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Green grabbing:  
A new form of appropriation

Green grabbing is nothing but a more insidious form of 
traditional land grabbing. Dispossession, displacement and 
marginalisation are perpetuated, but these actions are of-
ten painted green, presented as if they are necessary to 
save the planet. In reality, they do nothing more than re-
produce power dynamics that caused the crisis to begin 
with.  

Although the appropriation of ecological services, such as arable lands, rivers, lakes, coastal 
areas, to name a few, dates back to the “enclosures” of the early phase of capitalism (circa 
the 15th century) in England, the credential “green” has created a new twist. This is be-
cause such appropriation acts could easily be “justifiable” on grounds of saving ecosystems 
that are facing serious challenges—the climate crisis being the number one and biodiversity 
loss the second. Most of these actions are fuelled by nation states or private business mainly 
for energy production reasons (as in the cases of appropriations of land and coastal zones for 
wind turbines or mining of rare metals for electrical car batteries) and others by actors with 
an environmental agenda (as in the cases of encircling an area for biodiversity conservation 
or planting trees in far-off geographies to offset climate impacts of economic activities).  
 
The relatively short history of green grabbing shows that cases in which natural resources 
are seized for “environmental purposes” are increasing speedily (particularly in the Global 
South), mostly as reflections of policies geared to “green energy transitions”—transitions 
to sustainable energy to avert the climate crisis. Yet a significant portion of such actions 
has brought about serious negative impacts on people and/or caused ecological degrada-
tion. That is to say, the positive rhetoric has often kept silent on the likely and sometimes 
fatalistic consequences these projects may have on local communities (perhaps with a dis-
proportionate effect on women and children) while also neglecting the ecological stress 
they create. Thus, the “green” justification may turn out to be not so easily justifiable. 
 
Among the wide range of ecological problems that humankind currently faces, the climate crisis 
seems to be the one that is taken most seriously; others are usually given a secondary concern—
if at all. It is not so long ago that the term “climate change” has been replaced by the term 

“climate crisis”—as “change” was no longer considered to accurately reflect the severity of 
the overall situation. The near-consensus on this alteration did not alas bring about a radical 
rethinking on the current economic and political system that relies on capital accumulation 
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and excessive consumption but rather a greening of the economy with an emphasis on phasing 
out the coal-fuelled thermal power plants in electricity production (via a shift to wind, sun 
and hydro sources) as well as a transformation from combustion engine to electrical power 
in transportation. It is this very transition that can explain the bulk of green grabbing cases.  
 
The appropriation of natural resources for environmental ends—captured by the term 
“green grabbing”—has recently become a hot issue, as it makes an increasing impact on the 
lives of people and ironically, on nature itself. 

Defining green grabbing

It seems that there exists a consensus over the history of the term of green grabbing: 
that it was first coined in 2008 by the Guardian journalist John Vidal (2008), who in 
his piece “The great green land grab” referred to the appropriation of land and resourc-
es for environmental ends—though the phenomenon had already been in circulation. 
Anne Tittor (2016), more precisely, draws our attention to geographer Kathleen McAfee 
who indeed formulated the concept earlier (in 1999) without using the term green grab-
bing while opting for the short phrase “to sell nature in order to save it” (1999: 133). 
 
What follows is an attempt of categorising, as exhaustively as possible, different green grabs 
(see, e.g., Tittor, 2016). 

 – The first form consists of appropriation of ecological resources (mostly acres of land) 
so as to “save” them from destruction, and as such it targets to help protect biodiver-
sity and fight against climate change (labelled as “Private Protected Areas–PPAs”; 
see Stolton et al., 2014). Here the idea is to purchase the ownership of ecological 
resources with an aim at securing them against their likely destruction. Although such 
actions have largely been conducted by international environmental organisations, in-
dependent moves (by wealthy citizens) do also exist. Without raising the question of 
how on earth such a huge wealth inequality could have been accumulated in the first 
place (as most of these actions are from the prosperous global North) so that the con-
cerned rich appropriate resources to save the nature or Earth, one may indeed address 
the probable negative societal impacts of such conservation moves. Although these 
actions are no doubt well-intended, they may bring about costs to locals in the form 
of restricting their access to ecological resources. It is also possible that such actions 
may bring about the gentrification of the area in question, thus putting additional 
economic costs on the local community.

