Can Free Market Ideology Effectively Protect the Planet
Before being able to determine the answer whether free market ideology can help protect the planet, what it is needs to be understood. As it has come to be understood, anthropocentricism has largely contributed to the planetary problems being experienced in recent history, it has become necessary to reevaluate policies and practices that have contributed to the problems. For example, in China, Wang, et al (2021) conducted a study on the Gongyi region of China ‘to present an environmental assessment model of mine pollution to evaluate the eco-environment of mining.’ The recognition that mining amongst other anthropocentric activities cause ‘the destruction of land, water bodies, the atmosphere, and vegetation resources and new geological problems,’ (Wang, et. Al. 2021) that have wider implications not only for humans but the whole ecosystem. Fundamentally affecting the planetary balance with disastrous consequences. Free market ideologists believe that by placing property rights into private hands, resources will be managed for the betterment of all. This ideology follows the theory of the tragedy of the commons (Hardin, 2016)
In 1958, Gareth Hardin illustrated the problem of land usage by several people demonstrating how individuals would exploit usage of the land for personal gain. That is, if for example, 3 people, had a cow each and were using common land for grazing their animals, there would be equitable use of the land.  However, if one person decided to buy another cow, he would double his profitability. In this instance, his extra cow would cause minimal depletion of resources, but if all persons decided to increase the number of animals they had manifold the land would be decimated leaving no land for grazing.  This would be the tragedy of the commons. To alleviate this, free market ideologists believe that the commons should be in private domain. Believing that by creating private property rights there is more inclination to manage land and resources in a more equitable way. The view is that if left in the commons, i.e. under state regulation, environmental degradation is the result of ‘distorting subsidies, taxes or simply bad management,’ (Eckersley, 2005).
For decades environmentalist and the green movement have advocated for industry practice changes to mitigate damages caused to the environment with consequences of loss of biodiversity and climate change. As evidence has increasingly mounted to show the changes are predominantly cause by anthropocentric behaviour, worldwide policy changes are called for to incorporate mitigating practices to preserve and restore the planet. How this can be achieved has been a contentious issue. Anderson and Leal (1996) argue for FMEs, that in private hands, measuring and monitoring hold value for constant re-evaluation that costs and benefits are maintained against supply and demand. State regulation is deemed unsuitable due since they do not measure and monitor and lack incentives to do so. However, their notion that FME’s will act in the best interests of the environment is idealistic and misplaced.  A well-researched area is the case of Monsanto and their product Roundup.  Monsanto have been and still are in litigation over their pollution of water and the cases of contraction of leukaemia and other related diseases in the US and India.  Monsanto were far from ethical and persisted in creating false documentation in relation to their products, (McHenry, 2018). And Monsanto are not the only corporation to adopt unethical practices. The understanding is that the profits far outweigh the penalties.
[bookmark: _Int_J0DBRLtp]Proponents of the free market believe in supply and demand; consumers demand whilst the supplier meets that demand. The shift to and growth of free market ideologies has expanded since the 1970s (Backhouse, 2005) highlights that state involvement in the economy was seen as a hindrance which enabled the shift to the privatisation and deregulation of industries and services.  The belief that in private hands they would run more efficiently with less bureaucracy. However, private enterprise’ main focus is on the balance sheet – ensuring profit returns for the shareholder – whilst quality and ethics towards the consumer and the environment have been sacrificed. This has been apparent in all areas of non-economic value such as exploitation of human resources and animals, as well as land, water and air depletion.  The sum of these externalities has forced a re-evaluation of industry standards and practices with governments being pressured into making policy changes that force industries to change their behaviour to mitigate damages already done to the environment.
[bookmark: _Int_p0R42nK6]Whilst government environmental policies are implemented to ensure compliance from the markets, the markets themselves are insistent that the best interests of the environment should be left in the hands of the private sector. The question is – does one institution do better versus the other.  As Smith & Fred (1992) stated ‘markets ignore critical factors such as pollution. Markets fail to produce adequate quantities of “public goods" and they are short-sighted, failing to consider future generations.’ Whilst Blumm’s (1992) criticism of the markets is of self-interest and are unlikely to have an interest in protection of the environment without governmental management, Eckersley (1992) points out that ‘FME economists acknowledge [....] that creation and enforcement of new property rights [....] can only be done by government legislation and administration.’ Without state regulation there would be exploitation of environmental resources. This observation is true. Over the last thirty years, through hard fought deregulation and freedom from governmental intervention, big corporations have risen and grown into multibillion dollar enterprises that now control much of the economic market and heavily influence governments in their favour.  This has given the markets a virtually free reign to use and abuse people, animals and environmental resources to meet profitability targets. The main goal of free markets is profit. This has meant cutting costs at all levels for maximum gain. A case in point has been deregulation of the dairy sector in the 1990s, milk prices were driven down giving farmers a poor return for their milk. This is a good example of self-interest by the markets and little regard for the welfare of the producer, in this case the farmer. These kinds of practices by the free markets have extended across many sectors across the globe. Workers have been exploited in poorer nations – such as the clothes workers in Bangladesh or plantation workers to name a few - not only with low wages but poor working conditions and little to no policies on workers' rights. These are not new, and these proofs go against free market ideology that argues for property rights to come under the control of the private sector. As previously mentioned with the market's main focus on profits margins it is inevitable that standards will slip, and best practices will give way to short cuts to achieve their goals.
[bookmark: _Int_yh5lX9Af]It cannot be ignored the United States have been instrumental in the direction free markets have taken. Backhouse (2005) identifies the Mont Pelerin Society (MPS), founded in 1947, as the first organisation to argue the case for free markets. Since then, from around the 1960s onwards further research into free market ideology has been funded primarily through various institutions such as the Ford Foundation and Rockefeller. The latter years saw a rise of wealthy individuals funding the research to promote their own interests. Today many of the wealthy individuals have evolved into a few big corporations who control a large percentage of the market. This brief summary gives an overview of how free market research has been orchestrated by a few for personal benefit rather than for the good of humanity. 
[bookmark: _Int_aiIDIqNb]Responsibility for the state of the environment cannot lie solely within the market sector; governments too must take responsibility for the state of the environment. In their paper on ‘The Role of Government in Protecting the Environment’ Kulin & Johansson Sevä (2019) state the need for public support for the government to succeed in implementing ‘effective and potentially costly environmental policies.’ The argument here is the government needs more than just public support. They must also deal with market forces that seek to minimise barriers to production and trade. Kulin & Johansson Sevä also highlight the difficulties implementing environmental policies as global perspectives differ between nations. Governments face challenges in getting public support in implementing their policies whilst also ensuring economic growth and stability.  However, Stavins (1998, p28) demonstrates inefficiencies in US governmental practices in relation to the markets based instruments and the environment. Market based instruments are taxes and subsidies that encourage the market to behave in particular ways.  In the examples given by Stavins, subsidies were awarded to the timber industry in exchange for them building roads on forestry land. Although the roads were beneficial to the loggers, they were also available for public use.  In the case of the fossil fuel industries subsidies were awarded to promote domestic fuel. Subsidies have not only cost the government financially but have also put a strain on the environment due to lack of regulations. FME’s believe that granting private property rights to the markets would give a better outcome for the environment.   

