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Introduction
	A free market is an economic structure that involves demand and supply with less or no government control. The system describes the voluntary exchanges in a particular economic environment through which people can make financial decisions. On the other hand, Free Market Environmentalism (FME) is an approach to solving environmental problems. The strategy focuses on the improvement of environmental quality by the use of markets and property rights. Free market environmentalism highlights three main concepts; first, property rights, markets, and the rule of law are essential to economic growth. Economic growth contributes to the development of environmental quality. There is a solid relationship between the environment and individuals’ living standards. Secondly, in property rights, the environment is not a liability but an asset, thus giving the owners incentives for stewardship. Finally, markets allow the cooperation of different people to share values and ideas regarding natural resources. When a partnership exists among people, trade improves (Anderson& Leal, 2001 pg. 23). The protagonist argues that the government is not effective than the private sector in solving ecological problems. Besides, free markets have been successful historically and better than the government in environmental conservation. Nevertheless, markets may fail to allocate the required resources effectively. In that case, FME becomes weaker when protecting the environment, the primary issue being the market failure. This paper answers the question of whether free-market ideology can protect the environment effectively.
	Free market environmentalism principles are working to solve natural resources issues. For instance, water is valued for consumption, agriculture, and non-consumption purposes such as habitat. The supply of water fluctuates, resulting in flooding and drought in some nations. Thus, management of consumption and proper storage handle water fluctuation. The settling of the West led to the prevailing of water rights. The rule emerged to respond to water scarcity. From that standard, water rights separated from land thus can be sold and bought. FME principles are meant to solve the consumption use issue. About fisheries, the designing of a private property rights regime by FME addressed open access to fisheries. Catch and share systems have enabled a particular share of the special catch to cooperatives or individual fisheries. According to Elliot (2012 pg. 83), such approaches have worked when fisheries are part of the country's economic sector. For instance, countries such as U.S and Canada can unite to manage fisheries that move in various countries. This property regime has provided countries with water and fisheries solutions. Another case is that of forests. For instance, U.S forests provide three major services: habitat, recreation, and timber. Anderson & Leal (2001 pg. 12) argue that the political Forest Service providers do a poor job in forest management. They state that government forests are managed to provide recreation and timber, while the private forests produce revenue from recreation and timber and thus have more incentives to manage the forests and generate both services. They further explain that some habitat conservation can be changed into habitat for hunting.  Besides, non-governmental agencies such as "Nature Conservancy" are attracted to private lands ad can raise funds for forest protection.

	Free-market environmentalists consider that incentives should be available to preserve the resources wherever private ownership of a property is.  Privately owned resources are in the market and well maintained. Free-market environmentalists argue about the “Endangered Species Act” that generates incentives for private property owners to destroy the endangered species in their personal property or adjust their lands to chase the species to prevent land fines and regulations (Turner, 1999 pg. 44). According to FME, private landowners receive a solid incentive to kill the species that the “Endangered Species Act” was created to protect. FME argues that the act is ineffective and expensive. Besides, one percent of the species listed under the act have been eliminated from the state list since the law was passed in 1973.  According to Anderson & Leal (2001, pg. 39), United States wildlife and fish service spent approximately $ 90 million from 1996 to 2009 on tortoise whereas the population grew below the state’s estimation during that period.  The FME have suggested effective market incentives for the private land-owners to encourage them to protect their threatened species. These incentives comprise a system that motivates the landowners to conserve their habitats in exchange for credits.  For instance, once a private landowner preserves an endangered species, they may sell the credits to another private landowner to gain profit. The credits would be used to acquire new land for the endangered species.
	Free-market environmentalists have encouraged markets to adapt to the possible climate changes. These environmentalists believe that agriculturalists, landowners, individuals, and businesses can adapt on their own to climate changes.  Regarding the human-caused theory, climate change results from scientific suspicions (	Elliot, 2012 pg. 97). According to the "Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),” climate variation uncertainties occur in specific regions with particular predictions on the effects of human-based climate variation. Some government models designed to predict future climate do not consider solar and other factors affecting the environment. For FME's, the modeling of human-caused climate change does not defend the policies created to eliminate carbon dioxide emission from the use of expensive and inefficient energy.  According to Raworth (2001 pg. 12), some climate changes cannot be avoided considering carbon dioxide in greenhouses. He further explains that mitigation of these emissions may be very costly, “The mitigation to slow greenhouses gas emissions will be expensive today with a bit of payout over the next 100 if not 1000(sic), years making it unlikely that large mitigations projects have a positive net present value” (Anderson & Leal 2001 pg. 23). Every individual's responsibility is to adapt to climate change, not because the government has intervened but because of entrepreneurial purposes.