 – The second form corresponds to appropriation of ecological resources to take ac-
tions for climate change mitigation. Although thousands of acres of land are being 
allocated for biocarbon sequestration and biofuel production, the main reason be-
hind this second form is to use ecological resources for renewable energy production 
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purposes. Under this category, we may cite biofuel, which is a new type of fuel—
non-toxic, biodegradable and with low carbon emissions—that is produced (over a 
short time span) from biomass. Apart from biowaste, it is largely produced from 
plants that require vast amounts of arable land to be allocated for that purpose. By 
2027 worldwide biofuel production is expected to supply 5.4% of the world’s fuels 
for transport including a small percentage of aviation fuel (IEA, 2022). The second 
item under this category is the sustainable/renewable electricity production that re-
lies on hydro, sun and wind power—all requiring substantial areas of land and water. 
The production of renewable energy has been increasing steadily over the last two 
decades, with solar and wind energy showing a sharp growth (both covering around 
ten percent of the total electricity produced worldwide; see https://www.statista.
com/). The third item under this category corresponds to appropriation for mining 
activities under green transition. Mining minerals essential for renewable energy 
technologies, such as lithium and cobalt, again require vast areas to be allocated to 
such activities.

 – The third form of green grabbing corresponds to appropriation of ecological resourc-
es so as to serve ecotourism. Acres of land and water resources are being enclosed to 
make them available for ecotourism activities, an action which commodifies nature 
for private benefits as it entails exclusivity and enclosure (see, e.g., Müller et al., 
2023). 

 – The fourth form of green grabbing emerges predominantly in urban contexts and 
involves an indirect form of dispossession through gentrification, often linked to 
greening projects aimed at mitigating urban heat islands and enhancing city resil-
ience to climate crisis. These projects typically involve the creation of green areas 
such as parks, urban forests and eco-corridors. While these initiatives are publicly 
framed as steps toward sustainable urban living and improving citizens’ quality of 
life, they often lead to the displacement of low-income residents (see, e.g., Angue-
lovski et al., 2022).

 
In all these engagements land and water allocated for green purposes are likely to have al-
ternative usages and may at the same time be home to local communities. Hence, they may 
bring about the removal of local communities and/or a set of impositions over them on the 
use of ecosystems. They may at the same time harm ecosystems.
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Unpacking green grabbing

Grabbing legitimised by energy transition

Green grabbing occurs in relation to various environmental and social concerns, taking place 
in different geographies. A few examples may be beneficial to demonstrate the breadth and 
depth of green grabbing. One example that can be given relates to how the fast increase in 
the number of wind and solar parks in Greece after the economic crisis of 2009 has resulted 
in appropriations of land and livelihoods. In the immediate aftermath of the crisis, renewab-
le energy production (wind and solar) and the transition to green economy had high support 
from the state as well as actors such as renewable energy sources (RES) market bodies, the 
larger environmental civil society organisations (CSO) and the mainstream media, because 
it was seen as a response to both the economic and the climate crisis, with the promise of 
investments and green jobs to steer the country out of recession. The structural adjustment 
program undertaken by Greece integrated the implementation of renewable energy support 
schemes and measures for the development of wind and solar energy production. 

