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Abstract This and a previous essay review systematically a new and fast-growing geographical research literature about ‘neoliberalising nature’. This literature, authored by critical geographers for the most part, is largely case study based and focuses on a range of biophysical phenomena in different parts of the contemporary world. In an attempt to take stock of what has been learnt and what is left to do, the two essays survey the literature theoretically and empirically, cognitively and normatively. Specifically, they aim to parse the critical literature on nature’s neoliberalisation with a view to answering four key questions: what are the reasons why all manner of qualitatively different non-human phenomena in different parts of the world are being ‘neoliberalised’?; what are the principal ways in which nature is neoliberalised in practice?; what are the effects of nature’s neoliberalisation?; and how should these effects be evaluated? Without such an effort of synthesis, this literature could remain a collection of substantively disparate, theoretically-informed case studies unified only in name (by virtue of their common focus on ‘neoliberal’ policies). This essay addresses the questions two, three and four, while the previous essay concentrated on the first. It is argued that some unresolved issues in the published literature make it very difficult for readers and future researchers in this area draw ‘wider’ lessons about process, effects and evaluations. This is not so much a ‘failing’ of the literature, as a reflection of its newness and the way its constituent parts have evolved. It is argued that these issues require careful attention in future so that the ‘general’ lessons of the literature published to-date on nature’s neoliberalisation can be made clear. Where the previous essay detected some ‘signals in the noise’ viz. question 1, this essay suggests that more work needs to be done viz. question two-to-four for any signals to be detected. 
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This essay, together with its predecessor (Castree, 2007), comprises a systematic review of new research by critical geographers on the neoliberalisation of relations with the non-human world. This research focuses on ‘actually existing neoliberalism’ and its volume is fast-growing, posing a perennial challenge for those wishing to draw upon it in their own teaching and research: namely, the challenge of identifying ‘signals in the noise’. Making sense of the new critical geographic research on nature’s neoliberalisation is no mean feat, such is the diversity of biophysical resources, geographical scales, places and actors focussed upon in case study research. In light of this fact, I have organised my review around four fundamental questions, as follows: why are human interactions with otherwise different non-human phenomena being neoliberalised in many parts of the world?; what are the principal ways in which nature’s neoliberalisation operates?; what are the outcomes of nature’s neoliberalisation?; and how should we evaluate this process? Answering these questions systematically can give us a handle on the why and how of nature’s neoliberalisation (causality), as well as real purchase on what the process does (effects) and how we might evaluate the phenomena (normative judgement). Given the apparent hegemony of neoliberal thought and practice in many environmental policy domains worldwide, it is arguably important to take-stock of the emerging critical research literature and identify lessons learnt to date and tasks for future research. 

Without such an effort of synthesis we run two possible risks. The first is a failure to confront advocates of nature’s neoliberalisation with evidence-based critiques of their projects. Tremendous time, energy and resources go into creating new bodies of research and it cannot be assumed that the sheer existence of novel findings or insights is sufficient to alter the ideas and practices a particular body of research is evaluating or criticising. Lessons need to be actively distilled (and, furthermore, disseminated strategically to the ‘right’ audiences). The second risk is that we simply assume that critical research on nature’s neoliberalisation is examining a common phenomena (or variants thereof) by virtue of the nominal fact that the same terms (‘neoliberalism’ and ‘neoliberalisation’) are being used in otherwise different case study analyses. Mindful of these risks, my own contribution is to ‘add value’ to the already voluminous critical geographic research into nature’s neoliberalisation by parsing it systematically. Specifically, the previous essay addressed the ‘why?’ question (that of the ‘logics’ explaining nature’s neoliberalisation), while this essay focuses upon the related ones of process (how?), outcome (effects) and evaluation (judgement). In a variety of ways all four questions are answered in some or all of the empirical studies that I am reviewing. However, an effort of intellectual labour is required to see the proverbial wood for the trees and garner ‘general’ insights from the collection of books, chapters and research papers published to date. Taken together, the collective conclusions of the literature do not ‘speak for themselves’; they must, as it were, be ‘spoken for’ by those readers (in this case me) seeking to actively make sense of the literature.
In Castree (2007) I argued that, in a capitalist world, attempts to neoliberalise nature can be understood as ‘environmental fixes’ that are, in theory at least, ‘rational’ for private producers and also the state (as a key regulator of human-environment interactions). Synthesising a significant section of the critical geographic literature on nature’s neoliberalisation, I identified four such fixes that, at a fairly high level of abstraction, can be seen to operate in numerous otherwise distinct attempts to neoliberalise human interactions with the biophysical world.(whether or not these fixes are successful is an empirical question). In this essay, I show that the questions of process, outcome and evaluation currently admit of much less ‘tidy’ answers. This is not because the question of ‘logics’ are somehow instrinsically more amenable to systematic answers that cross-cut specific case studies (for instance, in the previous essay it would have been possible – though not easy – to offer a less abstract, ‘thicker’ answer to the question of logics by paying closer attention to the empirical details of the published studies being reviewed). It would, in the pages to follow, be perfectly feasible to ‘abstract abstractly’ from the case study literature and offer ‘general’ answers to the questions of process, outcome and evaluation. However, this would be to miss the point (by some margin). As noted, the researchers whose work I am reviewing are interested in ‘real neoliberalism’ rather than its ideal-typical specification. If we are to discern patterns in the literature in terms of process, outcome and evaluation we thus need to do so in a way that respects the actualities being elucidated. Overly abstract attempts to identify commonalities and differences between case studies can easily shade into acts of intellectual formalism, as opposed to the kind of substantive understanding a good review essay should deliver. Though there is room for highly theoretical reflections upon how nature’s neoliberalisation should be evaluated (drawing upon normative concepts like justice and rights), processes and outcomes can only be understood as they unfold in practice – and evaluation, of course, also has an insistent ‘real world’ dimension to it in that actors ‘on the ground’ make their own value judgements and act accordingly.  


