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ABSTRACT
While the nations of the world are experiencing unprecedented and rapid
environmental changes, human economies and civilisations are at the same time
undergoing robust transformations. The environment-development debate has
centred on the relations between economic arrangements and environmental
change at different levels and scales. The major concern has been how to
negotiate policies at the local, regional and international levels that will make
economic growth more “green” (that is, environment-friendly). Exploring the
connections between economic arrangements and environmental concerns
is very useful, as it forms the basis on which developmental policies and
environmental sustainability planning are made. This paper discussed topical
issues bordering on carbon-footprint-reduction-pathways, thereby presenting
Eco-capitalism as a possible way forward.

INTRODUCTION
Economic arrangements refer to the mechanisms, systems or institutions that define the production, distribution and
consumption of products and services within a society [1]. The notion of global economic arrangements centres on the economic
partnership and agreements that determine how states and regions allocate their resources and distribute their goods and
services across borders [1]. Eco-capitalism, also known as “green capitalism” or “environmental capitalism”, is a concept which
assumes that the environment possesses useful natural capital flows and that environmental problems can be resolved through
market mechanisms and market-based policies [2]. The concept entails that; first, environmental goods can be commodified and,
second, capitalism must not be laissez-faire, rather regulation and governance are required.
Around the 1970s, throughout the developed nations such as the UK and the US, there were substantive efforts in
separating the state and the economy, as well as integrating world's individual economies into a single economic system [3]. Prior
to this period, there was a massive failure of collectivism (mechanisms that give priority to people over individuals), and every
other economic model apart from capitalism [4]. Unlike other economic mechanisms, the survival of the capitalist economic
arrangement has been argued on the basis that total reliance on free trade agreements and Laissez Faire Capitalism spurred
individualism and engendered economic growth [4,5]. However, robust studies of global economic trends have shown that "Laissez
Faire" capitalist economic arrangement (that is, economic activities with no government interference), both at the regional and
international levels, has fulfilled its goal of stimulating economic growth at the expense of environmental quality [6,7]. Although the
environment provides substantial economic benefits and functions, the capitalist market mechanisms have failed in assigning
values to environmental resources and services [6]. Studies show that attaching price tags on environmental goods and services
provides an incentive to protect them [6,8]. In this paper, we argue that if the value of environmental resources remains unknown,
abuse will likely be inevitable. The paper aims to critically analyse the need to attach values to environmental goods and services
in order to better incorporate them into the global capitalist market. In pursuing this aim, we also offered recommendations/work
plan for robust political negotiations and policies across scale to inform the green growth agenda.
We combine systems theory and the paradigm of a steady state economy to 1) establish the link between the economy and
the environment, and 2) justify the need for eco-capitalism in achieving a green economy. Furthermore, we utilised case studies
to enrich perspectives for eco-capitalism within the economic growth-environment nexus discourse lines. The paper proceeds as
follows. Section 2 employs the systems theory to establish the connection between economic growth and environmental change.
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Using case studies on the European Union Emission Trading Scheme and Payment for Environmental Services in Hoima and
Kibaale, Uganda, section 3 presents the arguments for a green capitalist economy. Section 4 evaluates the steps necessary in
transitioning to a green economy, & how to negotiate policies across scale to spur green growth. The final section outlines the
conclusions drawn from the paper, placing the emerging lessons within the broader context of the literature.