For that purpose, significant public and private funds have been allocated to wind and 
solar energy companies through direct state subsidies, tariffs, tax exemption and green 
taxes, which have all come out from the incomes of domestic and small-business electricity 
consumers (Siamanta, 2019). Not only did public and private funding enable large profits 
and capital accumulation by mostly transnational energy companies and wind turbine ma-
nufacturers, but also green grabbing transpired via public land grabs by wind energy inves-
tors. Public land is state-owned land and managed land used as commons. The state played 
a crucial role in public land grabbing by rendering RES projects “national priority” and 

“public interest” so that the use of forests and forest expanses could be changed (otherwise 
legally prohibited) to allow RES projects. Moreover, the state re-assigned other types of 
land such as grasslands and pasture lands as forests and forest expanses through the “Fo-
rest Characterization Acts (FCAs)”, which means that the state could now lease or privatise 
these lands for RES projects. The FCAs impact private land as well, with licencing of RES 
projects even as landowners make objections. Land grabbing also occurs because in many 
instances, landowners cannot prove ownership or are undercompensated because their land 
is designated as forest land. Finally, private land is bought off by the companies, but it 
becomes a land grab because landowners find out about the project and the FCA process 
that affects their land very late and (a costly and lengthy) legal action is not a real option 
under conditions of economic crisis (Siamanta 2019). In sum, when renewable energy pro-
duction turns into green grabbing, there are heavy social costs and, hence, crucial justice 
considerations. Farmers, shepherds and local communities are affected adversely since they 
lose their livelihoods when they cannot graze their animals and suffer financial loss when 
compensation for appropriated land does not reflect the value of the land and the income 
previously obtained from working it.
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Under the pretext of conservation

Conservation is another environmental issue, which has caused green grabbing. The case  of 
Tanzania illustrates how conservation projects, combined with ecotourism, created a situation 
in which local communities lost access to pastures and the control of crop production as 
well as benefits from tourism. As portrayed in detail by Benjaminsen and Bryceson (2012), 
dispossession in relation to wildlife conservation in Tanzania has colonial roots, but from 
2000s on it has taken new forms with the introduction of “community-based conservation”, 
which was, in fact, an attempt to take into account concerns about conservation without 
a people focus. The changed discourse emphasised local participation by including people 
who lived in conservation areas in the management of protected areas and distribution 
of benefits of protection to local communities. After the introduction of this approach of 
community-based conservation, the Tanzanian government followed by making a Wildlife 
Policy with the same emphasis on participation of local communities. The main tools to 
implement this policy were Wildlife Management Areas (WMA), which were created on 
village land close to existing protection areas such as national parks with the idea that 
several villages give up land for conservation and, in return, receive a percentage of tourism 
revenues made from these areas. Ensuing policy and legislation, however, dropped the focus 
on community benefits and participation, transferring control to the central government, 
especially in relation to income-generating activities of photo safaris and sport-hunting. 
Hence, green grabbing in conservation manifested itself in the transfer of resources from 
villagers to the state, international conservation groups, and the tourist business. 

These stories seems to be replicated in different parts of the world in relation to nature 
conservation (see, e.g., Apostolopoulou and Adams, 2015; Büscher et al., 2014; Núñez et al., 
2022), wind parks (see, e.g., Brannstrom et al., 2017; Dunlap 2017), eco-tourism (see, e.g., 
Gardner, 2012; Ojeda, 2012), and biofuels production (see, e.g., Maconachie, 2019). These 
cases accentuate once more the importance of practicing environmental justice because it 
involves taking into account the impact of policies, however green, on local, peasant, and 
indigenous communities. 

Reinforcing power structures 

Through the uncritical embrace of the enthusiasm surrounding green initiatives, green 
grabbing legitimises practices that displace vulnerable populations and degrade ecosystems. 
Its practices result in the further transfer of ownership, control, and/or use rights of resources 
from local or public entities to private corporations (e.g., multinational agribusiness 
firms gaining control over community-owned forests for carbon credits); from vulnerable 
communities to elites (e.g., smallholder farmers being displaced for ecotourism ventures); 
and from countries in the Global South to those in the Global North (e.g., African land being 
leased to Western companies for biofuel production). 