 With these reflections in mind, the essay is organised as follows. In the next section, I explain why identifying ‘commonality-with-difference’ is a sine qua non for any review of the geographic research into nature’s neoliberalisation. Then, by asking questions about the ways that neoliberalisation – as a differentiated spatiotemporal process – is defined by analysts in practice, I show that different case studies work with (actually or apparently) different conceptions of this phenomena. In terms of my second question (how does nature’s neoliberalisation actually occur?) this may suggest the difficulty of abstracting from, and comparing between, empirical contexts in other than formal or conceptually ‘thin’ terms. This sets the scene for the following two sections (three and four) on the recorded effects of nature’s neoliberalisation and how these effects should be evaluated. I show the challenges and complexities that attach to any attempt to record and compare effects, and to offer comparative and multi-scalar judgements about separate and linked cases. These challenges and complexities, I argue, have yet to be tackled head-on (for good reasons that I explain). In the conclusion I identify different scenarios for how future empirical research into neoliberal policies and the natural environment might proceed. As with the previous essay, my overall aim is to act as an ‘underlabourer’ for the research I review here. My intention is not so much to chastise the researchers whose work I review for the apparent short-comings of their endeavours. Instead, I am seeking to build upon the excellent base they provide so that future research in this vein can be alive to potential problems. Some readers may see this essay as more ‘critical’ and less ‘constructive’ than its predecessor. My own view is that both pieces contribute equally to making the best of the geographical research on nature’s neoliberalisation published to-date. 
II. Reading the research literature: looking for signals without discounting all the ‘noise’
Before I address the three major questions structuring this review, I need to say something about how (or to what ends) one reads the literature being surveyed here (or, for that matter, any body of research). In this essay and its predecessor, I have taken it for granted that readers of the work I am reviewing would actively seek to identify patterns in the detail of the various case studies. In other words, I have assumed that readers would not expect to read the case studies as separate and singular ones that are more-or-less incomparable. To suppose otherwise would mark a return to an idiographic mindset, wherein the world is seen as a patchwork of qualitatively distinct parts that are relatively incommensurable. So, like any reviewer, I have read the literature in the expectation that individual case studies are not just ends in themselves (i.e. intrinsically interesting) but can speak to ‘wider’ issues (i.e. nature’s neoliberalisation at large). Why have I proceeded this way? There are two reasons.   
The first is that the critical studies of nature’s neoliberalisation authored by geographers routinely make claims that specific studies speak to bigger questions. As noted in the previous essay, in practice neoliberalism is not a homogenous and universal thing but, rather, a spatiotemporally differentiated process. In Martin and Perreault’s (2005, 194) words, “Neoliberalism is best characterised not as a coherent end product, but rather as a complex and contested set of processes, comprised of diverse policies, practices and discourses”. Likewise, Laurie and Marvin (1999: 1413) talk about “specific expressions of neoliberalism” in their research on water privatization in Bolivia, Mansfield (2004a: 314) talks about “unique forms” of neoliberalisation in oceanic fisheries, while Martin (2004: 210) accents the “fragmentation and difference” emergent from translocal neoliberal policies in Mexico. These arguments are broadly consonant with more general (and agenda-setting) discussions provided by Wendy Larner (2003) and Jamie Peck (2003; 2004; see also Peck and Tickell, 2002). Following Gibson-Graham (1996), Larner argues that when critical scholars reify neoliberalism as a hegemonic, unified entity they, perversely, exaggerate its power despite their oppositional stance towards it. Her recommendation is that we take aspatial and universal conceptions of neoliberalism and render them geographical: that we pay attention to “the different variants of neoliberalism, to the hybrid nature of contemporary policies and programmes, … [and] to the multiple and contradictory aspects of neoliberal spaces, techniques and subjects” (op. cit. 509). However, perhaps aware that this argument can be seen to license a proliferation of disconnected case studies, she also stresses “the important contributions of academic work focused on identifying the similarities between different forms of neoliberalism” (ibid. 510). 
In a similar vein, Peck notes that neoliberalism is a “perplexingly amorphous political economic phenomena” (2004: 394) because it remains unclear at what geographical scales and levels of theoretical abstraction we can identify it substantively. As he puts it, “While the neoliberal discourses and strategies that are mobilized in … different settings share certain family resemblances, local institutional context clearly (and really) matters in the style, substance, origins and outcomes …” (ibid. 395). This is more than a reiteration of Larner’s apparently sensible attempt to give the grand abstraction ‘neoliberalism’ an identity crisis. More than Larner, Peck wants to identify commonalities-within-apparent-difference without succumbing to “the fallacies of monolithism … or convergence thinking” (ibid. 403). As he continues, “While geographers tend to be rightly sceptical of spatially totalizing claims, splitting differences over varieties of neoliberalism cannot be an end in itself, not least because it begs questions about the common roots and shared features of the unevenly neoliberalized landscape that confronts us” (ibid.). What Peck seems to have in mind here is not a process of pure thought abstraction akin to that conducted in Castree (2007), where at one point I listed (in ideal-typical fashion) the principal characteristics of ‘neoliberalism’: a process where generic similarities among different neoliberalisms are identified yielding a ‘neoliberal model’ that nowhere exists as such. Instead, Peck recognises that all neoliberalisations are hybrid from the outset (“… even the United States represents a ‘case’, rather than the model itself” [ibid. 393]). It follows for him, therefore, that “in the absence of a more careful mapping of these hybrids-in-connection, the concept of neoliberalism … remains seriously underspecified, little more in some cases than a radical-theoretical slogan” (ibid. 403).

Geographical researchers of nature’s neoliberalisation have certainly succeeded in showing how neoliberal policies operate in practice. Their writings, as I have acknowledged, are richly empirical and cover a wide array of places, countries and biophysical phenomena. Yet a focus on difference is not, usually, seen as an end in itself by these authors. For instance, Laurie and Marvin (op. cit.), to cite them once more, talk about drawing lessons “for our wider understanding of neoliberalism”. How, then, can ‘wider lessons’ be drawn in practice when it comes to understanding how natures (in the plural) are neoliberalised? As noted in the introduction to the previous essay, there are two sorts of concrete analysis to which this question applies. First, there are various sui generis or substantively autonomous cases of nature’s neoliberalisation that may, upon close inspection, have a good deal in common.
 Secondly, there are cases where different places, regions, countries and environments are affected by the same set of translocal or transnational processes, mechanisms and rules (e.g. global trade agreements). In both cases, the key challenge for researchers (as well as readers of their work) is to develop a clear understanding of the ‘common’ (i.e. neoliberal) elements of the cases and how they articulate with other phenomena in the process of their unfolding on the ground – yet without lapsing into formalist or ideal-typical abstraction.
 
This obviously matters a great deal. First, if achieved it allows authors and readers of their research to identify contingently occurring processes that may well have operated differently if the ‘neoliberal component’ had not been present. Secondly, this means the object of analysis in any given research project is not a mere temporary ‘variant’ of something more enduring, solid and universal but rather a qualitatively distinct phenomena in its own right: namely, an articulation between certain neoliberal policies organised at certain scales and a raft of other social and natural phenomena. The overall point here is that specific modalities (variants or hybrid forms) of nature’s neoliberalisation can be potentially identified, and so too can the way these operate in similar (or different) ways in specific places, regions or countries. What’s more, it may well be that different modalities lead tendentially to distinct social and environmental outcomes (the focus of the next section), unless intervening or contingent factors dictate otherwise.
 Knowing the substance of these modalities thus becomes important to both critics and champions of nature’s neoliberalisation as they make their arguments into the future. Once disclosed through focused inquiry, they can be understood both in their own right and (for the sub-global scales) comparatively. 

A second reason why I am presuming a latent or potential ‘order’ amidst the detail of different case studies of nature’s neoliberalisation is as follows. Quite independently, two readers of an earlier version of this essay made a suggestion that I find untenable. They argued that the ‘lesson’ of the research I am reviewing might well be that nature’s neoliberalisation is irreducibly diverse; in other words, the ‘signals’ in the different case studies might ultimately be less important than the ‘noise’. Different justifications for this position were offered. One reader contented that the critical geographic research on nature’s neoliberalisation is so recent that authors have not yet had time to cross-reference their work with that of their peers (a perfectly reasonable contention). The other reader, apropos Larner’s deconstruction of ‘neoliberalism in general’, suggested that it was an imposition on the research to presume that there be some sort of comparability among otherwise independently executed empirical studies. This reader argued that there is no requirement for critical researchers of nature’s neoliberalisation to link their work to a ‘bigger conversation’.


In my view these arguments are unsustainable. The ‘lesson’ of critical geographical research into nature’s neoliberalisation cannot be that the phenomena is absolutely different in specific times and spaces. Nor are the authors of this research free of the obligation to carefully cross-reference their work with that of their peers. This is not to suggest that these authors should all study nature’s neoliberalisation in the same way, but it is to insist that some sort of spiral of learning occur through mutual engagement and critique as times goes by. Why do I say this? Firstly, as soon as researchers use the terms ‘neoliberalism’ and ‘neoliberalisation’ they are necessarily denoting phenomena that exist beyond their specific case study. If this were not the case then other terms would (or should) be used. The point then becomes figuring out the differences and the similarities or connections. Secondly, research that fails to actively engage with other studies on what is notionally the ‘same’ topic is self-contradictory. How can one advance understandings of something that, in specific forms, exists in multiple contexts if one ignores how one’s peers are researching that something elsewhere? Finally (as already noted), translocal processes, mechanisms and rules necessarily link otherwise different contexts of nature’s neoliberalisation, creating an element of commonality between many geographically separate cases. It certainly is the case that the literature I am reviewing has, to date, evolved in a piece-meal fashion: it has been conducted independently, published contemporaneously, and has yet to be consolidated en route to further studies of nature’s neoliberalisation. Thus, it is no one’s ‘fault’ that the ‘both/and’ agenda of both Larner and Peck has yet to be made good on when it comes to understanding nature’s neoliberalisation. However, I resist the suggestion that the literature being reviewed here (and those future studies that will build upon this literature) are all about difference, path-dependency and singularity and little else. This suggestion takes us down the cul-de-sac of idiography. What is more, it risks political and practical defeatism because of a reluctance to confront neoliberalism’s architects and champions with ‘general’ critical insights about its specific modes of operation.