[bookmark: _Int_gJTYkoxx][bookmark: _Int_CyxupjrJ][bookmark: _Int_GfKX3Hsc][bookmark: _Int_Ra83U3SI]Whilst the theoretical framework of FME’s sounds plausible, the reasons given for the theory based on human self-interest do not hold. It could be considered that individuals with particular characteristics and beliefs will share similar ideologies, hence FMEs will base their theories on their perspectives. Humans are far more complex than a single characteristic.  There is no explanation given for those individuals that are genuinely altruistic. There are many organisations that are green focused, those that advocate for the preservation of the planet and all that are within not just humans.  Therefore, FME ideology that private property rights are placed within control of the markets is not feasible. As previously mentioned, the markets’ primary focus is on profits and growth and as in the example of Monsanto, these override ethical concerns within the community and implications on the environment.  Using FMEs notion of human self interest, opposing forces such as consumer demand and profitability for shareholders versus environmental considerations would force a trade-off.  Nature is free but by carving it up into private property, individual rights to freedom become constricted. As the state is responsible for the interests of its people and the resources within, they are indeed needed to develop policies in line with the needs of the time for the preservation of the planet and future generations. It could be argued that rights to the environment belong to all, but with the ever growing concerns for the environment and extreme climate changes experienced worldwide, how  Evidence within this paper has shown that FME cannot be the answer.  There needs to be close management of environmental resources to ensure a balanced outcome – that there is limited extraction and use on the environment to halt and at best to reverse damages done by humans. This ensures humans are around in the foreseeable future but also that the planets ecosystem remains intact. It is not here solely for human benefit but for the benefit of all living things to include animals and plants. 