In doing so, the process often involves previously unlikely collaborators, such as businesses 
and conservationists, who become part of these dynamics by strategically framing resource 
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privatisation as essential for achieving climate goals or promoting biodiversity. Within the 
neoliberal framework of green grabbing—commodifying, commercializing and privatizing 
nature to allegedly protect it (Arsel and Büscher, 2012; Castree, 2003, 2008)—we 
interrogate the implications of green grabbing for local ecologies, agrarian livelihoods, and 
social relations, highlighting both the resemblances and the differences between historical 
and emerging forms of grabbing. 

Green grabbing is a deeply political issue, embedded in the broader context of global 
capitalism. Thus, adopting a political ecology perspective helps reveal how green initiatives, 
often presented as neutral or universally beneficial, are in fact shaped by and reinforce 
existing power structures (Peet and Watts, 1996; see also Fairhead et al., 2012). In this 
way, a political ecology lens draws connections between current practices of green enclosure 
and earlier forms of colonial and capitalist exploitation, emphasizing continuity rather than 
rupture (Anderucci et al., 2017; Fairhead et al., 2012; McMicheal, 2009; Robbins, 2019). 
Besides, the processes of green grabbing inevitably create winners and losers, exposing the 
unequal distribution of benefits and burdens. Political ecology provides tools to map alliances 
and conflicts among various actors, challenging mainstream narratives that depict green 
initiatives as universally positive or apolitical (Dunlap et al., 2024; Peet and Watts, 1996; 
Robbins, 2019). Moreover, green grabbing is frequently legitimised through discourses that 
present it as essential for achieving global environmental objectives, such as mitigating the 
climate crisis or protecting biodiversity (Fairhead et al., 2012). Political ecology critically 
analyses these narratives, revealing how they mask the exploitative and extractive nature of 
these practices.

Dispossession, upgraded

The appropriation of land and natural resources has often been justified by narratives that 
mask the resulting harm to local communities (Borras et al., 2011; Dell’Angelo et al., 
2017; Margulis et al., 2013; Van der Ploeg et al., 2015). These include many different 
narratives such as development discourses, civilizing missions, military and national 
security arguments to protect borders or control resource-rich areas, and the promotion of 
cultural or religious sites—often overriding the rights of local inhabitants. When it comes 
to green grabbing, there are many parallels with other forms of land grabs and enclosures, 
which have disrupted traditional subsistence systems and concentrated resources in the 
hands of elites. These parallels include land dispossession, widespread displacement and 
marginalisation, but this time, for example, under the guise of conservation, as seen in the 
creation of national parks and wildlife reserves framed as necessary for global biodiversity 
conservation, the land commodified for tourism or carbon offset markets, the seizure of land 
for cash crops, leaving forest-dependent communities impoverished while corporate actors 
profit, and the monopolisation of water resources.

Although green grabbing and traditional land grabbing share the core characteristic of 
dispossession, they differ significantly in their justifications and actors (Fairhead et al., 
2012). While traditional land grabs are typically driven by state power or economic interests 
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and directly supported by governments, private companies, and financial institutions with 
stakes in resource exploitation or agricultural exports, green grabbing prioritises ecological 
goals, often at the expense of social justice. Green grabs are frequently legitimised through 
legal frameworks such as carbon markets or conservation certifications, presenting them 
as lawful initiatives. Additionally, green grabbing involves a more diverse array of actors, 
including international conservation NGOs, development agencies, global financial markets, 
and multinational corporations in the renewable energy sector. Unexpectedly, environmental 
groups, which have historically opposed development projects, align with these initiatives in 
many cases. 