In sum, it seems to me both necessary and defensible to steer a middle-way between the Scylla of monolithic, abstract understandings of ‘neoliberalism and nature’ and the Charybdis of empirical studies that do not admit of wider comparisons or connections. In the previous essay, I identified some ‘general’ logics underpinning various instances of nature’s neoliberalisation. However, the precise way these logics unfold on the ground is an empirical question: that is, a question of process. We thus, I argue, need a ‘thicker’ understanding of process than the understanding of logics offered in Castree (2007). Ideally, such an understanding would remain true to the detail of various concrete analyses, without ‘succumbing’ to the dubious charms of idiography. In other words, it would put meso-level flesh on the bones of the abstract characterisation of neoliberalism offered in the previous essay in order to identify different modalities of nature’s noeliberalisation ‘on the ground’.
 III. Solid ground and shifting sands: from neoliberalism and nature to neoliberalising natures
Has the research being reviewed here achieved a ‘careful mapping’ (to use Peck’s phrase) of how nature is, practically speaking, neoliberalised? At the level of individual studies there are reasons to answer this question with a resounding ‘yes’. However, it is when attempts are made to compare and contrast these studies that the difficulties begin in my view. To date, most of the geographical research into nature’s neoliberalisation has not been comparative (though see Martin [2005], Haughton [2002] and McCarthy [2006] for exceptions). Individual researchers tend to focus on one element of the biophysical world (e.g. water, copper, forests) in one or other town, city, region or country.
 These researchers may offer highly precise understandings of how nature is neoliberalised on the ground (though not always: for instance, Loftus and MacDonald [2001] offer a usefully broad but nonetheless ‘thin’ analysis of water resource reregulation in Buenos Aires). But when one takes the individual studies as a whole comparisons are mostly left to readers of this research, who must identify the commonalities and differences across cases in terms of how nature is neoliberalised. This is challenging work. Researchers focussing their attention on individual cases is not, of course, problematic in itself.
 Indeed, the analytical depth and empirical detail one gets with careful case study research is, in principle, immensely helpful in the identification of neoliberalism’s principal modalities viz. the non-human world. This research can take us beyond the heuristically very helpful, but ultimately blunt, typologies that some have offered to disaggregate neoliberalism (such as Peck and Tickell’s [2002] ‘hard’/‘soft’, ‘shallow’/‘deep’ and ‘roll back/roll out’ dualisms). However, it seems to me that few of the authors whose empirical work I am reviewing in this essay have, to date, offered readers of their work the tools to identify modalities of nature’s neoliberalisation in a systematic and defensible way – such that the modalities can be understood in their own right and, in due course, compared with one another. Let me explain and illustrate this claim.


First, it is unclear what counts as a ‘modality’ (variant or hybrid) of nature’s neoliberalisation. Is it to do with variation in neoliberal policies themselves (and, if so, how does one determine the boundaries of what is and is not ‘neoliberal’?; how does one determine ‘significant’ difference?). Or is it, apropos one of my earlier comments, about the articulation of neoliberal policies with an array of phenomena that, while they may be affected by these policies, are not reducible to them? If it is the latter, then there is the clear risk that ‘modalities’ are nothing more than the various unique empirical situations in which specific neoliberal policies work. We then have as many modalities as there are case studies. If it is the former, then one needs to have a convincing and clear basis on which to distinguish otherwise similar neoliberal policies so that members of the family group can be named.
 

Karen Bakker (2005) is among the few who have attempted the latter, drawing partly on Castree (2003). She usefully distinguishes between concepts of privatisation, commercialisation and commodification in her analysis of the post-1989 British water industry. In so doing she shows how water’s biophysical peculiarities have rendered it ‘uncooperative’ to attempts at commodification but not the other two aspects of neoliberalisation. The question then becomes: are all cases where commodification does not apply ‘modalities’ of nature’s neoliberalisation?; or is it only where commodification confronts water resources specifically, as it currently does in many parts of the world? Bakker, alas, is unable to answer these exacting questions, in part because her focus is on water in one country.
 Similar issues attach to Mansfield’s excellent research on neoliberalised oceanic fisheries. In two essays (Mansfield 2004a; 2004b) she rightly makes much of how the material properties of mobile shoals make a deep imprint on the neoliberal policies that aim to govern their harvesting. But, again, it is unclear to readers of her research whether these policies are specific at the level of the North Pacific (her main focus), oceanic fisheries worldwide or, more generally, formerly open-access natural resources. Presumably the former.

Secondly, even if none of these issues arose, there is the problem of comparing between case studies that stems from authors’ use of different concepts and empirical foci. I talked in the introduction to the previous essay and in the previous section, about the need for ‘translation rules’ where one is reading potentially, but not readily, comparable case studies. These are difficult to create for the simple reason that one is often translating between case studies that have elements of incommensurability, both theoretically and empirically. Some examples will illustrate the point. Haughton’s (2002) overview paper on different national mechanisms of neoliberal water governance – because of its scope – does not detail explicitly the criteria for the identification of where the ‘difference’ arises. National boundaries are, implicitly, seen as the most salient criteria but this is not explained or justified in the essay. This contrasts with Bakker’s (2005) above-mentioned attempt – at the level of one nation state – to do exactly this: explain and justify. In a recent essay, Tom Perreault (2006) also accents the importance of difference in water governance reform. However, his investigation of hydropolitics in highland Bolivia is inexplicit about whether the differences from other cases (e.g. Budds [2004] on Chilean water reform) are because different modalities of water reform are at work or the same modalities contingently altered by contextual factors. His narrative focuses on the links between global, national and regional water policies to identify the specifics of governance reform in Cochabamba and opposition to it. But it is unclear to the reader whether he regards these specificities as purely empirical or as ones irreducible to conjunctural circumstance and thus repeatable elsewhere (cf. Laurie and Marvin, 1999). 
Potentially, the formal use by several researchers of a comparative meso-level conceptual vocabulary could help address these problems. I say potentially because, to date, even where such a vocabulary has been used, it has not necessarily made comparing case studies feasible in other than generic terms. For instance, several critical geographers examining nature’s neoliberalisation draw upon ‘regulation theory’ for analytical inspiration (e.g. McCarthy, 2004; Robertson, 2004). However, this has not yet issued in the identification of specific, market-based local, regional or national ‘accumulation regimes’ viz. the biophysical world (cf. Goodwin and Painter, 1997). Such identification might go a long way to realising the agenda laid out by Peck and Larner.   
Finally, geographical scale is an important complicating factoring in all this. Logically, distinct versions of nature’s neoliberalism can exist at any and all geographical scales. The same modalities can exist at different scales in relation to a range of social and environmental phenomena. Equally, different modalities can coexist at the same scale in different policy areas (e.g. trade, environment, employment). Again, even supposing that they can be specified unambiguously at the theoretical level, empirically the multi-scalar intertwining of these modalities with non-neoliberal agendas muddies the explanatory waters. In reality, modalities of neoliberalism operative at different geographical scales may bleed into, countermand or complement one another. 
One possible objection to these claims about scale complexity is that neoliberalism is associated with the ‘up-scaling’ of regulation such that local, regional and national differences are being subordinated to international and global similarities in how natural resources and other things are governed. So the suggestion here is that supranational regulations of a neoliberal kind are, as it were, ‘over-riding’ local, regional and national differences in environmental governance so that we now have a few translocal modalities of nature’s neoliberalisation and a declining number of sub-international sui generis ones. However, the critical literature by geographers on nature’s neoliberalisation confounds this idea when inspected closely. True, some studies of the ‘up-scaling’ of environmental regulation (e.g. McCarthy, 2004) can be read in this way. But many pay close attention to biophysical and institutional differences so that even ‘common’ translocal policies of a neoliberal kind are shown not to operate in the same way. 
Clearly, a future solution to these several problems-cum-challenges lies in the domain of rigorous comparative research at a variety of scales: more of it could well provide enlightenment. Rather than looking at one case, more researchers could look at how translocal neoliberal policies operate in several otherwise different places, regions or countries (as Martin [2005] does). Likewise, individual researchers could directly compare sui generis forms of nature’s neoliberalisation or those operative in different economic sectors or on different biophysical resources. In both situations, great care and clarity would need to be devoted to specifying the neoliberal dimensions of the cases under investigation (the sort of care and clarity Bakker [2005] provides in her single country study). In response to an earlier version of the arguments made here (Castree, 2005a and b), James McCarthy (2006) has used his comparative analysis of community forestry in the US and Canada to find a way forward. He is careful to specify the aspects of forest governance in the two situations that are substantively similar but which, when actualised empirically, operate in rather different ways with different effects. This, combined with his close attention to pre-existing differences in the socio-economic and cultural milieux where neoliberal policies operate, allows him to show how similar policy projects do not automatically create similar policies on the ground. McCarthy does not address all the issues detailed in this section (for instance, it remains unclear in his analysis if his two cases are different ‘hybrids’ or one hybrid with contingently different forms of existence). However, more research in this vein – conducted with reference to other comparative studies of nature’s neoliberalisation – could produce real cognitive gains that steer us between the ‘dead-end’ of idiographic analysis and the perils of overly-universal understandings of how nature is neoliberalised (see also McCarthy, 2005a).
Before moving on to consider the recorded effects of nature’s neoliberalisation, let me emphasise that the criticisms I have made above do not reflect any failings on the part of the authors whose collective investigations I am reviewing. As I have noted, their research is relatively new and so they have not yet had the time to more rigorously knit together their analyses en route to a fuller understanding of nature’s neoliberalisation.  