 
Free Markets philosophy favours economic growth and efficiency over social equity and quality standards

The direction of economics (and therefore of free markets) was largely through funded research during the 1950s and 1960s, (Backhouse, 2005). These were paid for by organisations such as Rockefeller, Carnegie and the Ford Foundation whose interests were in promoting free trade. The commitment of the wealthy ‘to promote the case of free enterprise.’ (Backhouse, 2005)
Ecosystems
Anthropocentrism – humans at centre of all life. Other beings at our disposal
Ecocentrism – interconnectedness of all life
A few billionaires now control the world to the detriment of the rest of the world   
 
WTO, IMF etc Over the decades, economies worldwide have touted for the removal of trade barriers and for lower tariffs. This has opened the markets to exploitation of poorer nations for their resources – cheap labour and land. Whilst it is accepted that there needs to be a level of resource extraction from the planet the rate and impact of extraction is recognised as having lasting impacts on the planet unless focus is shifted from anthropocentric to ecocentric – from human centred to environment centred. A move that has been long fought for by the green movement. ignificant to move from anthropocentric to ecocentric. With the now established fact that anthropocentric activities are the cause of climate change and other environmental impacts, policy changes that are needed to redress the balance are touted by free market environmentalists (FME). 



References
Anderson, T. & Leal, D. R. (1996) ‘Free Market Environmentalism’ Thinking About the Environment. Chapter 11: Environmental Ethics in Society. pp. 527-540. Routledge.  
Backhouse, R. E. (2005) ‘The Rise of Free Market Economics: Economists and the Role of the State since 1970’ History of Political Economy, 37, pp. 355–392. Available at:  https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=8ad49e451f31484a6cfc29559269f5936501d8ac (Accessed: 14th March 2025)
Blum, M. C. (1992) ‘The Fallacies of Free Market Environmentalism’ 15 Harv. J. L. & Pub. Pol'y 371. Available at: https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/hjlpp15&div=37&id=&page= (Accessed: 16th March 2025) 
Cardwell, M. N. (2015) ‘Farmers, Milk Prices and Rural Indignation’ Oñati Socio-Legal Series, Vol. 5, No. 1. Available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2563473 (Accessed: 16th March 2025)
Kulin, J. and Johansson Sevä, I. (2019) ‘The Role of Government in Protecting the Environment: Quality of Government and the Translation of Normative Views about Government Responsibility into Spending Preferences’, International Journal of Sociology, 49(2), pp. 110–129. Available at: https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/00207659.2019.1582964 (Accessed: 16th March 2025)
McHenry, L. B. (2018) ‘The Monsanto Papers: Poisoning the scientific well’ International Journal of Risk & Safety in Medicine. Volume 29, Issue 3-4. Available at: https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epub/10.3233/JRS-180028 (Accessed: 16th March 2025)
Stavins, R.N., (1998). Market-based environmental policies.  Resources for the Future. Available at:  https://ageconsearch.umn.edu/record/10506/files/dp980026.pdf (Accessed: 16th March 2025) 
Wang, Y., Wu, X., He, S. et al. (2021) Eco-environmental assessment model of the mining area in Gongyi, China. Sci Rep 11, 17549. Available at:  https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-021-96625-9#citeas  (Accessed: 15th March 2025)
