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A B S T R A C T   

The urgency of restoring ecosystems to improve human wellbeing and mitigate climate and biodiversity crises is 
attracting global attention. The UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration (2021–2030) is a global call to action to 
support the restoration of degraded ecosystems. And yet, many forest restoration efforts, for instance, have failed 
to meet restoration goals; indeed, they worsened social precarities and ecological conditions. By merely focusing 
on symptoms of forest loss and degradation, these interventions have neglected the underlying issues of equity 
and justice driving forest decline. To address these root causes, thus creating socially just and sustainable so-
lutions, we develop the Political Ecology Playbook for Ecosystem Restoration. We outline a set of ten principles 
for achieving long-lasting, resilient, and equitable ecosystem restoration. These principles are guided by political 
ecology, a framework that addresses environmental concerns from a broadly political economic perspective, 
attending to power, politics, and equity within specific geographic and historical contexts. Drawing on the chain 
of explanation, this multi-scale, cross-landscapes Playbook aims to produce healthy relationships between people 
and nature that are ecologically, socially, and economically just – and thus sustainable and resilient – while 
recognizing the political nature of such relationships. We argue that the Political Ecology Playbook should guide 
ecosystem restoration worldwide.   

1. Introduction 

Despite decades of work on conservation and restoration, ongoing 
ecological degradation puts our planet’s life-support systems at risk 
along with the vital ecosystem goods and services that benefit billions of 
people. Loss and degradation of ecosystems continue despite ambitious 
commitments within the Bonn Challenge to restore 350 million hectares 
of forest globally by 2030. In response, the UN launched the Decade on 
Ecosystem Restoration with ambitious goals to mitigate climate change, 
and to halt biodiversity loss, deforestation, and land degradation. This 
paper argues that if the Decade on Ecosystem Restoration is to turn the 
tide, it must address the root causes of deforestation and environmental 
degradation: ongoing and pervasive structural inequities (Ceccon et al., 

2020; Hecht and Cockburn, 2011; Tsing, 2015). While calls to recognize 
the impacts of inequity in restoration are not new, implementation has 
lagged (Chazdon and Brancalion, 2019; Fischer et al., 2020). To achieve 
its goals, the Decade on Ecosystem Restoration must address both 
environmental damage and social inequities while catalyzing broader 
systemic transformations (Basnett et al., 2019; Wyborn et al., 2020; 
Scheidel and Gingrich, 2020; Dempsey et al., 2021). 

Despite considerable efforts devoted to promoting conservation and 
restoration, the rate of commodity-driven deforestation has not declined 
(Curtis et al., 2018). Integrated Conservation and Development Pro-
grams (e.g. UNESCO Biosphere Reserves, the UNFCCC Clean Develop-
ment Mechanism, REDD + programs) are well-intentioned and have 
become increasingly attentive to local conditions, but they have mostly 
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failed to address underlying drivers of environmental degradation, 
impoverishment, and political marginalization (Marcus, 2021; Goers 
et al., 2012). For instance, the international forest agenda overvalued 
market logics and return on investment, while downplaying social goals, 
prioritizing top-down project design at the expense of community 
engagement and local governance (Blom et al., 2010). There are similar 
concerns with the Bonn Challenge, whose ambitious targets are not 
supported by careful assessment of restoration opportunities that fully 
account for social and ecological factors, practices, and equity issues 
(Laestadius et al., 2015). In addition, the program has focused pre-
dominantly on large-scale commercial tree planting or monoculture 
plantations, which have been associated with water shortages and 
groundwater decline, massive forest fires, the clearing of native forests, 
restrictions to local users’ access to land, and afforestation in grassland 
ecosystems (Bond et al., 2019). Furthermore, the Bonn Challenge is not 
set up to provide many of the ecosystem services that more diverse 
ecosystem restoration strategies can provide (Kimmerer, 2000; Chan 
et al., 2012). 