ENVIRONMENT AND THE ECONOMY
Economic growth is widely conceptualised as the expansion in the quantity of products and services a state produces over
time. It is traditionally determined by the rate at which the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) increases [9]. GDP is defined as the
monetary equivalent (usually in US dollar values) of the aggregate quantity of products and services produced within any economy
at any period [9]. To the neoclassical economists, the ultimate aim is to achieve continuous growth in the economy. Economic
arrangements are structured to maximise economic growth and social benefits [1]. Strengthening global economic growth forms
the fundamental aim of several international agreements and organisations, such as the World Trade Agreement (WTA), the World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund’s [IMF] [10].
The underlying concept of sustainable development challenges the notion that greater wealth will always translate to greater
welfare and progress for all. When an economy grows quickly, income is usually not fairly distributed among the citizens of a
state [11]. Apart from inequality within nations, there is also the problem of income inequality and economic disparity between the
developed and developing nations. According to UNEP [12], economic growth is not adequate to maximise social welfare if it lacks
elements of inclusiveness and fairness. Furthermore, the current rate of growth has been found to correlate with unsustainable
resource use (extracting natural resources beyond the invisible threshold of natural resource regeneration), fostering distributive
injustice and undermining the capacity of future generations to meet their own needs [11]. The concept of sustainable development
entails that economic growth must integrate social justice, intergenerational equity, and environmental quality [13].
The systems theory shows that the connection between the environment and economy exists in such a way that they form
a complex whole [14]. This implies that economic and environmental dimensions of the society are interdependent constituents,
interacting in such a way that any one component affects the other [14]. In analysing the environment-economy system [7], shows
that the economy depends on the environment in two major ways: firstly, the environment supplies natural resource inputs to the
economy (energy and materials), and secondly, the environment is seen as an economic externality acting as a waste sink for the
harmful outputs from economic activities (energy use and material outflows)
Is this difficult???
– Think about how we are organised
– Think about how we are educated
This simply means that the economy is supported by a “metabolic flow” from and back to the environment [7]. In using the
phrase ‘metabolic flow’ or metabolism [7], likens the economic system to a human system which can ingest food substances and
excrete waste material, and that a change in one component of the system affects the other.
The ‘source’ that the earth’s natural resources offer is not infinite; meaning that it can be used up [14]. If this is the case,
one can reasonably argue that the current capitalist economic arrangement which drives continuous economic growth, without
considering negative implications on the environment, will only end up depleting the resource base on which the economy
depends. Again, since the capacity of the earth’s sink, such as the ocean and the atmosphere, which represents the repository for
the waste produced from economic activities, is also limited, the unregulated release of economic waste will end up deteriorating
the earth’s sink. This means that the capacity of the earth’s environment to take in waste products of economic metabolism and
transform them into risk-free substances will be undermined.
This causal complex nexus has led to the popularity of eco-capitalism amongst policy-makers and academics [15]. Smith and
Prothero [2,16] attribute the prominence of eco-capitalism to the emerging desire to maintain a strong business profitability in light
of the possibility of degrading the earth systems. Discourse on achieving green capitalism was one of the two themes of Rio+20–
the sustainable development conference of the United Nations [UNCSD].
This concept of sustainability proposes for a shift from economic growth to sustainable development. The World Commission
on Environment and Development (i.e. the Brundtland report) defined sustainable development as “development which meets
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” [17]. This means that
development efforts must be “… conservative and based on long term optimisation of biosphere resources” [18]. However, weak
sustainability approach (the idea that natural resources or natural capital can justifiably be substituted for capital goods) does
not make any sense. He contended that sustainability will only make sense through a strong approach (natural capital cannot
be substituted for capital goods), but that this approach is totally impracticable. In line with OECD [19], this paper argues that the
practicality of green growth (eco-capitalism) seems to presents a new and more realistic approach to increasing capital profit,
exiting from the current economic emergency and at the same time treating the environment as a growth stock. The next section
presents the arguments for Eco-capitalism as a reliable development alternative for maintaining viable economies considering
the urgent environmental concerns.
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Eco-Capitalism in a World Driven by Pure Capitalist Idealism
An important illustration that captures the relationship between economic growth and environmental quality is the
Environmental Kuznets curve. Kuznets hypothesised the relation between economic growth and the environment to be of an
inverted U-shaped relationship (Figure 1).

Environmental degradation

Tuming point

Environment
worsens

Environment
Improves

Per capita income
Figure 1. The environmental kuznets curve.