IV. Neoliberalising natures: from causes to effects

I have spent some time discussing the process of neoliberalisation for an obvious reason. Specific modalities of the process will produce more-or-less different (or similar) effects depending on the particularities of the situation being investigated.
 What is more (to anticipate section five of this essay), these effects will be deemed by analysts to be more-or-less (un)acceptable depending on the criteria of evaluation utilised. One of the strengths of the research being reviewed here is that it aims to record in a formal manner the outcomes of the processes being investigated. Indeed, the outcomes might well be seen as part of nature’s neoliberalisation (i.e. as an element of the process). I say this because a good deal of the geographical research highlights dynamic contradictions as key dimensions of nature’s neoliberalisation (e.g. Bakker, 2005; Mansfield, 2004a, 2004b; Perreault, 2005). In other words, a set of changes set in motion by nature’s (attempted) neoliberalisation lead to events that, in turn, may modify or hinder the policies that brought about the initial changes.
  Even where contradiction does not formally figure as a motif, it is clear from the published research that, while we can distinguish process and outcome analytically, in reality the latter are part of the recalibrating or reconfiguration of the former. Regardless, if we bracket the concerns I expressed in the previous section about how process is characterised (i.e. if we assume these concerns do not arise), then the geographical research provides us with a much-needed body of evidence that can substitute for a purely theoretical approach to the likely outcomes of nature’s neoliberalisation. 

For instance, if we were to speculate about effects using only the general political economic ideas of Polanyi, O’Connor, Benton and Smith (as discussed in Castree, 2007) then we might see things as follows. ‘Neoliberalism’, the previous essay suggested, can be seen as one contingent way in which the enduring imperatives and contradictions of capital accumulation can be managed. It follows, in theory at least, that it might then be regarded as potentially disastrous for the environment, for people and for the capitalist system as a whole – even though it may seem rational for capital and the state in the short-to-medium term. Environmentally, we can envisage an increase in the number and spatiotemporal scale of real and perceived ‘problems’ (notwithstanding environmental fix 1). Socially, these environmental problems are likely to give rise to widespread opposition within civil society so that firms and state bodies will be obliged to take profound remedial action. For this environmental and social scenario to be avoided, one of two options are available. First, neoliberalism’s advocates can win the ideological-cum-discursive battle so that (i) environmental fix one is seen as the solution to new environmental problems arising from fixes two and three (!), and (ii) citizens are persuaded that such problems are an ‘acceptable’ and ‘normal’ outcome of the capitalist way of life in its neoliberal form. Alternatively, the state can abandon environmental fix four without the risk of social revolution or disintegration by moving sharply away from neoliberal environmentalism towards forms of environmental governance that do not rely on privatisation, marketisation or market-mimicking techniques. 


Useful as such speculation is, it inevitably commits us to over-generalisations that cannot apply to more than a handful of real world cases. Ultimately, the answer to the second question structuring this essay must be empirical. It must, ideally, arise from a nuanced understanding of how particular neoliberalisations produce the effects they do in specific social and ecological circumstances. As with investigations of the processes giving rise to these effects, we would wish ultimately to do two things with knowledge of real-world effects: namely, (i) understand specific cases in their own right (not least because the effects will impact upon real, place-based lives and locally valued resources) but also (ii) compare and contrast effects between cases so that some sort of ‘balance sheet’ can be constructed for both ‘neoliberalism in general’ and specific modalities of nature’s neoliberalisation operative in sub-sets of cases. Since I have questioned whether we yet have a clear understanding of modalities, we must currently consider effects at the other two levels: that of each case per se, and that of a generic (and, in reality, non-existent)
 ‘neoliberalism’ when the individual cases are, however imperfectly, aggregated into some kind of ‘score card’. This may well change in the future if more headway is made with comparative research of the kind at the end of the previous section.


So, what have been the effects of nature’s neoliberalisation as recorded in the research literature being reviewed here? Let us take the geographical research on a case-by-case basis, in the first instance, and distinguish between social and environmental effects (which are, in reality, indistinguishable). Table 1 does just this for a large number of published studies (I have deliberately excluded general overview pieces like Swyngedouw [2005] which offer breadth but not empirical depth).  

Table 1: Social and environmental outcomes of nature’s neoliberalisation (as specified by the authors named)

	Location


	Biophysical

Resource

	Issue


	Socio-economic outcomes


	Environmental

outcomes
	Author/s

	British Columbia
	Forests
	Forest management
	Democratisation of

management for small % of forest area
	n/a*
	McCarthy 2006

	North America


	Forests
	Forest management
	Cooption of community groups to neoliberal ideas
	n/a
	McCarthy 2005a

	England & Wales
	Water
	Water and sewage management
	Increase socio-spatial inequity in relative water costs and cut-offs
	Improved national water quality; regional water shortages
	Bakker 2003b, 2005

	Cajamarca, Peru
	Gold
	Gold mining
	> access to produced and human capital resources, and < access to social capital and natural resources among rural households; reworking of land tenure to favour private owners
	Intensified land use by householders in areas adjacent to mining
	Bury 2004, 2005

	Bolivia
	Water and 

natural gas
	Resource governance
	Civil unrest partly caused by neoliberal policies
	n/a
	Perreault 2006

	US North Pacific
	Fish
	Harvesting of fish
	Fisheries enclosure at expense of smaller fishermen
	n/a
	Mansfield 2004a, 2004b

	La Liga and Petorca Valleys, Chile
	Water
	Water supply
	> water access for larger farmers, < water access for peasant farmers
	n/a
	Budds 2004

	Monterrey and Oaxaca, Mexico
	Urban and rural landscapes
	Access to and use of landscapes
	Civil unrest in Oaxaca triggered by neoliberal reform
	n/a
	Martin 2005

	Santa Catarina, Brazil
	Land
	Access to and use of land
	Land reform favouring large land owners; delegitimation of Landless Workers’ Movements claims
	n/a
	Wolford 2005

	Bolivia
	Water & gas 
	Water & gas governance
	Erosion of peasant livelihoods; peasant resistance to neoliberal policies; uneven inclusion of the marginalised in popular protest
	n/a
	Perreault 2006