Global environmental concerns tend to be framed as apolitical, 
resulting in solutions aimed at symptoms and proximate causes (Rob-
bins, 2011). However, decades of research in the field of political ecol-
ogy indicate that land degradation and deforestation are driven by 
political economic relations (Paulson et al., 2004; Jarosz, 1993; Hecht, 
1985). If no environment can be understood outside of politics – the 
asymmetrical power relations that shape environments and land use – 
then restoration initiatives must attend to social, political, and economic 
processes (Rai et al., 2018; Scheidel and Gingrich, 2020). 

To understand the transformations needed to achieve the goals of the 
Decade on Ecosystem Restoration, we offer a Political Ecology Playbook 
for Ecosystem Restoration: a set of ten principles and associated strate-
gies for achieving socially just and ecologically sustainable restoration. 
We use the term “playbook” to emphasize concrete strategies and so-
lutions based on collectively shared goals. The Playbook, we argue, can 
be used to shape restoration agendas worldwide, alongside the Inter-
national Principles and Standards for the Practice of Ecological Resto-
ration (the Standards) (Gann et al., 2019), Forest and Landscape 
Restoration (FLR) (Besseau et al., 2018; César et al., 2021), or Nature- 
based solutions (NbS) (Cohen-Shacham et al., 2019; IUCN, 2020). 

Our proposed principles address issues that existing frameworks do 
not include or assume apply at ecosystem or landscape scales. The 
Standards, for example, focus on restoration practice and stakeholder 
engagement at local scales but do not discuss social justice, benefit 
sharing, or the necessity of addressing local needs transparently and 
equitably (Gann et al., 2019). While the FLR and NbS frameworks 
include some of the principles we address, such as inclusiveness and 
equity (César et al., 2021; Cohen-Shacham et al., 2019), both are 
designed to apply at the landscape level and do not address reforms 
needed at national or international scales to ensure equitable sharing 
and access to benefits and opportunities deriving from local-level 
restoration practices. 

We applaud the growing focus of project developers on local com-
munity needs, land tenure, governance, and social justice issues in 
restoration and reforestation practice, particularly in relation to local or 
landscape processes (Erbaugh et al., 2020; Di Sacco et al., 2021; McLain 
et al., 2021; van Oosten et al., 2021). Our Playbook takes the next step in 
emphasizing that these local and landscape processes are intricately 
linked to national and international scales within a dynamic chain of 
explanation framework (Blaikie and Brookfield, 1987; Rocheleau, 2008; 
Robbins et al., 2015). 

The Political Ecology Playbook for Ecosystem Restoration was 
catalyzed by a lively discussion at the 2020 International Society of 
Tropical Forestry conference among the authors: a mix of graduate 
students, professors, and NGO staff deeply engaged in international 
policy and on-the-ground practice. Our mutual frustration at the gaps 
between political ecology research and restoration policy and practice 
led us to develop the Playbook. We draw on lessons from the political 

ecology of forest landscapes, with particular attention to land degra-
dation, reforestation, conservation, and restoration efforts because of 
the vast literature available and the authors’ expertise. Our intended 
audiences are practitioners, policymakers, and international environ-
ment and development actors working across multiple scales as well as 
academics seeking a more applied research agenda within ecosystem 
restoration. 

2. Lessons from political ecology 

The field of political ecology frames socio-environments as complex 
and power-laden spaces. It addresses environmental concerns from a 
broadly political-economic perspective, attending to power, politics, 
and equity within specific geographic and historical contexts (Blaikie 
and Brookfield, 1987; Peet and Watts, 2004; Robbins, 2011). Political 
ecologists argue that land degradation is not simply the result of the 
unsustainable activities of small landholders, population growth, or 
technological inadequacies but emerges from a complex set of nested 
biophysical, social, economic, and political processes at dynamic and 
interconnected local, national, and global scales (Rangan and Kull, 
2009; Robbins, 2011; Rocheleau, 2008; Paulson et al., 2004b). Political 
ecology is a powerful framework for understanding and addressing the 
underlying drivers of environmental change and developing ethical so-
lutions (Osborne, 2017; Dwyer and Baird, 2014; Blaikie, 2012) as well as 
analyzing a wide range of ecosystems (Lave, 2012; Carney, 2002; Ben-
jaminsen et al., 2015). Our proposed principles, built upon the structural 
lessons of political ecology, will contribute to the UN Decade on 
Ecosystem Restoration. 