The argument is that as the economy grows (measured by the GDP per capita income), environmental degradation rises, up
to a certain turning point known as the economic threshold (when the majority of the populace live above poverty line) beyond
which further economic growth reduces environmental damage [20]. Although this proposition is highly argued, the relationship
suggests that at a certain point in economic advancement, nations begin to prefer environmental improvements over increased
consumption such that investments in abatement and conservation dominate spending on consumption. Galbraith [20] argues that
this preference and improvement in environmental quality will be as a result of states’ conscious efforts in abatement and not that
economic activity in and of itself reduce environmental damage. The question remains: how will the green capitalist economy help
in achieving a viable economy simultaneously with increased environmental quality, before and after the Environmental Kuznets’s
turning point?
Concept of a Steady State Economy [SSE]
The green economy is based on the ecological concept of SSE [21]. The steady state economy strikes a balance between
achieving optimum growth rate and environmental quality. Daly [21] describes the idea of the SSE as a system consisting of a
constant stock of manmade capital, constant population and a constant flow of natural capital. The SSE presupposes that when
population and economic activities are maintained in a constant state, natural resource use and recycling will also be maintained
at a constant rate such that resource depletion will not occur. This concept differs from Smith, Ricardo and Mill’s theory of the
stationary state. While the stationary state theory suggests that the unrestrained free market mechanism (the invisible hand), with
no external intervention, is capable of surmounting any economic and environmental problem such as market failure, pollution
and overpopulation, the steady state economy proposes the need for government intervention in enforcing sustainable resource
use. The steady state economy concept aligns closely with the public interest theory [22]. Public interest theory stressed the need
for governments to maintain a position as a maximizer of social welfare, to regulate the economy and put the brakes on economic
activities when necessary [22]. Therefore, substitution of natural capital for manmade capital must be regulated by the government
both at the local and international scene, through policy tools, such that the rate of resource use will not exceed the rate at which
the environment recovers.
Proponents of the self-regulating free market and the laissez-faire capitalist economy insist that the market has a way
of bringing about efficient allocation, just distribution of resources and optimum scale of natural resource use [23,24]. In other
words, the forces of demand and supply in the market will regulate the rate/ scale of resource use. While this may be true for
allocation and distribution problems, the opposite is the case for optimum scale. The normal approach employed by laissez-faire
capitalists in dealing with scale issue is by subsuming it under allocation [21]. They claim that if the right market prices of capital
goods and services are determined, the problem of resource overuse wouldn’t arise. But they fail to acknowledge that scale (in
terms of natural resources), which is the physical amount of resource flow from the environment, and waste released back to the
environment is a function of population and per capita resource use. Its essence depends on the capacity of the environment to
regenerate and assimilate waste, and not the forces of demand and supply. Micro and macro-economic variables (market) only
deal with price, demand and supply issues and cannot solely regulate natural resource use [25]. Therefore, in controlling natural
resource use and environmental wastes, economic mechanisms and government interventions must not be decoupled. They
must work hand-in-hand to resolve economic and environmental problems.
Res. Rev. J Ecol. Environ. Sci.| Volume 6 | Issue 4 | December, 2018