	Ecuador
	Land and oil
	Rescripting of indigenous identities
	Complex reworking of identities to both accommodate and challenge neoliberal reform
	n/a
	Valdivia 2005

	Cochabamba,

Bolivia
	Water
	Dam project
	Regional resistance to damming
	n/a
	Laurie and Marvin ‘99

	USA
	Hazardous waste
	Environmental justice procedures
	Attempted cooptation by state, and depoliticisation of, community claims about environmental injustice
	n/a
	Holified 2004

	Walkerton, Ontario
	Water
	Water quality testing
	Poisoning of public
	Drinking water pollution
	Prudham 2004

	NAFTA
	Pollutants
	Right of corporations to pollute the commons
	Taxpayers paying firms

for ‘regulatory takings’
	Point pollution of the commons
	McCarthy 2004

	Chicago-area
	Wetlands
	Wetland mitigation

scheme
	Creation of new profit opportunities for firms; subsumption of ecological science to abstractions imposed by monetary valuation
	Loss of wetlands and creation of ‘equivalents’ elsewhere
	Robertson 2004

	Cape Town
	Water
	Water service delivery
	Attempted depoliticisation of water distribution issues; increased socio-spatial inequity in customer charges and service delivery
	n/a
	Smith 2004

	Milwaukie and global atmosphere
	Trees
	Management of urban forests
	Decline of public forest area; concentration of urban trees on private land; increase urban energy use
	Increased hydrological and temperate ranges; loss of CO2 absorption globally
	Heynen and Perkins 2005

	Buenos Aires
	Water
	Water service delivery
	Increased water network coverage; price increases for consumers; lay-offs of water sector workers
	Inadequate sewage treatment capacity
	Loftus and McDonald 2001


*Not applicable means that environmental outcomes were not a focus of the research

Rather than unpack this table in detail, let me briefly summarise it. There are at least six things to say. 
First, because nature’s neoliberalisation is, by definition, a socio-ecological project its effects are at once societal and biophysical. Though not all the authors cited in the table record both kinds of effects in their individual studies, in aggregate they do – but with a particular emphasis on the societal effects. Second, many studies show that nature’s neoliberalisation is a project driven by political economic elites that marginalises the poor and calls forth resistance. Such resistance, in turn, can reconfigure the project in its specific geographical manifestation. Third, many studies show the scale specificity of effects, while a few (e.g. Heynen and Perkins, 2005) accent the ‘leakage’ of effects between scales. Heynen and Perkins show the decline in urban tree planting that is coincident with local state fiscal retrenchment and public land sales in the famously ‘green’ city of Milwaukie. The consequences, they demonstrate, are environmental, social and multiscalar. Environmentally, Milkwaukie now has a reduced capacity to temper extremes of precipitation and temperate, with knock-on effects for local flood management and levels of energy use in heated and air conditioned buildings. Socially, because of public land sales, Heynen and Perkins show how the urban poor suffer a disproportionate loss of access to forested recreation space. In scalar terms, the decline of public tree planting in Milwaukie is linked by Heynen and Perkins to the wider failure of the state and capital to maintain global forests for ecological life-support reasons. 
Fourthly, taken together the published geographical case studies of nature’s neoliberalisation suggest that the effects thereof are not unremittingly negative (I will consider evaluation formally in the next section). For instance, Bury’s (2004, 2005) aforementioned research on Peruvian mines shows the mixed consequences of private, international investment in the minerals sector. His study of several peasant households in the Cajamarca region reports that in the four areas of human, natural, social and economic resources these households have experienced gains and losses simultaneously. Similarly, Bakker’s (2003b, 2005) studies demonstrate the mixed outcomes of British water privatisation. On the one hand, standards of water quality have improved while aggregate water losses have decreased post the privatisation of public water supply in the UK. However, in social terms Bakker shows that poorer households have suffered more water cut-offs than in the past. Fifthly, it is clear that the recorded effects of nature’s neoliberalisation do not differ dramatically according to the biophysical resources being studied. Whether its minerals, trees or water there are, in general terms, similar sorts of outcomes (e.g. civil strife, marginalisation of the poor, lower environmental standards and improved ones, depending). Finally, however the effects are judged (see next section), the published geographical studies make clear the non-trivial outcomes of nature’s neoliberalisation: at certain scales, specific social actors and/or the biophysical world are shown to enjoy or suffer consequences that are far from subtle.  


I could go on in this vein. Ideally, one would wish to distil the key findings of these and all the other existing empirical studies so that we have a fairly clear sense of what eventuates from various neoliberalisations of various biophysical phenomena worldwide. Indeed, one of the original intentions of this article was to do just that: to present (diagrammatically and textually) a comprehensive inventory of outcomes identified in the diverse case studies being reviewed However, a close reading of these studies reveals some issues about how far such a comprehensive representation would make any sense given the current evidence-base. These are issues internal to the studies themselves and ones relating to drawing comparisons between cases. Let me take each in turn.


The effects of any process do not represent themselves; they must be depicted. Though researchers aim to mirror the world they are investigating faithfully, they also actively make choices that require justification and reflexivity. These choices include: which effects will be monitored; how much data about these effects will be gathered; whether this data will be quantitative or qualitative; the temporal and spatial scales at which effects will be tracked; the comparative weight given to effects where different kinds are being investigated simultaneously; and so on. The decisions that researchers make about these and related issues greatly affect what readers of their work – in academia or the policy world – come to know about various neoliberalisations of nature. Yet these decisions are rarely subject to formal discussion in the case study literature being reviewed here. For instance, Heynen and Perkins’ study offers no discussion of which effects of reduced urban tree planting were ignored and why. Then again, their study usefully identifies multiscalar effects rather than focussing (artificially) at the local scale alone, since many ostensibly ‘local’ changes leak-out through time and over space, as already noted. Somewhat differently, Bury’s highly localised assessment of peasant households’ access to four kinds of resources implicitly treats all of them as being equally important to the households. Yet as Bury (2004, 89) himself recognises, there may be relatively little fungibility between these resources such that tabulating their relative increase or decrease does not, in itself, necessarily tell us much that is relevant to individual peasant households and thus households in aggregate. A similar issue arises in Bakker’s presentation of water privatisation’s social and environmental effects. How are we to weigh the fact of more English and Welsh customers enjoying higher water quality against the increase in water cut-offs among a group of poorer households? Do we tabulate these effects in aggregate (at the national or regional levels)? Or do we focus on the experienced effects of water privatisation among a range of water consumers?


I am not questioning the veracity of the evidence presented by these authors, nor their integrity as researchers. Instead, I am posing fundamental questions about how we denote phenomena that are likely to have multiple and not readily commensurable effects – ones, moreover, that span the micro and the macro scales. It is not enough for researchers to measure some or any effects of nature’s neoliberalism. What is required, for each case examined, is a justified explanation of why these effects are being monitored in these ways at these particular spatio-temporal scales – as well as what is being left out.


This links to the issue of comparing effects between cases. Even supposing that the issues internal to a given study have been systematically addressed, comparative analysis is very difficult though highly desirable. It is desirable because the authors listed in Table 1 – and those of us reading their work – obviously wish to know if outcomes are roughly consistent or sharply divergent between cases that are really or only apparently different in terms of process. As I noted earlier, few of the authors whose work I am reviewing here has (to my knowledge) undertaken a comparative analysis of neoliberalism’s functioning and outcomes in two or more cases. It is thus, for the moment at least, left to readers of their work (like the present author) to attempt some sort of cross-case analysis leading to some kind of overall ‘score-card’ as indicated earlier. The considerable difficulties of such an attempt derive from the problem of incommensurability. Because the authors whose work is being reviewed here are all, in their individual research, measuring rather different effects in rather different ways across different spatial and temporal scales, it is unclear whether juxtaposing evidence about these effects is a legitimate exercise or a pure contrivance. At the very least, major caveats must be entered about the comparability of this evidence even though, for the time being, it is the only and best evidence we have available.  It is currently far easier to understand effects on a case-by-case basis than it is to make coherent links and comparisons. Such links and comparisons are only presently possible at a generic level that involves putting to one side the questions raised in this section of the essay. 

