


 GREEN ECONOMY

Sustainable and Growing, 
but Also Food Secure?
Nitin Desai and Claudia Ringler 

The United Nations Conference on Sustainable Develop-
ment, held in Rio de Janeiro in June, was 2012’s seminal event in the 
global dialogue on sustainable development. Called Rio+20, it was 

explicitly linked with the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, the UN conference that 
put sustainable development on the global policy agenda.

Whereas the 1992 conference focused on sustainable development, the 
2012 conference emphasized the related but distinct concept of a “green econ-
omy.” Ultimately, Rio+20 was arguably short on specifics and commitments 
related to building a green economy, but there is potential for advancing a 
green economy agenda in several ways. This chapter explains the practical 
impact of the Rio+20 conference and the concepts of sustainable development 
and the green economy in the context of the past 20 years.

FROM AGENDA 21 TO THE GREEN ECONOMY

The 1992 Earth Summit sprang out of the work of the World Commission on 
Environment and Development, informally known as the Brundtland Com-
mission, which was created in 1983. In 1987 the commission issued a report 
called Our Common Future, which famously defined sustainable development 
as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”1 Later, the report 
elaborated: “the exploitation of resources, the direction of investments, the 
orientation of technological development, and institutional change are all in 
harmony and enhance both current and future potential to meet human needs 
and aspirations.”2 

The Earth Summit resulted in a voluntary, nonbinding action plan for sus-
tainable development called Agenda 21. On the topic of sustainable agriculture 
and rural development, Agenda 213  proposed the following: 
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 X land planning, conservation, and rehabilitation,

 X water for sustainable food production,

 X conservation and sustainable agriculture,

 X integrated pest management and control 
in agriculture,

 X sustainable plant nutrition,

 X a transition to more modern and efficient forms 
of energy in rural areas,

 X diversification of farm and nonfarm  
employment, 

 X people’s participation in decisions on sustainable 
development, and

 X a review of agricultural subsidies and 
trade policies. 

Rio+20: Did It Move Us Forward?
MORGANE DANIELOU

For the agribusiness community orga-
nized under the Business Action for 

Sustainable Development, the 2012 
United Nations Conference on Sustainable 
Development in Rio de Janeiro—known 
as Rio+20—had positive outcomes: rec-
ognition of the importance of agriculture 
for poverty reduction, acknowledgment 
of the imperative to sustainably intensify 
agricultural production, and awareness 
of the necessary mosaic of solutions. It 
affirmed that, within the UN system, the 
approach to the private sector is changing 
as it plays an ever more important role in 
delivering solutions. 

Despite this, the outcome document 
adopted at the conference, called “The 
Future We Want,” failed to instigate a 
true turning point toward greater global 
food security because it did not deliver a 
clear course of action. Rio+20 covered a 
wide range of issues so, by nature, cannot 
be considered an expert forum. For this 
reason, it did not—and perhaps could 
not be expected to—deliver the concrete 
policy guidelines needed to achieve food 
security. Instead, it mostly noted the 
efforts and developments that have taken 
place elsewhere.

In addition, Rio+20 lacked explicit 
entry points for leveraging the exper-
tise of the private sector in delivering 
solutions. The initial attempt to focus on 
implementation gaps was valuable but 
did not find its way into the structure of 
the negotiations. It is a reflection of the 
nature of Rio+20 as a traditional inter-
governmental negotiating process, which 
makes it valuable in its own right but 
limited in its ability to draw on external 
expertise or translate into multistake-
holder commitments.

In contrast, the G8 and G20 Summits 
have been able to make influential deci-
sions that with concerted effort have 
already led to action to increase food 
security. For example, the launch of 
the New Alliance for Food Security and 
Nutrition after the 2012 G8 Summit rep-
resents a clear commitment to change 
that benefits from the support of 
partnerships. 

WHAT DID WE MISS? 
In Rio, decisions on how to address imple-
mentation gaps could have been made 
and commitments reached on issues like 
increasing research capacity in developing 

countries or improving the delivery of 
extension services. However, because of 
its shape and nature, Rio+20 is not really 
the key forum on food security. It is fair 
to say that such decisions and commit-
ments should be made elsewhere—in 
venues where the necessary experts are 
present and detailed principles and inter-
nationally accepted standards can be 
established, such as the Committee on 
World Food Security. These are the places 
where turning points can happen, as 
proven by the May 2012 adoption by this 
committee of the Voluntary Guidelines on 
the Responsible Governance of Tenure of 
Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context 
of National Food Security. 