The first lesson recognizes the deep entanglement of humans and 
landscapes through dynamic relationships of co-evolution responding to 
constantly changing social and environmental conditions (Fairhead and 
Leach, 2003). In addition, landscapes reflect social and cultural values, 
particularly of those who wield the greatest power in society (Cronon, 
1996; Nygren and Kikoon, 2008). This is important, because it suggests 
the possibility for evolving new values and practices more conducive to 
socially just and ecologically sustainable forms of restoration (Bliss and 
Fischer, 2011; Wyborn et al., 2020). 

The second lesson is that ecosystems are deeply imbued with 
asymmetrical political economic and power relations. Forest initiatives, 
whether conservation, reforestation, or restoration are often associated 
with the process of state-making and ongoing struggles over the control 
of and access to resources (Vandergeest and Peluso, 1995, Brockington 
2002). These power relations play out along axes of class, gender, race, 
ethnicity, indigeneity, and colonial histories (Escobar, 1998; Mollett and 
Faria, 2013; Schroeder, 1999; Prudham, 2007; Sundberg, 2006; Elm-
hirst, 2011) and determine whose knowledge counts, whose values are 
considered, who has rights, access and control over resources, and ul-
timately who wins and who loses (Peluso, 1995; Thompson, 2018; West, 
2016; Forsyth, 2005). 

The third lesson is that unequal power relations can lead to envi-
ronmental conflicts, local resistance, and struggles for access to and 
control over resources (Yeh, 2000; Peluso, 1992; Martinez-Alier, 2003). 
The unequal political economic relations established under colonialism, 
maintained through post-colonial regimes and international develop-
ment projects, and exacerbated under neoliberal capitalism, persist to 
date. They are evident in the many inequitable outcomes of current 
interventions, such as conservation efforts, Payments for Ecosystem 
Services, and REDD+, the UN strategy for Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and forest Degradation in developing countries that includes 
conservation, sustainable forest management and the enhancement of 
carbon stocks (Chomba et al., 2016; McAfee, 2012; Corson and Mac-
Donald, 2012; Asiyanbi, 2016; Ingalls and Dwyer, 2016). While in the-
ory these programs intend to provide ecological and social benefits, in 
practice they can be extractive and result in lost or restricted forest ac-
cess for local and indigenous communities (Beymer-Farris and Bassett, 
2012; Neumann, 1998; Peluso, 1993; West et al., 2006). 
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A fourth lesson is that emphasizing market solutions and techno-
logical fixes can produce problematic unintended outcomes. These 
strategies commodify nature and oversimplify ecosystems to the essen-
tial and marketable “nature that capital can see” (Kull et al., 2015; Milne 
et al., 2019; Robertson, 2006; Schroeder et al., 2006; Scott, 1998; Yeh, 
2000). Framing ecological issues as purely technical obfuscates their 
political origins and risks consolidating power in the hands of experts, 
technocrats, and/or powerful economic actors (Dempsey, 2016; Li, 
2007; McElwee, 2017). Furthermore, market mechanisms focus on the 
quantification and commodification of ecosystems at the expense of 
other ways of valuing land such as for subsistence, biodiversity, and 
sacred uses (Collard and Dempsey, 2013). These top-down interventions 
tend to ignore existing power imbalances that marginalize local and 
indigenous communities (Rai et al., 2018; Li, 2007). 

A fifth key lesson from political ecology is that management strate-
gies often disregard the value of common property arrangements and 
local and indigenous livelihoods, knowledge, expertise, and regenera-
tive practices (Agrawal, 2001; Osborne, 2015; Middleton, 2015; 
McElwee, 2009; Dove et al., 2019). In contrast to dominant frameworks 
that erase socio-ecological values beyond the economic, political ecol-
ogists highlight the importance of supporting knowledge and world-
views that foster community and multispecies relations based on 
interdependence and mutuality (Burow et al., 2018; Collard et al., 2015; 
Escobar, 2017). 