No one pinpoints the “system”

The shift in relation to the narrative and the actors has not occurred arbitrarily. As the global 
capitalist economy increasingly clashed with the limitations of natural resource use, such 
as excessive carbon emissions and deforestation, the neoliberalisation of nature emerged 
as a necessary strategy to sustain the economic system (Fairhead et al., 2012; Leach et 
al., 2012). Within this context, nature was redefined to emphasise its value not only as a 
resource for exploitation but also as a mechanism for repair and sustainability. The dual 
valuation of nature—grounded in its utility and its capacity for restoration—relies heavily 
on science-policy discourses, such as carbon trading, biodiversity valuation, and ecosystem 
service payments. Such frameworks provide significant legitimisation for practices like green 
grabbing, whereby natural resources are appropriated under the guise of environmental 
stewardship. Instead of addressing the structural contradictions inherent in the economic 
system, the redefinition of nature as a site for profit generation perpetuates existing power 
dynamics and economic priorities.

That is why political ecology is vital because it moves beyond surface-level environmental 
narratives, exposing the underlying socio-economic structures and inequalities that are 
perpetuated through green initiatives by challenging the dominant discourses that frame 
such practices as universally beneficial or inevitable. It reveals the role of green grabbing in 
displacing vulnerable populations, deepening ecological degradation, and entrenching global 
power imbalances. Without such an analytical lens, it becomes all too easy to accept green 
grabbing as a necessary or benign solution to environmental crises, rather than recognizing 
it as a deeply political process that prioritises profit over social and ecological justice. In 
this sense, political ecology not only provides the tools to critique existing practices but also 
offers a framework for imagining alternative pathways toward genuinely sustainable and 
equitable futures.
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How green grabbing has been  
happening in Turkey

In Turkey, it is the expansion of renewable energy that accounts for the majority of green 
grabs. Since it came to power in 2002, the Justice and Development Party (AKP) has 
pursued an aggressive neoliberal growth strategy that relied principally on extractive and 
resource intensive sectors such as energy, mining, construction and large-scale infrastructure 
development (see, e.g., Adaman et al., 2017). The liberalisation of the energy sector through 
a number of regulatory and institutional changes in the early 2000s, including the Law on 
Renewable Energy enacted in 2005, and the provision of various forms of financial support, 
led to a substantial increase in private sector investment in the sector. AKP promoted 
renewable energy, including hydropower, geothermal, wind and solar, not only as being 
essentially green, but also “domestic and national”, thus portraying them as indispensable 
to reduce the dependency on fossil fuel imports for energy production. Thus, a green 
discourse was wedded to a nationalist one to legitimise the opening up of rivers, agricultural 
lands, pastures and forests for energy investments—providing new opportunities for capital 
accumulation, especially for business actors who formed close bonds with AKP (Özen, 2024).

Hydropower 

Hydropower—although its classification as renewable is contested globally, is still promoted 
as such in Turkey—was the first target, historically speaking, in the rush for energy. The 
expansion in hydropower generation, with installed capacity increasing from 12,179 MW 
in 2002 to 32,379 MW in 2023 (DSI, 2023), included both large-scale projects (such as 
the Ilısu Dam and the Hydropower Plant on the Tigris river, which submerged the historical 
town of Hasankeyf, or the seven dams and hydropower plants on the Çoruh river, including 
the Yusufeli project which is the highest dam in Turkey), and small scale run-of-the-river 
hydroelectric plants. The latter mushroomed all across the country, especially in the Black 
Sea region, and often met with local resistance due to their impacts on local livelihoods and 
the environment. In fact, local environmental struggles against hydropower development 
have become key actors in environmental politics in Turkey (see, e.g., Aksu et al., 2016). 
The allocation of water use rights to private companies for these projects for 49 years has 
been regarded as a form of “water grab”, essentially dispossessing local communities by 
restricting their access to water and the ecosystems nurtured by the rivers (İşlar, 2016).