The most concrete outcome of Rio+20 
for food security will be the post-2015 
agenda and the development of universal 
sustainable development goals, which 
aim to address the shortcomings of the 
UN Millennium Development Goals by 
focusing on eradicating poverty while 
protecting the environment. These goals 
will likely shape the way “sustainable” 
is defined in agriculture and draw on 
the expertise of those directly involved, 
including the private sector.
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sustainability, but that it can benefit from it—
through economic growth—while protecting the 
environment. As the World Bank described it, 
“inclusive green growth is the pathway to sustain-
able development.”6 

WHY IS A NEW CONCEPT NEEDED?

After 1992, Agenda 21 and the suggested reori-
entation toward more sustainable development 
did not substantially improve poverty, hunger, or 
environmental outcomes. The absolute number of 
undernourished people, measured at about 1 bil-
lion during 1990–1992, has fallen over the past two 
decades, but it has stalled at around 870 million 
during the past five years—perhaps in large part 
because of the double burden of higher food prices 
and economic recession. Growing natural resource 
scarcity contributed to growing hunger and poverty 
as well.7  

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment reports 
that 15 of 24 critical ecosystem services are in 
decline (Table 1).8 For example, although defor-
estation rates have declined in the Caribbean and 
East, South, and West Asia, they have increased 
over the past 20 years in other regions, particularly 
parts of Latin America, much of Africa, and South-
east Asia.9 The global freshwater fishery sector is in 
rapid decline in terms of both the biodiversity and 
quantity of aquatic species. The ocean commons 
remain highly exploited, even overexploited, and 
the outlook appears grim.10 

Unsurprisingly, land scarcity is rapidly worsen-
ing,11 and degradation continues apace. Whereas 
past efforts to combat land degradation have 
focused on drylands, the highest rate of land degra-
dation over the past three decades has occurred in 
the humid and subhumid tropics.12 The “land grab” 
phenomenon can be seen as a signal of weak land 
governance and management. Research on land 

A green economy can be thought of as 

one that is low carbon, resource efficient, 

and socially inclusive. 

Arguably, the concept of sustainable develop-
ment is particularly important in agriculture and 
food production, which are highly resource inten-
sive and depend heavily on the integrity and viabil-
ity of those natural resources. Agriculture and food 
production are also central to the social dimen-
sion of sustainable development, particularly as it 
relates to hunger and unmet food needs in develop-
ing countries. 

Overall, the outcomes envisioned from Agenda 
21 were an increase in food production and avail-
ability leading to a significant decline in hun-
ger, a substantial reduction in poverty,  improved 
conditions in critical ecosystems, and better 
integration of antipoverty efforts and natural 
resource management. 

During the 20 years after the 1992 Earth Sum-
mit, acceptance of the sustainable development 
concept was consolidated in the global policy con-
sensus. Nonetheless, there was arguably a lack of 
progress in implementing the programs agreed to 
at the summit. Trade, fiscal, and monetary poli-
cies often did not relate to or reflect sustainability 
concerns. Even if political will may have existed in 
ministries of environment and some other sectors, 
the public resources and the fiscal incentives and 
disincentives required were often not forthcom-
ing from ministries of finance or higher levels of 
leadership.4  

In 2008, in response to the perceived decline 
in public attention and gradual demotion of envi-
ronmental issues in the policy priorities of gov-
ernments, the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) advanced a new concept—the 
green economy—and pushed it hard for the next 
few years. UNEP defines a green economy as “one 
that results in improved human well-being and 
social equity while significantly reducing environ-
mental risks and ecological scarcities. In its sim-
plest expression, a green economy can be thought of 
as one which is low carbon, resource efficient, and 
socially inclusive.”5 At the same time other organi-
zations, such as the World Bank and the Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
adopted a focus on the related concept of “green 
growth.” Green growth implies not just that 
the world must bear the costs of environmental 
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use change and land use planning has advanced, 
but some argue that there has been little implemen-
tation on the ground. Shifting land toward more 
sustainable uses can be a slow process fraught with 
institutional and governance difficulties, including 
the continued conversion of natural land resources 
for human use. Lack of secure land use rights 
remains a challenge to sustainable rural develop-
ment and human well-being in parts of the develop-
ing world.13 

Water scarcity and degradation are also increas-
ing and have been attributed to economic and 
population growth, poor water management, and 
the impacts of climate change.14 Water use effi-
ciency has improved—in part thanks to continued 
advances in seed technologies and management 
practices—but much of the improvement was 
designed to counteract economically damaging 
water shortages rather than to proactively support 
sustainability goals.15  