20

Research & Reviews: Journal of Ecology and Environmental Sciences

e-ISSN:2347-7830
p-ISSN:2347-7822

Several 21st-century capitalists criticise the eco-capitalism notion as being at odds with the ideals of capitalism and
conservative ideologies [26-28]. They argue that eco-capitalism must be free from government interventions and environmental
concerns should only be addressed by individuals in the free market [26]. By pushing this argument, they ignore the fact that the free
market capitalism as we have today has high expansionist tendencies which are very detrimental to the quest for environmental
quality. Reforms in eco-capitalism are more progressive and transformative, helping to maintain an optimal economic growth [29].
Their argument is that the various elements of capitalism are enmeshed and each being fundamental to its existence. In other
words, any attempt in tampering with one component of capitalism (freedom) will threaten the whole concept of capitalism.
However, in taking this stance, proponents of unregulated capitalism subtly evade the concept of market failure as an unavoidable
component of the unregulated capitalist economy, which ultimately requires the need for government intervention [30].
This paper argues that the concept of a green growth as promoted by a steady state economy paradigm does not entail a
“de-growth” of the economy. In other words, it does not demand a halt in economic activities, rather, it advocates for a different
pattern of capitalism and economic growth that is built on enhancing environmental quality. This is an economic arrangement that
integrates the environmental dimensions of well-being in order to achieve a steady state economy. This steady-state paradigm is
very critical for the following reasons:
First, it makes sure that the use of all resources must be limited to rates that will eventually produce levels of waste that can
be assimilated by the environment [the planetary boundary] [21]. In other words, economic inputs must be limited to a level such
that the economic wastes produced from that economic activity, for example, industrial CO2 emissions, will not be detrimental
to the environment. Secondly, renewable resources must be exploited at the rates that will not go beyond the capacity of the
environment to regenerate [7]. Renewables such as the biomass and water resources have their maximum sustainable yields,
and we must not exploit them beyond these maximum levels in order not to cause a long-term depletion. Finally, to maintain an
eco-friendly capitalist economy, the steady state economy ensures that we harness non-renewables at a rate that do not surpass
the rate of developing renewable substitutes [7]. The basic argument here is that non-renewables are resources that can be used
up (resources such as fossil fuels and minerals), and it is fine to use them, but at the same time we must go ahead to develop
renewable substitutes so that as the non-renewables are decreasing, they can be replaced with renewables that can achieve the
same goals, for example, solar energy replacing fossil fuel.
The complex and challenging nature of the green economy raises questions concerning governance, levels, and actors
involved. Amid this complexity, decision makers at different levels of governance have a myriad of policy choices to regulate
resource use: Market-Based Instruments (MBIs), Command and Control approach (CACs), Negotiated Agreements, Information
disclosure and Voluntary Regulations [31]. Given the mounting criticism of Command and Control measures for its inflexibility
and high transaction cost [31,32], stakeholders have emphasised the need to embrace the emerging hybrid approach, that is,
government-mandated Market-Based Instruments. This is based on the fact that environmental challenges can be resolved by
employing government-regulated economic solutions, and this can only be achieved by commodifying environmental goods and
services. Placing values on environmental goods and services helps to incorporate them into the market systems thereby making
it easy to internalise the costs of externalities.
Putting a Price Tag on the Environment
Studies show that attaching price tags on environmental goods and services provides an incentive to protect them [6,33]. Failure
of the market mechanism in attaching value on environmental goods and services has resulted in environmental degradation
[6]
. Where values for environmental goods remain under-priced or free, there will likely be the tendency of their being abused or
overused [6]. Environmental issues are sorted out by political process. Dietz [7] pointed out that policymakers and industries can
begin to understand and take the issue of environmental degradation serious when they are presented in monetary terms.
Environmental economist has devised three approaches in valuing the environment [33]. The first approach is through the
Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) which is aimed at determining individuals’ willingness to pay for an environmental good
or service [33]. The second method is by determining the opportunity costs of an environmental good or service. This is done by
working out the alternative cost of not using the environmental good or the cost of preserving the environment [33]. For instance,
the cost of carbon emission can be given as the cost alternative of using a less carbon generating technology. The last method is
by using proxies. This is simply by finding the price of market substitutes and assigning this price to the natural resource [33]. For
instance, the cost of conserving a fishing site or an agricultural field can be valued with what the farmers gain from those sites
within that period.
Actors in the field of sustainability have argued that these valuation methods failed to account for the preference for future
generations [34,35]. They contend that today’s willingness to pay might be inconsistent with the preferences of the future generations.
Environmental economists take this into consideration by discounting future benefits, such that in valuing environmental good