Overall, political ecology is a systems approach that has long 
recognized the linkages between local, regional, and global scales and 
sought to understand root causes of environmental change. This 
perspective is reflected in the chain of explanation, a key methodology 
that describes the interaction between scales of influence from the local 
to the global and vice versa (Blaikie and Brookfield, 1987; Robbins et al., 
2015). We build on the chain of explanation, accounting for earlier 
critiques of its conception of scale as static and of its failure to integrate 
social and ecological processes across time and space (Rangan and Kull, 
2009; Robbins, 2011; Rocheleau, 2008; Zimmerer and Bassett, 2003; 
Paulson et al., 2004b). 

These political ecological lessons have urgent salience. As the history 
of Integrated Conservation and Development Programs demonstrates, 
even well-intentioned initiatives such as the UN Decade on Ecosystem 
Restoration may fail to meet their goals, and even cause harmful unin-
tended consequences, if designed and implemented without taking into 
account these key lessons from political ecology (Elias et al., 2021; Bliss 
and Fischer, 2011; Dove, 1993). 

3. Political ecology playbook for ecosystem restoration 

The Playbook defines ecosystem restoration as moving towards a 
regenerative and equitable system that integrates social and ecological 
functions, creating the enabling conditions for a thriving, abundant 
future not only for society, but for all life (Collard et al., 2015; Du Plessis 
and Brandon, 2015). This definition emerges from a systems approach 
that expands the focus of conventional ecological restoration to consider 
several key factors that relate to power relations across scale: 1) The root 
causes of deforestation and degradation; 2) access and control over land, 
governance with a focus on common property arrangements, and im-
pacts on marginalized communities; 3) the impacts of market mecha-
nisms; and 4) multiple forms of knowledge, including Indigenous 
Knowledge — all within the context of social and environmental justice. 
Ecosystem restoration must therefore address drivers of biodiversity loss 
and unsustainable land use while enabling recovery of essential 
ecosystem functions, prioritizing the thriving of human and non-human 
species over economic growth. The Playbook’s political ecology 
approach provides the core operating system essential for effective, 
equitable, and transformative action, offering an important complement 
to recent efforts to emphasize principles of ecosystem restoration (Gann 
et al., 2019; Besseau et al., 2018; Cohen-Shacham et al., 2019; Scheidel 
and Gingrich, 2020; Elias et al., 2021). 

The following ten principles address local, national, and interna-
tional arenas, recognizing they are far from fixed but relational and 
highly interconnected spheres of influence (see Fig. 1). 

3.1. LOCAL ARENA (Project Implementers)  

1. Privilege local knowledge and practices. Local community, 
common property, and Indigenous land use governance and prac-
tices are responsible for some of the most biodiverse and carbon rich 
forest landscapes (Ostrom, 2000; Sandbrook et al., 2010; IPCC, 
2019). These local practices are crucial for protecting ecosystems 
against extractive forms of development, and therefore restoration 
projects should invest in and support them (Armitage, 2002; Reyes- 
Garcia et al., 2019).  
o Strategies: 1) Clarify and establish local land tenure and access 

rights that recognize the integrity of local governance units. 2) 
Provide long-term security for these lands and resources. 3) 
Strengthen community organizations. 4) Give local groups greater 
voice and decision-making capacity.  

2. Ensure participation of most impacted groups. Effective 
ecosystem restoration efforts must involve the stakeholders directly 
or indirectly affected, particularly historically marginalized and 
often invisibilized groups such as youth, women, and Indigenous and 
Afro-descendant communities (Brugnach et al., 2011; McCarthy, 
2002; Rocheleau, 1995). It is important to support the vision of 
people on the ground, with attention to which ecosystem functions 
will be restored, for whom, and for what purpose. This requires a 
participatory and iterative process that allows consideration of the 
tradeoffs and synergies of a variety of restoration practices while 
ultimately privileging the restoration proposals of local communities 
(Dudley et al., 2021; Ferwerda and Gutierrez, 2021). Projects should 
help to institutionalize participation in processes guided by existing 
representative governance.  
o Strategies: 1) Use a variety of tools to understand power dynamics. 