Little improvement has been made on other 
policy elements of Agenda 21. Subsidies for agri-
cultural inputs and output may be even more 
prevalent. The developed countries are maintain-
ing subsidies that encourage overproduction and 
distort trade.16 Many developing countries have 
initiated their own large subsidy programs for 
water, energy, and fertilizers, even as these become 
increasingly fiscally unsustainable because of 
higher prices and greater need.17 On trade distor-
tions, some countries have scaled back tariffs, but 
the failed Doha Round of trade negotiations is a 
stark reminder that all is not well on the agricul-
tural trade front. The failure may have negative con-
sequences for global environmental sustainability, 
as continued trade distortions prevent food crops 
from being grown where comparative biophysi-
cal advantages, such as rainfall or fertile land, are 
greatest.18 

At the same time, it appears that CGIAR, a con-
sortium of international agricultural research cen-
ters, has underinvested in ecosystem-compatible 
agricultural systems. Some argue that such invest-
ment has remained limited because it has proven 
difficult to assess the full costs and benefits of envi-
ronmental services and sustainability and because 
CGIAR sees a focus on seeds and technologies as 

TABLE 1 Global status of ecosystem services 
evaluated in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment

Ecosystem service            Status

Food

Crops Enhanced

Livestock Enhanced

Capture fisheries Degraded

Aquaculture Enhanced

Wild foods Degraded

Fiber

Timber Both enhanced and 
degraded

Cotton, hemp, silk Both enhanced and 
degraded

Wood fuel Degraded

Genetic resources Degraded

Biochemicals, natural medicines, 
pharmaceuticals

Degraded

Fresh water Degraded

Air quality regulation Degraded

Climate regulation

Global Enhanced

Regional and local Degraded

Water regulation Both enhanced and 
degraded

Erosion regulation Degraded

Water purification and waste 
treatment

Degraded

Disease regulation Both enhanced and 
degraded

Pest regulation Degraded

Pollination Degraded

Natural hazard regulation Degraded

Spiritual and religious values Degraded

Aesthetic values Degraded

Recreation and tourism Both enhanced and 
degraded

Source: Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, Ecosystems and Human 
Well-Being: Synthesis (Washington, DC: Island Press, 2005), Table 1.
Note: Status indicates whether the condition of the service globally 
has been enhanced (if the productive capacity of the service has been 
increased, for example), degraded, or both.
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the best way to support rural livelihoods, incomes, 
and overall environmental outcomes.19 Moreover, 
national governments have invested little in ecosys-
tem service improvements, with some exceptions, 
such as China, which may be responding to the 
obvious adverse consequences of environmental 
degradation.20 

RIO+20 AND THE POTENTIAL FOR 
ACTION

At the Rio+20 conference, the green economy 
remained a controversial subject. Some developing 
countries and civil-society groups were concerned 
that a new valuation of natural resources would 
serve as an excuse for grabbing the resources of 

Green and Greener: Toward Sustainable Agriculture
SYLVIE LEMMET 

WHAT HAPPENED IN 2012? 
Food security is a pressing global concern. 
At the 2012 United Nations Conference 
on Sustainable Development (Rio+20), 
participants reaffirmed their commitment 
to enhancing food and nutrition secu-
rity for present and future generations 
by developing strategies at all levels 
that align with the Five Rome Principles 
for Sustainable Global Food Security.1 
To revive agriculture, it was agreed 
that investments are necessary in these 
areas: sustainable agricultural practices, 
rural infrastructure, storage capacities 
and related technologies, research and 
development on sustainable agricultural 
technologies, strong agricultural cooper-
atives and value chains, and urban-rural 
linkages.

A green economy is one that improves 
human well-being and social equity while 
significantly reducing environmental risks 
and ecological scarcities; the participants 
of Rio+20 recognized that such an econ-
omy is necessary to achieve sustainable 
development and poverty reduction. In its 
Towards a Green Economy report, the UN 
Environment Programme (UNEP) argued 
that “greening” agriculture will require 

investment in soil-fertility management, 
sustainable water use, crop and livestock 
diversification, biological plant and animal 
health management, mechanization lev-
els, storage facilities (especially for small 
farms), and supply chains—both upstream 
and downstream—for businesses and 
trade.2 The aggregate global cost of these 
and other investments and policy inter-
ventions required to transition to green 
agriculture is estimated at US$198 billion 
per year from 2011 to 2050.