V. Evaluating outcomes

There is (or should be) a strong and logical connection between understanding the effects of nature’s neoliberalisation and offering internal and/or external evaluations of the phenomena. By ascertaining what does (and does not) eventuate when human relationships with each other and nature are neoliberalised, analysts can move to justified assessments of its (de)merits. Classically, social scientists have taken two positions on the fact-value question: either that they are analytically distinct but inform one another, or that they are organically intertwined. Whichever position is taken, it is clear that evaluations must, at some, level rest upon an evidence-base of some kind. 
Like myself, the authors whose research I am reviewing might reasonably be classified as ‘critical geographers’. As Blomley (2006) notes, despite its frequent use the exact meaning of this epithet is by no means clear. Even so, as a first approximation we can say that it signifies two things: cognitively, a determination to expose relations of domination and inequality (what used to be called ‘speaking truth to power’); and, normatively, an equal determination to uphold principles and/or devise policies that will assist those in society who are most disadvantaged in terms of assets and opportunities.
 Part of this assistance may entail paying especial attention to the material impacts of certain changes to the biophysical environment and its use, and suggesting alternatives.

As I indicated in the introduction to Castree (2007), geographers like Karen Bakker, Scott Prudham and James McCarthy are broadly unsympathetic to the neoliberal practices they analyse (as, instinctively, am I). However, if their (and anyone else’s) criticisms are to convince then they must fulfil at least three requirements in my view. First, these criticisms must be based on explicit and well-justified criteria. This is particularly important if those favouring neoliberalism are to have their beliefs challenged. Secondly, as already noted, they should be responsive to evidence, neither disregarding empirical findings that contradict the normative standpoints adopted nor becoming self-fulfilling prophecies because ‘the facts’ have been pre-determined to ‘fit’ these standpoints. Thirdly, where criticisms of existing arrangements are made, a feasible alternative should be suggested (or at least hinted at) at the level of both principle and policy. The relationship between these three requirements is both direct and significant. The most philosophically robust value scheme can fail to persuade if there are no ‘objective’ reasons why this scheme is morally-ethically preferable to those prevailing in given real world situations and no chance of it being practically achievable as a policy alternative. Without the second and third requirements, the first risks becoming dogma or pure utopianism.
 


How do the many critical judgements made in existing critical geographic research about nature’s neoliberalisation relate to the three desiderata just listed? The answer to this question is rather complex. For the most part, the practical alternatives to those arrangements being criticised are largely implicit in the literature. To date, little (if any) of the research by the authors already discussed has suggested clear and workable ways of removing the neoliberal measures being evaluated. In the long term, this is gap in the research will become problematic. However, at this point it may simply be a temporary feature of the literature that will be addressed in the near future: one arising from the fact that most effort has gone into understanding actualities rather than potentialities .
 Assuming I am right about this, there is still work to be done in the two areas of justified normative standpoints and their relationship to empirical evidence. Though the judgements made in the literature about the (im)propriety of nature’s neoliberalisation are evidence-based, this does not, in itself, mean that they meet the first and second desiderata listed above. 


To simplify rather drastically, normative stances on any phenomena can be of two main kinds: ones internal to that being evaluated or ones that are external. Internal critique involves judging something according to its own standards (which it may fail to live up to) or showing it to be auto-critical (i.e. internally contradictory in practice) such that it generates opposition and dissent. External critique involves confronting a phenomena with evaluative criteria that are very different from those existing (perhaps hegemonic) in a given context. Both forms of critique are worthy and defensible (and can operate concurrently) but neither speaks for itself: they must both be justified as desirable and compelling bases of evaluation. If one looks at the case studies published by the authors already discussed it is clear that both forms of critique are in play. Some examples will illustrate what I mean. 
Scott Prudham’s (2004) detailed study of water poisoning in Ontario demonstrates the failure of neoliberal reforms to redistribute responsibility for water testing and safety appropriately. Though he does not spell-out the basis of his critique it appears to be immanent in two senses. First, it shows how the reforms led to ‘normal accidents’ they were supposed to prevent. Second, it shows how these accidents called forth opposition to the reforms (in the form of ‘spontaneously’ organised local citizens’ groups). Gabriela Valdivia (2005) also deploys internal critique in her work but in a more ambivalent way. She looks at how some indigenous peoples have responded to the intrusion of extra-local actors in Ecuador’s neoliberalized oil extraction sector. By showing indigenous identity to be a contingent and variable construct, her study raises questions about how neoliberal projects create their own forms of subjectivity (cf Larner, 2003). Valdivia’s study show how neoliberal reforms both coopted certain indigenous groups and opened-up new spaces of political subjectivity and political claims-making. Wendy Wolford’s internal critique likewise focuses on neoliberalism’s self-fulfilling aspects. Her essay on market-led agrarian reform in Brazil during the late 90s, shows how such reform favoured rural elites rather than campesinos. Developing E. P. Thompson’s (1971) celebrated notion of the ‘moral economy’, she argues that the radical claims of the Movement of Landless Workers have been neutred by the normalising values built-in to elite discourses about property entitlements. Yet implicit in Wolford’s study is an external critique of market-based land redistribution, one that favours state-led appropriation of elite property in the interests of millions of propertyless workers. 


In these and other cases I could mention the normative stances taken are largely implicit and rarely defended in a transparent fashion. Instead, it is generally assumed that the validity of the standpoints taken are either obvious or relatively uncontentious. Though one clearly cannot expect highly elaborated discussions of these viewpoints in the space of research articles, one can expect such discussions in monographs. But even here – as in Bakker’s (2003b) otherwise exemplary book – there is a major imbalance between cognitive issues (description, explanation and analysis) and normative issues. This continues a very long-standing refusal among critical scholars of all moral-ethical persuasions, to ‘unpack’ the bases of their criticisms. Overall, the raft of issues around normative standpoints lay buried in the research by critical geographers of nature’s neoliberalisation. A more concerted effort to discuss them would both strengthen the criticisms made and address problems latent in the literature (e.g. how to commensurate or at least weigh different norms and values).  


Part of this unpacking relates to the second desiderata mentioned above. In the areas of moral and ethical philosophy there is a venerable, widely recognised ‘problem’ of establishing the proper (sic.) relationship between facts and values. Some believe that facts and values are logically and substantively distinct; others believe that they bleed into one another. In one sense internal critique resolves this problem in the former sense: the values articulated for and against a particular policy or practice are revealed by the researcher without any additional normative judgements being supplied. The objects of analysis are, as it were, permitted to ‘evaluate themselves’. However, things do not end there because – as with Wolford’s analysis – the researcher may have reason to question the values at work in a given situation. For instance, if (as Wolford and Valdivia show) neoliberal policies operate by redefining in their favour pre-existing ethical norms affecting both people and the non-human world, then the critical analyst must use the ‘facts’ to support alternative norms being adopted – even when these are not imminent in the case being analysed. But the question then arises: what precise type and quantity evidence is necessary to make the adoption of these norms a compelling, even necessary, alternative to existing arrangements? In Prudham’s analysis one might, for instance, argue that one death due to water poisoning is one too many. One might thus argue that neoliberal water governance in Ontario in both principle and practice cannot guarantee water cleanliness. However, Bakker’s research shows that the relationship between ‘facts’ and ‘values’ is not so easily determined. As noted earlier, An uncooperative commodity (2003b) documents empirically the great improvement in water conservation and cleanliness attendant upon post-1989 privatisation in England and Wales. Does this fact mean that neoliberal measures ‘deliver’ environmentally speaking? And if so, what sort of factual evidence is required to assess the social aspects of these measures? Bakker shows the increase in water cut-offs and in spatially inequity in water prices, as also noted earlier. But how many cut-offs and how much inequity would call into question British and Welsh water privatisation? And how does one trade-off the values of cleaner water used less wastefully against decreased access to water services among certain class groups in certain areas?
 