or service today, economists reduce its future value based on predetermined discount factor so that the values of environmental
goods today worth less than their future values. Also, those who criticise the act of commodifying the environment feel that the
environment might be undervalued in the process [35]. However, case studies have shown that attaching monetary values to the
environment has helped in achieving a greener economy which is the ultimate goal. Some of these case studies are presented
below.
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Case Studies
Case study 1: The European Union Emission Trading Scheme [EU-ETS]: The EU-ETS started in 2005. The scheme involves
over 11, 000 firms that contribute over 50% of total industrial emissions in the European Union [3]. The scheme was established
to help the EU achieve the international treaty on greenhouse gas emissions (Kyoto protocol). The goal was to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 7% by 2012. This scheme involves a multilevel governance approach. The target was set at the international
level, the EU as a region adopts her approach for meeting the international target, and each country within the EU produced
allocation plan on volume of permit allocated to individual firms. The governments ensured that industries do not emit above a
maximum limit known as the cap [3]. If an industry or firm desires to go beyond this limit, it must purchase (through a standard
carbon market) extra allowance from another industry/firm whose emission, perhaps through technological advancement, falls
below the cap. The forces of demand and supply in the carbon market create a price for emission permits, thereby offering
incentives for industries that operate at low emission levels. By monetizing greenhouse emissions, the government can easily
distribute tradable permits to industries.
Critics of this approach argue that the commodifying act is a way of legitimising environmental pollution which is immoral.
“Paying a fee for an action makes it acceptable whilst paying a fine for an action makes it a wrongdoing in society”. However, the
responsibility of the state in a liberal sense is to respect people’s rights. Granting people’s right also includes the rights, at an
institutional level, to do things which another thinks is immoral [36]. Also, the primary and most important concern is on emission
reduction and that must be the basis for judging such a scheme. The European Union climate action report noted that greenhouse
gas emission has stayed within capped levels among the industries involved [37]. The report also indicated an improvement in
emissions reduction up to 3.35% per annum within the first and second phases, 2007–2007 and 2008–2012, respectively. This
report shows that the market-based instrument of cap and trade was an effective approach. Furthermore, Delarue et al. (2008)
employed an econometric method to analyse the impact of carbon pricing signal of the EU-ETS in the power sector. They found
that it led to a reduction in emission in that sector by up to 60 Mt CO2 in 2005 and 90 Mt CO2 in 2006. Other analyses generated
similar findings [3].
Case study 2: Payment for environmental services or benefits in Hoima and Kibaale, Uganda: Payment for Environmental
Services [PES] has been described as a transparent way of conserving natural resources by monetizing ecosystem services
[38]
. It has also been described as a link between environment, rural development and poverty alleviation [18]. It involves the
government or sometimes NGOs paying individuals who hold property rights for which environmental services that help to maintain
environmental quality. This was the case in the Hoima and Kibaale in Uganda. Landlords in the forest communities of Hoima and
Kibaale were paid US$28 annually between 2010 and 2013 in return for ensuring zero deforestation on their lands. Additional
payments were to be made if they plant new trees on their lands. According to Jayachandran S. et al.,[39] the scheme led to a 6%
increase in the annual income of the landowners. After the evaluation of the program, it was found that there was to be 7%-10%
reduction in deforestation among the participating communities.
Criticisms of PES centred majorly on the inaccuracy in commodifying nature [36]. Although it is difficult, if not impossible to
give an actual value to environmental good, the fact remains that in a highly commodified society, the only way the conservation
of the environment can be taken seriously is by placing a monetary value on them. Doing little is better than doing nothing [39]. A
study conducted by Nzeh [40] on the economics of deforestation in Nigeria places the total economic value of national losses due
to deforestation in Nigeria on an average of a little above ₦11 Billion annually, equivalent of US$31million (compared to ₦15bn,
equivalent of US$43 million, lost annually to oil thefts in Nigeria). Commentators on the study indicated that the publication drew
the attention of the government to the urgency in checking deforestation in the nation [41].
Transitioning to a Green Economy
The request of the delegates at the first preparatory committee of the United Nation Commission on Sustainable Development
in May 2010 was that the United Nations Environment Programme [UNEP], United Nations Department of Economic and Social
Affairs [UNDESA], and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development [UNCTD] should collaborate to assess the gains
and the risks of transitioning to a green economy [42]. Several other international and regional bodies have also seen the need for
adopting a green economic arrangement. According to Nicholas Stern, Chief Economist of the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development and of the World Bank
“Transition to a green economy and rapid structural transformations provide a story of growth and poverty reduction that is
attractive and sustainable. The risks of climate change are potentially immense. The benefits of taking action are also clear: we