2) Develop a conflict resolution strategy, sustain engagement with 
the state, and promote inclusive local governance arrangements 
essential for mitigating disagreements and resolving complex land 
and tree tenure issues. 3) Invest in local capacity-building pro-
grams that support engagement and action, build collective vision, 
and promote effective restoration interventions appropriate to the 
purpose and context.  

3. Ensure social/environmental equity and justice. Benefits from 
restoration can be economic, social, and ecological. Ensure equity by 
considering who benefits from and who bears the cost of restoration 
interventions rather than simply who owns the land being restored 
(Chaudhary et al., 2018). Consider historical and colonial land 
dispossession and negotiate for disenfranchised groups to receive a 
fair share of benefits (West, 2016; Kelly, 2011; Neumann, 1992). 
Restoration projects or programs must not violate human and/or 
Indigenous rights or contribute to social or environmental injustice 
(Adams and Hutton, 2007).  
o Strategies: 1) Develop a long-term restoration plan, monitoring the 

project for fairness, transparency, and social equity for a broad 
range of benefits. 2) Include local communities in project design 
and decision-making and revisit stakeholder analysis on a regular 
basis. 

3.2. STATE/NATIONAL ARENA (Government Actors)  

4. Align restoration practices with local needs and aspirations. 
Consider a variety of restoration practices driven by traditional 
ecological knowledge and local needs and aspirations rather than 
political and economic agendas. Driven by market logic, technolog-
ical fixes, and flexibility mechanisms for corporate producers and the 
private sector, conventional strategies have largely focused on large- 
scale monoculture tree plantations, which can cause more harm than 
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good (Gerber et al., 2009; Bennett et al., 2018). State and national 
funding of projects oriented around local contexts can more effec-
tively address the social values and diverse practices that support a 
variety of livelihoods and promote regenerative economic develop-
ment and the long-term stewardship of ecosystems.  
o Strategies: 1) Assess and build relevant capacity for collaboration 

between environmental agencies (e.g. analysis of social-ecological 
systems) and local communities (e.g. knowledge sharing and 
technical training) to understand how restoration can best support 
the types of sustainable livelihoods community members desire. 2) 
Develop plans for sustainable community and regional develop-
ment and wellbeing specific to the aspirations and eco-social 
possibilities in different places and contexts.  

5. Align state policies to support restoration. The nation-state plays 
a critical role in policy and finance decisions. In some cases, state 
agencies promote conflicting agendas (e.g. Brazil under the Bolso-
naro administration) (Bull et al., 2018; Bennett et al., 2018). 
Therefore, it is important to shift state policies and subsidies that 
support destructive practices, such as fossil fuel extraction and large- 
scale intensive agriculture, to instead support regenerative agricul-
ture, agroforestry, and landscape restoration (Perry, 2020).  
o Strategies: 1) Establish a multi-sectoral government task force to 

address conflicting or destructive state policies. 2) Allocate a 
dedicated budget for restoration, which could come from former 
fossil fuel and agricultural subsidies (see Fig. 2).  

6. Empower representative local decision-making authority. 
Decentralization is the transfer of power from central governments to 

Fig. 1. Ten Principles of the Political Ecology Playbook for Ecosystem Restoration.  