As with the comparative analysis of effects discussed in the previous section, adequately addressing the issues of normative standpoints and fact-value relations has a scale dimension. Evaluations are always, in some measure, context specific (from the local scale upwards). This said, it is possible to identify criteria upon which one might reasonably judge across multiple local, regional or national cases (an argument that D. M. Smith, among others, has made repeatedly). When either (or both) internal and external modes of evaluation are used to examine nature’s neoliberalisation there are thus potentially complex issues of cross-case comparability as well as inter-scalar linkages and disjunctures. For instance, if different substantive concepts (like rights or needs) are implicit in the standpoint used to evaluate certain neoliberal policies in certain biophysical contexts how are these to be commensurated or weighed? And how does one mesh ‘universal’ criteria of evaluation with more local ones?
 After all, what might seem problematic at one geographical scale where certain evaluative criteria are used might seem benign or beneficial when judged using different criteria at other geographical scales. For example, Hollander (2004) reports that free trade policies in agriculture pose a threat to the livelihoods of small sugar farmers in Florida (as well as large farmers to whom she is less sympathetic). However, in ecological terms this regional threat must be weighed against the benefits of restoring biodiversity at a time when, worldwide, this diversity is apparently diminishing. For if ‘Florida sugar’ lost comparative advantage to ‘third world’ producers the Everglades might be restored to their former biophysical glory. 

Neoliberals, of course, argue that markets can resolve all of these thorny normative issues insofar as they permit, democratically, peoples’ value-preferences to be expressed and commensurated via monetary transactions. But critical geographers, like other analysts unimpressed by neoliberal rhetoric, could do more to challenge this legerdemain: more, that is, to elucidate how and to what ends their research is ‘critical’.    

VI. Conclusion

In this essay, and its predecessor, I have undertaken a systematic review of new research into neoliberalisation and the non-human world. The specific contribution of this essay has been to address questions of process, outcomes and evaluation using the theoretically-informed case study literature published by critically-minded geographers to-date. In the previous essay four ‘logics’ driving certain fractions of capital and/or the state to neoliberalise nature were identified, though their precise articulation will vary in time and space. As I have shown in this essay, once one moves beyond abstract logics things get more complicated in three ways. First, in terms of how nature is neoliberalised in practice I have argued that geographical analysts are not always clear about how process is defined and/or there definitions are only weakly comparable. Seen in context, ‘neoliberalism’ may not, I have argued, be the same thing or operate in the same way – raising the question of whether it is reasonable to assume that the research I have reviewed should, in fact, be grouped together under the same rubric simply because the term neoliberalism is a common feature of this research.
 Following on from this it was suggested that the way the authors whose work I have surveyed measure the effects of nature’s neoliberalisation is highly variable both quantitatively and qualitatively. This makes it challenging to compare across cases and so answer robustly the second question posed in this essay, i.e. what real world impacts does nature’s neoliberalisation have? Finally, I have argue that the many judgements that critical geographers make about the (im)propriety of nature’s neoliberalisation are neither sufficiently well articulated nor sufficiently commensurable to answer the third question posed in this essay in a defensible fashion. 


 If my arguments in this essay hold good then they reveal an apparent paradox. Critical geographers are producing a lot of grounded research into neoliberal policies and the non-human world. However, this literature is, currently, less than the sum of its many excellent parts from the perspective of a reader seeking to make sense of it. Parsing this literature raises troubling questions rather than offering the kind of enlightenment that, when taken as a whole, it arguably should. Only through a loose, generic form of synthesis can the literature be made sense of as a whole. How, then, to proceed? What, in other words, is required if meaningful broader lessons about causes, effects and evaluations are to be drawn from the case literature? It seems to me that there are two ways forward. 
First, theoretically-inclined commentators need to offer more rigorous and explicit discussions of how causes, effects and evaluations might be specified within and between empirical contexts. During the 1980s, there was a sustained discussion of the principles and practices of critical realism as a mode of interrogating the world. Though I have no particular brief for critical realism, the discussions led by Andrew Sayer and others at least had the virtue of making human geographers acutely aware of the loaded assumptions and faulty suppositions often made when real world research is undertaken. In recent years, there has, alas, been no comparable debate across sub-disciplines about how philosophical and conceptual rigour is achieved in the conduct of research. What is required, I would suggest, is an effort to engage empirical researchers like those whose work I have reviewed in exacting discussions of ontology, epistemology, measurement, classification of object, evaluative schemas and so on. Otherwise, centripetal tendencies develop, wherein individual researchers may investigate things with the same name (‘neoliberalism’, ‘post-Fordism’ or what-have-you) but in ways that make it difficult to compare across published studies and so draw wider lessons. In both a cognitive and normative sense, it would therefore be productive for those interested in the philosophy of socio-environmental research to (re)establish robust principles for doing case research and comparing across cases. 
This leads to the second way forward. There is little point in convening a wider conversation between critical geographers doing research on nature’s neoliberalisation if the lessons of the conversation are not acted upon in a practical sense. In the medium-to-long term, these geographers need to address convincingly the issues raised this essay if the three questions posed at the outset are to receive ‘general’ answers. Otherwise, their research will remain united in name (‘neoliberalism and nature’ being its common focus) but relatively fragmented and piece-meal in practice. Far too much time and energy is going into the empirical studies for this to be their fate. Meanwhile, in the ‘real world’, far less rigorous claims about neoliberalism’s benefits are still being used to bolster the roll-out of ‘free market environmentalism’. I hope this essay and its predecessor are a way-station towards a more coherent critical geographic interrogation of nature’s governance under neoliberal regimes. Such interrogation should, quickly and as much as possible, escape the ‘confines’ of the academy to circulate more widely in society. Otherwise, its actual and hoped for rigour will count for little: without appropriate audiences even the best research may as well not have been conducted. 
Acknowledgements: I want to thank Nigel Thrift for being receptive to the idea of publishing two papers by one author in the same issue of this journal. This essay and its predecessor grew inadvertently from a single previous version and I am conscious of using precious journal pages to get a double-helping at a time when submissions to Environment and Planning A remain very high. Again, I wish to thank the several reviewers for constructively critical assistance. And, again, I thank the British Academy for financial support.
Bibliography

Babb, S. 2001. Managing Mexico. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Bakker, K. 2002. From state to market? Environment and Planning A 34, 5: 767-90.

--------- 2003a Archipelagos and networks: urbanization and water privatization in the South. The Geographical Journal 169, 4: 328-41.
--------- 2004. An uncooperative commodity: Privatizing water in England and Wales. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

-------- 2005. Neoliberalizing nature? Market environmentalism in water supply in England and Wales. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 95, 3: 542-65.

Barnett, C. 2005. The consolations of neoliberalism. Geoforum 36, 1: 7-12.

Blomley, N. 2005. Uncritical critical geography? Progress in Human Geography forthcoming.

Budds, J. 2004. Power, nature and neoliberalism: the political ecology of water in Chile. Singapore journal of Tropical Geography 25, 3: 322-42.

Bury, J. 2004. Livelihoods in transition: transnational gold mining operations and local change in Cajamarca, Peru. The Geographical Journal 170, 1: 78-91.

--------- 2005. Mining mountains: neoliberalism, land tenure, livelihoods, and the new Peruvian mining industry in Cajamarca. Environment and Planning A 37, 2: 221-40.

Castree, N. 2003 Commodifying what nature? Progress in Human Geography 27, 3: 273-97.

---------- 2005a The epistemology of particulars. Geoforum 36, 4: 541-44.

---------- 2005b Neoliberalising nature: from blunt instruments to sharp tools. Presentation delivered at the Anniversary Conference of Capitalism, Nature, Socialism, York University, Toronto, July 23rd-27th.

---------- 2007  Neoliberalizing nature: processes, outcomes and evaluations. Environment and Planning A, this issue.
Cox, K. and Mair, A. 1989. Levels of abstraction in locality studies. Antipode 21, 2: 212-32.

Debbane, A-M and Keil, R. (2004) ‘Multiple disconnections: environmental justice and urban water in Canada and South Africa’, Space and Polity 8, 2: 209-225.