The expansion in geothermal, wind and solar energy followed suit. Geothermal power plants 
(GPPs) concentrated in the Aegean region, and their installed capacity increased from 15 
MW in 2004 to 1,691 MW in 2023 (Yener, 2024), driven by the guaranteed prices and 
the lax regulations that allowed companies to easily get the necessary permits and even 
operate without an environmental management plan (TMMOB, 2021). These GPPs have 
been constructed on some of the most fertile agricultural lands in regions with substantial 
agricultural production (including high value crops such as figs and olives) and caused 
significant environmental impacts due to the overexploitation of geothermal fluids, without 
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proper reinjection, as well as the release of CO2 and hydrogen sulphide into the air and 
effluents that bear chemicals and metals into waterways. The “unplanned, unregulated 
and uncontrolled” expansion of GPPs, and their impacts on agricultural production and 
quality of life, have fuelled a number of protests by farmers, rural dwellers, professional and 
environmental organisations in the region (Özen, 2024).

Wind energy: Carbon-neutral but politically biased

The policies to expand energy production in general and from renewable resources in 
particular also led to a significant increase in wind and solar energy. The installed capacity 
increased from 18.9 MW in 2000 to 11,803 MW in 2023 for wind, and from 40.2 MW in 
2014 to 11,691 MW in 2023 for solar (Serdar et al., 2024). In addition to the financial 
support mechanisms that made investments in wind and solar profitable and secure, 
principally thanks to the price guarantees, the allocation of land (whether forests, pastures 
or agricultural land) has been a key factor enabling these investments. In the case of private 
lands, the companies try to get the owners to voluntarily sell their lands, but if that does not 
work, the government resorts to “urgent expropriation”, immediately transferring the land 
to investors for projects deemed to be in “public interest”. 

The dramatic increase in wind and solar energy has also met with local resistance, especially 
in places where these plants have been geographically concentrated. For instance, in the 
Karaburun peninsula in İzmir, which hosts about 150 turbines, local communities have 
suffered from loss of access to land due to the allocation of agricultural and pasture lands 
for placement of turbines, and for the infrastructure to build and operate the plants, such 
as expanded roads to carry the turbines,  to move between them or to set up new electricity 
transmission lines. Local communities have also denounced the noise pollution—as some 
turbines are located very close to settlements—and the changes in the local landscape 
that affect their sense of belonging. Equally important has been the top-down decision-
making processes that exclude local communities. As part of this decision-making process, 
environmental impact assessments (EIA) nominally provide some space for communities to 
raise their concerns; however, in effect, communities are denied a real say in what happens 
in their local environment (Özçam, 2018; Sağlam et al., 2024). The Karaburun case 
exemplifies the loss of access to land and resources —the consequent loss of livelihoods—, 
negative impacts on rural landscapes and ways of life, and the imposition of such projects 
without due participation that the expansion of wind and solar energy production generates, 
demonstrating that despite their “green” credentials, renewable energy investments (re)
produce environmental injustice. 

It is also worth mentioning that some of the companies that invest in renewable energy are 
the same ones that operate fossil-based thermal power plants, or other extractive industries 
such as mining, and some belong to the pro-AKP business groups that have been key to 
maintaining the governing party’s hegemony (Adaman et al., 2017; Özen, 2024). In that 
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sense, more than serving environmental or social ends, the promotion of renewable energy 
has been a strategy of opening up new avenues of accumulation and bolstering the political 
regime. 

Conclusion

The appropriation of natural resources for environmental ends may well bring about serious 
negative impacts on people and/or cause ecological degradation. In Turkey, for example, green 
grabbing occurs principally as a result of renewable energy investments, which exemplify how 
projects framed as environmentally and nationally beneficial can serve as mechanisms for 
dispossession, deepening existing inequalities. If renewable energy projects are implemented 
without meaningful community participation, transparent governance, equitable distribution 
of benefits, it will undermine their legitimacy and reinforce environmental injustices. 
Furthermore, if climate policies are designed without due consideration of their social and 
economic impacts, public frustration may be redirected toward reactionary politics rather 
than environmental progress. Climate advocates and policymakers must therefore recognise 
these dynamics to ensure that green policies do not replicate the extractive and exploitative 
models they seek to replace.