can see that economic development, reduced emissions, and creative adaptation go hand in hand. A committed and strong lowRes. Rev. J Ecol. Environ. Sci.| Volume 6 | Issue 4 | December, 2018
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carbon transition could trigger a new wave of economic and technological transformation and investment, a new era of global and
sustainable prosperity. Why, then, are we waiting?” [43].
In transiting to a green economy, the following steps have been recommended:
Firstly, we must foster international collaborations, at the same time engage relevant stakeholders to adopt the sustainable
development goals. Recent trends in the environment-development discourse show that the concept of sustainability poses
some level of challenge to neoclassical (mainstream) economists and politicians. Politicians also want to see the economy grow.
This makes it difficult to advance the sustainable development agenda. Therefore, instead of concentrating on building sound
sustainable development goals alone, efforts must also be made in finding ways of convincing relevant stakeholders to adopt the
sustainability movement [7].
Similarly, there’s need for multidisciplinary engagements, as well as industry-based collaborations to drive development
agendas towards green economy pathways. The fundamental benefit of a multidisciplinary engagement in the sustainable
development agenda is that various parties will be given the opportunity to make unique inputs to the policymaking process. This
is important because embedding environment in the sustainable development goal requires knowledge from different disciplines:
the social, environmental and geophysical sciences, including developmental studies [44]. The aim of multidisciplinary engagements
and industry-based collaborations is to give individuals and industries the leeway of choosing the least-cost, effective pathways,
and the most convenient multidisciplinary approach to achieving the sustainability goals. For instance, the overall aim of the
1997 Kyoto protocol was to reduce emissions by 5.2% below 1990 levels. To realise this goal, different regions were allowed to
design ways for achieving their individual targets. The regions also gave individual countries the leeway to fashion out policy tools
for achieving the same target. Industries and stakeholders within these nations also devised diverse approaches of meeting the
same set of goals. In the report of the Keidanren Voluntary Action Plan, Keidanren pointed out that emission in Japan was reduced
by 3.2%. This was attributed to stakeholder participation allowed by the protocol.
The WCED (Brundtland Commission) invoked the importance of international relations in achieving the sustainable
development agenda. The goal among other things was to unite different nations in pursuing the sustainability goals [45]. This is
important because, in the industrialised countries, consumption patterns have been very high over the years, while among the
developing nations the basic human needs are not being met [45]. Since environmental degradation and poverty are interrelated [45],
we must factor in the current imbalances in the international patterns of production and consumption. We must reduce wastages
among the richer segments of the globe by addressing consumption patterns and unsustainable lifestyles, and at the same time
finding ways of addressing poverty among the poorer segments. The green economy agenda must, therefore, accommodate the
aspirations and contributions of the poorer nations [12].
Secondly, there is the need to adopt an alternative progress indicator to replace the GDP regime [15]. GDP has been criticised
as a misleading tool for measuring progress. There are so many reasons for this argument, top of which is that the GDP places
emphasis on economic growth rather than sustainable development [46]. The GDP counts depletion of natural resources as
progress. For instance, if we cut down our forests, increase gas flare for oil, and run down our natural stock, GDP will count the
flows from these activities as income and progress to the communities. Furthermore, the GDP does not value and account for
nonmarket ecosystem services in the market-based economy [7]. At the same time, GDP ignores many beneficial activities such
as women roles at home and voluntary activities, as long as money does not change hand in the process of doing these works.
Kennedy puts it this way: GDP “measures neither our wit nor our courage, neither our wisdom nor our learning, neither our
compassion nor our devotion to our country, it measures everything in short, except that which makes life worthwhile.”
To achieve a green economy, the agenda must seek to adopt an alternative progress indicator. The criticism on GDP has
already led to the development of several indicators such as the Human Development Index (HDI), Genuine Progress Indicator
(GPI), Inclusive Wealth Index (IWI) and others. These alternative progress indicators have been applied in many parts of the globe
such as in Australia and some states in the US and have been found to be very useful [47]. For example, the GPI subtracts the costs
of the environmental degradation from the GDP, and then adds the monetary equivalent of the non-market activities such as the
household and voluntary activities.
It becomes particularly interesting when we compare the GDP and the GPI for a country over time. Take for instance the
United Kingdom: the result of the comparison shows that the two indicators tended to move together until the 1970s when the
GPI rose and then suddenly flattens out as GDP increases (Figures 2 and 3).
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What both figures show is that, although benefits from economic growth increased over time, at a certain point (i.e. in the
1970's), when the marginal increase in economic activities did not result in any increase in benefit. What this means is that this
period seems to be the optimum scale of economic production and resource use in the UK. Similar studies in other developed
countries also gave similar results [7,47,48]. The GPI, therefore, monitors the economy and indicates the optimum scale of economic
activities.