Fig. 2. First graph: Finance needed to fulfill the Bonn Challenge compared to a single year (2017) of fossil fuel subsidies. Second graph: Grey finance compared to 
green finance. 
Adapted from Coady et al., 2019; NYDF Assessment Partners, 2019 
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state and non-state actors at lower jurisdictional levels of authority 
(Agrawal and Ribot, 1999). Democratic decentralization is rights- 
based and should empower local communities most impacted by 
restoration to exert greater control over policies and decisions that 
affect their land use and livelihoods (Larson and Ribot, 2004). 
Therefore, it is important to democratically decentralize some gov-
ernment policies to address local needs transparently and equitably.  
o Strategies: 1) Promote polycentric governance and downwardly 

accountable mechanisms that ensure policies are sustainable and 
equitable. 2) Empower local government agencies to engage in 
ecosystem restoration within their own jurisdictions guided by 
local needs and aspirations. 

3.3. INTERNATIONAL ARENA (International Environment and 
Development Institutions – Public, Private and Civic)  

7. Promote regenerative interventions. As opposed to simply 
treating the symptoms, regenerative interventions address the 
root causes of deforestation and land degradation, particularly 
commodity drivers of large-scale agricultural expansion, wood 
and timber harvesting, mining, and infrastructure extension 
(Geist and Lambin, 2002). For example, though infrastructure for 
oil and gas opens up intact ecosystems to further degradation, 
restoration interventions often target smallholder production 
instead (Bebbington et al., 2020; Ellison, 2000). It is important to 
shift international financial and policy incentives from business- 
as-usual activities to regenerative economic development that 
supports long-term restoration, sustainable livelihoods, commu-
nity well-being, and social and environmental justice.  
o Strategies: 1) Be informed of and act on the root causes of 

deforestation and land degradation. 2) Align international 
trade policies with ecosystem restoration goals by incorpo-
rating the following actions: A) Implement global trade policies 
that incentivize state support for restoration, penalize coun-
tries that outsource deforestation to other countries, and sup-
port verified sustainable supply chains for globally traded 
commodities. B) Shift global subsidies from fossil fuels and 
unsustainable land use toward ecosystem restoration. C) 
Include debt relief offers and debt for nature swaps to support 
state policy changes. D) Require that all restoration programs 
support just and equitable community-level engagement.  

8. Prioritize social and ecological benefits over financial 
returns. International organizations and conventions have 
placed excessive emphasis on biophysical targets (number of 
trees for example) as an end in themselves, rather than focusing 
on the ecological and social benefits of restoration. Instead of 
being treated as “the goal,” restoration should serve as a means to 
achieve the structural changes necessary to produce sustainable 
and just land management over the long-term. Therefore, initia-
tives with the highest social and ecological benefits should be 
funded even if they have higher costs and low or negligible return 
on investment (ROI). Furthermore, while ROI can reach up to 
seven times the project cost, some crucial benefits (e.g., biodi-
versity) are not “sold,” so their costs must be internalized (ELD 
Initiative and UNEP, 2015).  
o Strategies: 1) Design investment models with sensitivity to 

broader social and ecological equity issues rather than 
privileging ROI. 2) Emphasize grants over loans to support the 
most equitable project types and accommodate diverse social 
and ecological values of local communities.  

9. Ensure fair funding acknowledging ecological debts. Funding 
sources should be equitable and commensurate with the scale of 
the problem and include mandatory commitments for countries 
of the Global North and multilateral institutions that have his-
torically promoted an environmentally destructive development 
model. Countries of the Global South are owed an ecological debt 

for the centuries of colonial plunder and extractive forms of 
development (Martinez-Alier, 2003; Roberts and Parks, 2009; 
Dempsey et al., 2021). They are also owed fairer prices for their 
labor and resources given the unequal ecological exchange that 
has allowed the Global North to appropriate resources and wealth 
at the expense of Global South countries through a history of 
unfair trade relations (Dorninger et al., 2021). In addition, 
countries of the Global South carry massive economic debts, paid 
for via unsustainable land uses that degrade and destroy ecosys-
tems. Together these inequities have negative implications for 
long-term sustainability.  
o Strategies: 1) Ecosystem restoration should be financed 

through mandatory contributions from countries of the Global 
North and voluntary contributions from countries of the Global 
South. 2) Restoration funding and support can also be derived 
through debt relief, debt for nature swaps, and green bonds.  