	Free-market environmentalists have emphasized the transfer of federal land management to the resident’s familiar with the surroundings and the land. FME criticizes the mismanagement of the federal land. The only local land that is successfully managed is the government lands used to provide revenue for public facilities such as hospitals. FME proposed a recreation fee that will generate revenue to aid in the management of National Parks. According to Regan (2015 pg. 15), National Park Services (NPS) should retain the National Park fee for Park’s management since the park managers understand the operations and maintenance of the parks better than anyone else. States should allow federal land agencies to charge fees to provide more revenue to improve the Park's infrastructure and services acknowledged by the local managers.
	Free-market environmentalists also claim that free trade can help countries to internalize environmental and social costs. The private property rights approach decentralizes and depoliticizes environmental resource allocation decisions. Here it is important to note that free-market environmentalism and neo-liberalism have many things: deregulation, free trade, the liberalization of the economy, and the like. Free trade involves the potential gains from the exchange of goods and services (Regan, 2015 pg. 22). An increase in trade income has contributed to improved water and air quality in the developed countries because the demand for excellent environmental quality is positively connected to increased income. In addition, free trade enhances the transfer of technology from one country to the other. International corporations find it more efficient to apply technology in different locations.  According to Elliot (2012 pg. 99), improving environmental rules and regulations promotes technological innovation and thus a positive impact on the environment and the economy. Trade restriction is ineffective in conserving the environment, and environmental issues are solved appropriately by applying operative environmental controls.
	Free-market environmentalists believe that environmental problems arise from government regulation. Also, markets will do far more to protect the environment than government regulation or bureaucracy. They suggest that wherever possible, the government should not control and manage environmental goods and services. Under a free-market environmentalism regime, the state must enforce and protect private property rights for ecological resources and protect the voluntary agreements of property owners. According to Anderson and Leal (2001 pg. 2), private institutions understand local environmental problems more than the government. Besides, the government officials might support what may not help protect the environment, thus producing invisible costs.  FME believes that government officials involved in environmental conservation allocate the required resources inefficiently than the private sector. Therefore, property rights, less regulated markets, and a stable economy contribute more to environmental protection than government control—more wealth results in more resources required to address the environmental problems. Free markets and private property provide people with incentives to protect the environment voluntarily (Elliot, 2012 pg. 99).
	The idea of free-market environmentalism has been embraced by various organizations, businesses, and the government. However, some critics from different scholars argue that FME lacks some scientific qualifications thus, not suitable to address environmental issues. FME trust that the allowance of market transactions and private property rights is adequate to solve environmental issues.  However, according to Smith (2012 pg. 139), no efficient hands operate in the markets to ensure environmental conservation practices are employed just because of private property rights. Secondly, the court system and the liability laws cannot be trusted in forcing polluters to internalize the pollution social cost. Thirdly, the market prices do not offer an adequate measure of the conservational issues. Finally, there is a right to a favorable environment that justifies public protection from complex environmental threats. In international free trade, the value of something is decided by money. Pennington (2005 pg. 39) argues over the promise of free-market environmentalists by stating that big companies can externalize social and environmental costs. Managers are responsible to the investors and shareholders rather than the local people who live in places where they do their businesses.  Their decisions are based on the necessity of gaining financial profit.
	The withdrawal of the state from environmental and social concerns is not the right move for developing countries. Most of the developing countries require government support to boost their economy. Government intervention is necessary to improve human and environmental conditions to prevent the negative impact of free-market prices on consumer and agricultural goods. Besides, FME ignores the global aspect of the environmental catastrophe. According to Andrew & Cortese (2013 pg. 397), the enforcement of environmental rules and regulations in developed encourages the profit-based industries to move to developing countries where regulatory institutions are ineffective, resulting in exploiting resources in developing countries. Free capital movement and free trade have a profound negative impact on natural resources.  Developing countries have debts. Thus, they are forced to increase their production, export their goods and services at lower prices, and decrease domestic production. Countries with debt pressure are forced to use chemicals harmful to the environment to increase output and are forced to accept environment-polluting industries.