CONCLUSIONS
Economic growth produces several benefits, such as improvement in the quality of life across the globe by raising the
standard of living among citizens [49]. However, it has also led to the depletion of natural capital and degradation of the ecosystem.
The paper argued that capitalist economic arrangements have never been consistent with eco-capitalism ideals, at least for
the better part of the 1980s to date. The concepts of the steady state economy and the systems theory show that the economy
and the environment are intertwined, in such a way that the economy cannot exist in isolation from the earth system of which
the environment is integral. Hence, the need for incorporating the environment in the capitalist economic arrangements. The
case studies of the European Union ETS and PES in Hoima and Kibaale, Uganda showed how by putting price tags on the
environmental goods and services, we achieve a better and greener economy. Similarly, the paper argued that in the light of
the increasing realisation that the current rate of environmental degradation as a result of economic growth should not be
allowed to continue indefinitely, eco-capitalism which is based on Government-regulated Market-Based Instrument should be
Res. Rev. J Ecol. Environ. Sci.| Volume 6 | Issue 4 | December, 2018
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encouraged. Government intervention in the eco-capitalism economic arrangement will help to check the unsustainable and
expansionist nature of the global capitalist economic arrangement. The concept of Steady State Economy (SSE) presented the
need for adjustments in global economic arrangements and resource use, and how these adjustments can help in achieving the
green economy. A summary of the useful lessons emerging from this paper is presented below:
1. The economic arrangements that promote increased productivity and service delivery must integrate environmental
systems. Every economic decision, both at the local and international levels must take into account environmental
consequences. There must be a rethink in the current international methods of finding solutions which focus on only one
dimension at a time. At the present, we have the WTO and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) focusing mostly on economic growth, then United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) focusing on the
environmental dimension and so on. Efforts must be made to link these different international and regional agencies
to form a concerted force for achieving all-round development. Policies at every level and scale should be cooperatively
negotiated, with environmental issues playing an integral role in every development policy
2. There is a need for international relations and cooperation around critical environmental issues. Environmental
problems are complex and are mostly trans disciplinary and border crossing. The externality theory shows that
environmental problems are not limited to any one location. Outcomes of an environmental problem may affect a third
party, located across geographical boundary lines, who did not choose to incur the outcome. The complex nature of
environmental problems justifies the need for partnerships and international cooperation. This can help to effectively
manage externalities and other environmental concerns
3. Doing little is better than doing nothing at all. Although it seems difficult to accurately attaching a price tag to
environmental goods and services, case studies have shown that at least there are benefits in economic valuation of
the environment. Eco-capitalism seems to be a realistic alternative that is able to simultaneously deliver the desired
robust economy and environmental quality
In sum, although economic growth is required to maintain national prosperity, focusing on economic growth alone to deliver
environmental sustainability in a rapidly changing world would be counterproductive. The need for eco-capitalism pathways has
never been so urgent than now. Future generations would find an environment suitable for enduring co-habitation if the world is
able to maintain a sense of planetary stewardship today in light of a green capitalism ideal. How to recapture and strongly promote
(on a sustainable basis) a sense of global planetary stewardship while striving to realise the SDGs remains an area for future study.
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