10. Collaborate across country borders. Effective international 
alliances are key to ensuring that priority areas for restoration are 
aligned with human well-being, environmental sustainability, 
and social justice. Transnational coalitions operating across 
multiple scales need to focus more on creating enabling condi-
tions for this type of ecosystem restoration (Jones, 2006; Salis-
bury et al., 2011).  
o Strategies: 1) Form alliances and partnerships across countries 

and bioregions to share responsibility for ecosystem restoration 
and avoid deforestation/forest degradation. 2) Form cross- 
cutting working groups across international conventions on 
climate change, biodiversity, development, and human rights 
as these issues must be addressed as integrated problems and 
solutions. 

4. Conclusion 

Many aspects of the Political Ecology Playbook are already 
embedded in the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration, including sup-
port for decentralized movements, promoting values-based restoration, 
realigning policies and financial incentives towards conservation and 
restoration of ecosystems, and integrating indigenous knowledge and 
traditional practices into ecosystem restoration initiatives. We have 
argued here that these goals cannot be achieved without deeper struc-
tural changes at local, state or national, and international scales, which 
in turn requires a clear view of the root causes of and barriers to broader 
systemic change. 

Forest and Landscape Restoration, Ecosystem-based Adaptation, 
REDD +, and other Nature-based Solutions aim to address ecological 
crises with attention to social needs but these strategies have not yet 
adequately addressed colonial legacies, underlying power structures, 
and social justice issues. The Political Ecology Playbook provides an 
important complement to these approaches, offering a systems 
perspective that addresses power relations and underlying political 
economic drivers of environmental change, prioritizes equity and social 
justice, and recognizes the political nature and interconnectedness of 
social, economic, and environmental spheres at multiple spatial scales. 

Although it may not be immediately feasible to satisfy all of the 
principles equally, the Playbook highlights issues and enabling condi-
tions that can be addressed within ongoing or planned restoration efforts 
at different levels. International environment and development institu-
tion actors, policymakers, practitioners, researchers, and civil society all 
have a role to play in acknowledging, integrating, and reporting on the 
Playbook’s principles and their contributions to deeper systemic change. 
When incorporated into existing frameworks (e.g. Nature Based Solu-
tions standard, Society for Ecological Restoration standard) at interna-
tional, national, and local levels, the Playbook can reinforce best 
practices and improve our responses to global crises. Demonstrating 
how the principles described here are put into action through case 
studies or “living labs” of restoration in response to the Playbook is a 

T. Osborne et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                



Global Environmental Change 70 (2021) 102320

6

critical next step. We intend the Political Ecology Playbook for 
Ecosystem Restoration to bring us closer to a culture of equity-based 
earth stewardship and a radically transformed relationship to the 
planet based on care and reciprocity (Sayre et al., 2013; Collard et al., 
2015; Osborne, 2017). 
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Wilson, S.J., Brondizio, E.S., 2019. The contributions of Indigenous Peoples and local 
communities to ecological restoration. Restor. Ecol. 27 (1), 3–8. 

Robbins, P., 2011. Political ecology: A critical introduction, Vol. 16. John Wiley & Sons. 
Robbins, P., Chhatre, A., Karanth, K., 2015. Political ecology of commodity agroforests 

and tropical biodiversity. Conservat. Lett. 8 (2), 77–85. 
Roberts, J.T., Parks, B.C., 2009. Ecologically unequal exchange, ecological debt, and 

climate justice: The history and implications of three related ideas for a new social 
movement. Int. J. Comp. Sociol. 50 (3–4), 385–409. 

Robertson, M.M., 2006. The nature that capital can see: science, state, and market in the 
commodification of ecosystem services. Environ. Plann. D: Soc. Space 24 (3), 
367–387. 

Rocheleau, D., 2008. Political ecology in the key of policy: from chains of explanation to 
webs of relation. Geoforum 39 (2), 716–727. 

Rocheleau, D.E., 1995. Gender and biodiversity: a feminist political ecology perspective. 
IDS Bulletin 26 (1), 9–16. 
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