Gibson-Graham, J-K 1996. The end of capitalism (as we knew it). Oxford: Blackwell.

Harvey, D. 1996. Justice, nature and the geography of difference. Oxford: Blackwell.

Haughton, G. 2002. Market making. Environment and Planning A 34, 5: 791-808.

Heynen, N. and Perkins, H. 2005. Scalar dialectics in green: urban private property and the contradictions of the neoliberalization of nature. Capitalism, Nature, Socialism 16, 1: 5- 18.

Holified, R. 2004. Neoliberalism and environmental justice in the US Environmental Protection Agency. Geoforum 35, 3: 285-98.

Hollander, G. 2004. Agricultural trade liberalization, multifunctionality and sugar in the south Florida landscape. Geoforum 35, 3: 299-312.

Larner, W. 2003. Neoliberalism? Society and Space 21, 4: 509-12.

Laurie, N. and Marvin, S. 1999. Globalisation, neoliberalism and negotiated development. Environment and Planning A 31, 8: 1401-16.

Loftus, A. and McDonald, D. 2001. Of liquid dreams: water privatization in Buenos Aires. Environment and Urbanization 13, 2: 179-99.

Low, N. and Gleeson, B. 1999. Justice, society and nature. London: Routledge.

Mansfield, B. 2004a. Neoliberalism in the oceans: “rationalization”, property rights and the commons question. Geoforum 35, 3: 313-26.

----------- . 2004b Rules of privatization: contradictions in neoliberal regulation of North Pacific fisheries. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 94, 3: 565-84

Martin, P. and Perreault, T. 2005. Geographies of neoliberalism in Latin America. Environment and Planning A 37, 2: 191-201. 
McCarthy, J. 2004. Privatizing conditions of production: trade agreements as neoliberal environmental governance. Geoforum 35, 3: 327-42.

----------- 2005a Devolution in the woods Environment and Planning A 37, 6: 995-1014..

----------- 2005b. Scale, sovereignty and strategy in environmental governance. Antipode 37, 4: 731-53.

----------- 2006. Neoliberalism and the politics of alternatives Annals of the Association of American Geographers 96, 1: ?-?
Painter, J. and Goodwin, M. 1997 Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 

Peck, J. 2003. Geography and public policy: mapping the penal state. Progress in Human Geography
--------- 2004. Geography and public policy. Progress in Human Geography 28, 3: 392-405.

Peck, J. and Tickell, A. 2002. Neoliberalizing space. Antipode 34, 3: 380-404.

Perreault, T. 2005. State restructuring and the scale politics of rural water governance in Bolivia. Environment and Planning A 37, 2: 263-84.

----------- 2006. From guerra del agua to guerra del gas. Antipode, 38, 1: 150-72.
Prudham, S. 2004. Poisoning the well: neoliberalism and the contamination of municipal water in Walkerton, Ontario. Geoforum 35, 3: 343-60.

Robertson, M. 2004. The neoliberalization of ecosystem services. Geoforum 35, 3: 361-74.

Sayer, A. 1995. Radical political economy. Oxford: Blackwell.

Smith, L. 2004. The murky waters of the second wave of neoliberalism. Geoforum 35, 3: 375-94.

Swyngedouw, E. 2005 Dispossessing H2O: the contested terrain of water privatization. Capitalism, Nature, Socialism 16, 1: 81-98.

Thompson, E. P. 1971. The moral economy of the English crowd in the 18th century. Past and Present 50, 1: 76-136.

Valdivia, G. 2004. On indigeneity, change and representation in the northeastern Ecuadorian Amazon. Environment and Planning A 37, 2: 285-304.

Wolford, W. 2005. Agrarian moral economies and neoliberalism in Brazil. Environment and Planning A 37, 2: 241-62.
�This commonality can be the result of what has been termed ‘fast policy transfer’ between national and international policy elites.


�I can phrase these arguments in a slightly different way that may prove more illuminating for some readers. We can approach the question of how nature is neoliberalised at three levels. At a highly abstract level we can identify common procedures and mechanisms that, in some way, operate in otherwise different situations. At a less abstract level we can identify specific ways in which nature is neoliberalised that are common to specific sub-sets of cases. These sub-sets might, for instance, be grouped according to economic sector or the kind of physical environments/resources involved. Finally, at an empirical level we can simply understand nature’s neoliberalisation on a case-by-case basis in all its specificity and complexity. Option three without (at a minimum) option two is non-sensical since it is meaningless designating otherwise different situations ‘neoliberal’ if one is unable to establish substantively what they have in common. Both these options require that analysts attend to what we commonly call ‘context’. Context is one of those polysemic terms that means multiple things in geographical discourse. For some it is a synonym for all things empirical: here context is what critical realists would term a ‘conjuncture’. For others context is a synonym for the scale of everyday life: that is, place or the local scale. However, as Cox and Mair (1989) argued insightfully many years ago, both conceptions of context are only partially valid. In the first place, one can theorise about context insofar as there may be processes specific to a context that can be isolated conceptually and which may, apropos option two above, be repeated elsewhere. Secondly, Cox and Mair also pointed out that context is necessarily multi-scalar. The local is not the only scale at which multiple enduring and contingent phenomena come together empirically. For instance, the global is as much a ‘context’ as the many ‘locals’ that comprise it; it is not some homogenous scale overlaying all that exists ‘below’ it. Thus, apropos option three above, an empirical ‘case study’ could examine events at a national or even continental scale, not just a local or regional scale.  


�This point also reminds us of the power of counterfactual analysis, something that few researchers of nature’s neoliberalisation have yet engaged in. Counter-factual analysis speculates about what would have happened had certain elements of a complex situation been able to operate without certain intervening or contingent factors being present. Sayer (1995: ch. 2) makes a compelling case for counterfactual analysis which, disappointingly, has not led to much use of it by human geographers.  


�As Babb (2001: 215) noted in a different disciplinary context, “the literature comparing neoliberal transitions is too spare to be able to draw many definite conclusions”. 


�And, as one reader of this essay reminded me, many research bodies will not fund comparative researcher even if the funds are asked for and carefully justified.


�As well as those that do not belong to the family.


�Though she has made similar points in papers on water management in Spain and the global south (see Bakker, 2002; 2003a).


�This something McCarthy (2006) shows in his already-mentioned comparative community forestry study: both process and outcome differ.


�The term ‘process’, for me at least, connotes this fluid enfolding of cause and effect, effect and cause. 





�It is a peculiarity of the critical geographic community that there are few ‘ecocentrists’ (i.e. people who put the natural environment on an equal or higher moral footing than human beings).


�This is not to discount the usefulness of thought-experiments and forecasting. However, it is to place limits on the utility of critique where there is, practically speaking, no viable way to change that being criticised.  


�In other words, it can be argued that most authors have, to date, devoted their energies to addressing the first, second and third main questions posed in this article. This is understandable given the need to move beyond purely theoretical statements about cause, process and effect. 


�This question of trading-off is important in any form of sophisticated normative argumentation. Critical geographers of the environment have taken issue with how market-based approaches ‘reduce’ different values to one denominator (money). However, rarely have they suggested convincing alternatives to the endemic problem of commensurating diverse goals, wishes and aspirations among countless actors whose actions affect what happens to local and global environments. 


�Low and Gleeson’s (1999) book is among the few by geographers to address these multiscalar normative issues, along with Harvey’s (1996) Justice, Nature and the Geography of Difference. However, neither book gets beyond very abstract discussion towards operationalisable principles and concepts. Contrast this with the essay by Debbane and Keil (2004), a fairly rare empirical attempt to think contextually and across scales about normative issues (specifically ‘justice’).


�This raises the unexamined issue of how all researchers choose to include and exclude published works as part of their trawl of research literatures. Keyword searches on bibliographic data bases tempt one into the fiction that all the articles in which the keyword/s appear are in reality examining the same thing or members of the same family group. This is a fiction because use of the same concepts or terms does not mean, upon close examination, that the same phenomena or understandings thereof are present in the published analyses.
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