,
valuing autonomy and connectivity, and taking a more holistic approach to healing, can mean-
ingful change occur. That repair work is fundamentally different, in terms of logics, motivating
values, socio-techno-environmental relationships and horizons, from the repair mode we outline
here is happening in many places in the majority and minority worlds, against enclosure and
defying corporate and state power. Rather than allowing for corporate control over and interven-
tion into landscapes and ecosystems, we need to empower, amplify, and walk with people who
are already doing this work.

Highlights

• This themed issue explores and elucidates ‘Accumulation by Restoration’ (AbR), a new dynamic
in conservation finance and the governance of nature.

• AbR arises from trajectories of neoliberal environmental governance but represents a shift from
the dominance of approaches to conservation that emphasise preservation of landscapes, ecosys-
tems and biological life to a ‘growth economy of repair’ in which nature becomes valued not just
for its use in production or recreation, but also for its repair or restoration.

• Accumulation in the repair mode is associated with new politics of anthropocenic or ‘planetary
crisis’, new technologies of governance and inscription, as well as new intensities and spatialities
of resource control.

• The repair mode relies on an implicit nature-society distinction and the assumption,
imagery and often mythology of degradation and loss juxtaposed with the promise of eco-
nomic and ecological ‘redemption’. Through technical rationalization, restoration,
re-creation and/or re- cultivation, the goal is to generate new, better-disciplined, more
legible and freely ‘substitutable’ natures that can circulate globally and be put to multiple
accumulative ends.

• Despite claims of sustainability transitions and ‘green growth’, the politics of AbR and con-
servation in the ‘repair mode’ work to incentivise continuing ecological harm whilst creat-
ing a governmentality that undermines consideration of alternative pathways. What were
consequences of growth have become strategic goals and the foundation of a new growth
economy.
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