Climate advocates and policymakers in Turkey cannot afford to ignore these concerns. By 
acknowledging and addressing the social and economic dimensions of environmental policies, 
they can build broader coalitions and prevent the weaponisation of climate action by right-
wing movements. Climate action must integrate social justice principles into its framework 
and advocate for climate policies that not only reduce emissions but also address structural 
inequalities. Just as the climate law is under discussion in parliament and Turkey’s climate 
network is being re-established, it is vital to develop policies centred on social justice. The 
impacts of the energy transition on labourers and vulnerable groups should be taken into 
account, ensuring that the green transformation is not only based on economic opportunities 
but also concerns of eliminating social inequalities.

Unfortunately, the draft for the Climate Change Law that has just been circulated carries no 
social justice concerns and does not legislate provisions for vulnerable groups and labourers 
in the upcoming transition, who are mentioned in passing. Revenues generated from carbon 
pricing and pollution penalties are directed into the general budget, a strong indication that 
it will not go to support programs for affected workers and communities. Moreover, there 
is neither a new emissions reduction target nor a date for coal phase out. What is being 
legislated in effect is an emission trading system (ETS), a market tool that has not largely 
decreased emissions in the countries it was implemented. The draft law seems to be focusing 
on green growth, and the proposed climate solution appears to aim mainly to “offset” carbon 
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emissions by investing in renewable energy and carbon sinks by planting trees.1  Designed 
in this manner, climate policies will become a tool for deepening social polarisation and 
potentially increase resistance to the transformation process. It also remains an exclusionary 
process as civil society groups were not properly consulted and did not have a saying in the 
draft prepared.

More particularly, renewable energy projects should require free, prior and informed consent 
from affected communities. Local populations must have a meaningful say in decisions that 
impact their land, livelihood and well-being. Additionally, energy governance structures should 
be democratised, ensuring that decision-making processes include representatives from local 
communities, labour unions and environmental organisations. Regular consultations and 
transparent reporting mechanisms should be established to address concerns and provide 
accountability. When such measures are insufficient, environmental activists are expected 
to prioritise supporting local communities instead of backing green policies that primarily 
benefit capital and are often enforced by the state.

Protection of land rights and fair compensation must also be prioritised. Forced expropriation 
of land for renewable energy projects should be prevented unless accompanied by fair 
compensation and alternative livelihood provisions. Safeguards must be instituted to protect 
agricultural land, forests and pastures from being unfairly allocated to private energy 
companies at the expense of local communities. In terms of the financial responsibility, 
climate policies must adhere to the polluter-pays principle. Revenues generated from carbon 
pricing and pollution penalties should be redirected into programs that support affected 
workers and communities. Also, governments should require renewable energy companies 
to prioritise local hiring and provide fair wages and benefits, ensuring that new green jobs 
genuinely improve workers’ livelihoods.

By instilling inclusive and participatory decision-making processes, land and labour rights 
can be protected, and economic benefits fairly distributed, making the green transition a 
force for positive social transformation rather than a reproduction of existing injustices. It 
needs to be recognised that diverse voices will strengthen green politics rather than weaken 
it. If environmental policies fail to consider the social and economic dimensions of the 
green transition, they risk losing public support and playing into the hands of reactionary 
movements. Only by prioritising justice, transparency, and participation can the green 
transition be both environmentally and socially sustainable. Last but not least, staying within 
planetary boundaries requires serious rethinking on the notion of economic growth, which 
has been greatly fetishized by the capitalist system (Akbulut, 2021; Boillat et al., 2012).

1	� htts://www.iklimhaber.org/iklim-kanununa-yonelik-tepkiler-buyuyor-teklif-iklim-degisikligi-ile-mucadele-
etmeyi-amaclamiyor/
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