	Free trade rules and regulations are unfavorable to the environment. Increased trade liberalization, increased production, and increased use of energy are all related to climate change. Moreover, free trade is related to numerous environmental issues. About World Trade Organization (WTO) rule, the environmental principles and laws are supposed to comply with international trade agreements. There are several cases where environmental policies have been undermined by issues experiences in WTO (Pennington, 2013 pg. 40).  WTO has failed to reduce tariffs on agriculture in some countries. Free trade is unequally distributed in some countries. For instance, the EU and U.S have maintained high tariffs on agriculture; this is a disadvantage to the developed countries that face trade protection. Free trade has also has made countries with the least environmental protection produce imports. Pennington (2013, pg. 83) criticizes the WTO rule that the fundamental aim is to maximize nations' Gross Domestic Product.  In a global warming era and increased environmental issues, increasing GDP is the least important. WTO should consider more to promote environmental conservation. Also, the WTO structure benefits the richer countries living behind the developing countries. This is a result of the WTO rule, which states that trade should take place without discrimination. This means that the less developed countries are less favored nations, and local firms have no right to select the local contractors.  Arguably, this is advantageous to multinational companies in developed countries but unfair to the local firms in developing countries and emerging industries.WTO has slow progress, and its undemocratic approach results in environmental issues.
	 According to Eckersley (2006 pg. 1), Free-market environmentalists can effectively allocate the required resources. But they cannot perform the duty of setting the optimal income distribution nor setting a sustainable scale to the ecosystem. Meyer (2009 pg. 99) adds that Free-market environmentalists believe that environmental problems can be eliminated by resource allocation to the highest bidders; he argues that free-market environmentalism is not the appropriate solution to the ecological crisis.  Free markets sometimes fail to allocate resources properly by either under-providing environmental goods such as national parks or providing environmental threats such as air pollution. Solving air pollution has been more problematic.  The idea offered by FME includes technological invention and innovation by creating emission tracers to identify pollution caused by specific sources. The idea is not practical. Smoke and other emissions are common threats to the environment. Even if private property rights intervene to control the emissions considering the current use of technology, it is evident that free-market solutions will not be effective. According to Smith (2012, pg. 53), government regulation is an essential solution to market failure.  While FME has answers to the problems associated with natural resource allocation, their case becomes weaker when dealing with the environment in providing clean air. The primary failure of their solutions is market failure.
	Free market environmentalism does not appreciate the intrinsic value of nature, despite market system promotion of the relationship between humans and nature.  Besides, most environmentalists disagree with the privatization of biodiversity resources. They doubt if the profit motive is efficient to conserve the environment. According to Eckersley (2006 pg.3), privatization creates a gap between the rich and the poor in some nations. Private organizations have preserved wildlife and its habitat in a different place in the United States. However, it is essential to understand that the government is still essential in privately owned or donated lands. Most of the choices made by private conservers are as a result of tax benefits. Most of these conservers benefit from the generous deductions from the general taxable income. Therefore, the tax law influences donations and increases the amount by rewarding those who qualify for the tax deduction.  The nearby landowners are the ones who gain from the increased conservation.  According to Raworth (2017 pg. 36), it is expensive to privatize environmental protection; and he goes further to explain that every individual must be in a safe environment, what justifies the importance of government regulation. Thus, the government must intervene in solving environmental issues.


Conclusion
	Free market environmentalism critiques government regulations on environmental conservation. FME has argued that the private sector is more effective than the government in solving environmental problems. The environmentalists believe that economic development is best achieved through property rights and free markets and better economic growth is suitable to protect the environment. According to FME, some government environmental regulations are costly and with no benefit to the environment.  Free market environmentalism defenders have gone further to state that the government spends more time imposing environmental restrictions than creating and implementing environmental conservation efforts. These advocates believe private institutions are more aware of the environmental problems than states officials.
	Similarly, the government lacks critical information concerning the local environmental problems. Besides, the FME believes that the private sector is more effective on resource allocation than the government. However, there are various critiques on free-market environmentalists concerning their overdependence on private property rights to solve environmental problems. These critiques argue that the FME proposals lack scientific knowledge thus, not qualified to make environmental policies. Besides, FME management of pollution has been regarded as unsatisfactory. Considering the global use of technology, private property right and market solutions will not be effective. However, the proposal of FME on natural resource allocation and reducing waste is desirable. Some incentives can positively impact the environment and promote energy efficiency.  Therefore free-market ideology can effectively protect the environment. 
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