As a follow-up to Rio+20, UNEP is 
currently working with countries world-
wide, responding to demands for technical 
assistance and capacity building to enable 
a green economy in various sectors, 
including food and agriculture. Through 
its partnership with other agencies, UNEP 
aims to strengthen the capacity of gov-
ernments and other stakeholders to man-
age the transition to socially inclusive, 
resource-efficient, low-carbon economies 
and to provide a springboard for action on 
commitments made at the conference. 

WHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS?
With a greener agriculture sector, 
UNEP stated that a growing and more 

demanding world population could be 
nourished with the estimated 3,200 kilo-
calories per person per day made available 
up through 2050. But additional research 
to disaggregate this scenario at regional 
and national levels is required. Similarly, 
given the rapid depletion of ecosystems 
and natural habitats resulting from farm-
ing, there is a need to assess the value of 
ecosystem services and their role in food 
production, conservation of vital pro-
cesses such as maintaining clean water, 
and waste decomposition. 

There is also a need to economically 
quantify the value of diminishing natural 
resources and environmental commodi-
ties as well as to explore the relationship 
between changes in ecological factors and 
food price volatility. Finally, while current 
research covers the economic value of 
food stocks that are either lost or wasted, 
there is a lack of information on their true 
value, which incorporates the value of the 
natural resources, such as water, fuel, and 
fertile soil, embedded in producing these 
food stocks.

Sylvie Lemmet is the director of the United Nations Environment Programme’s Division of Technology, Industry, and Economics, which is 
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 poor countries and people. There was fear that the 
terminology would be hijacked by the private sec-
tor to advance high-input intensification and indus-
trial agriculture.21  

The acceptance of green economy ideas in the 
Rio+20 outcome—the UN General Assembly res-
olution known as “The Future We Want”—was 
thus lukewarm. The 19 paragraphs devoted to the 
green economy seem to emphasize qualifications 

to the acceptance as much as the acceptance itself: 
“we consider green economy in the context of sus-
tainable development and poverty eradication as 
one of the important tools available for achieving 
sustainable development and that it could provide 
options for policymaking but should not be a rigid 
set of rules.”22 There is no clear commitment on the 
greening of economic policies such as agricultural 
or energy subsidies. 

Ties That Bind Energy, Food, and Agriculture
EUGENIO DÍAZ-BONILLA 

Agriculture and energy have always 
been interrelated, but the current civ-

ilization’s dependence on fossil fuels has 
redefined the relationship between them 
to one focused on agriculture and energy 
costs, in terms of producing, processing, 
transporting, and storing agricultural 
and food products. The Green Revolution 
occured at a time when energy costs were 
relatively lower and evolved in a context 
where greenhouse gas emissions were not 
considered a constraint. At a macroeco-
nomic level, sharp increases in oil prices 
have affected disposable incomes and 
generated recessions, creating impacts on 
agriculture.1 Recently, the links between 
energy and agriculture have expanded 
and become more complex. 

First, biofuel mandates increased the 
demand for agricultural products as fuel 
inputs, and developments in the nonfood 
energy sector now clearly affect food mar-
kets because of the difference in the size 
of the food energy market versus the non-
food energy market. If all the food energy 
needed for human beings to function and 

all the nonfood energy used by the world 
to operate is calculated in a common 
measure (joules, for example), the latter 
amount is about 16 to 18 times higher 
than the former. Second, the correlation 
of world prices of oil and agricultural com-
modities has become stronger in recent 
years because of financial investments 
in commodities. Finally, another link 
between agriculture and energy comes 
from climate change impacts attributed to 
fossil fuel use and emissions.

These links need to be considered 
in the current context of very high real 
oil prices, which began climbing in the 
first half of the 2000s. Although prices 
declined from their monthly peak in 
March 2012, they were very high through-
out the year and are projected in the next 
decades to be even higher than previous 
peaks, according to estimates by the 
International Energy Agency. The first 
period of high prices from the mid-1970s 
to the mid-1980s was sustained by strong 
world growth and geopolitical events, 
but it ended in the mid-1980s because 

growth softened, debt crises occurred 
in developing countries, and energy saw 
numerous technological innovations. The 
current high prices make the future sim-
ilarly uncertain. While global economic 
prospects are again deteriorating, new 
technologies like shale gas and tight oil 
are reducing energy prices in some large 
markets with important potential implica-
tions for agriculture, from fertilizer pro-
duction to global emissions. 

So, will we face a scenario similar to 
the one seen in the mid-1980s, when 
technological developments in energy and 
depressed global macroeconomic condi-
tions led to a collapse in energy prices? 
Or, is the world moving toward a situation 
of sustained real energy prices at levels 
not yet experienced in history? To answer 
these questions in a way that incorporates 
and potentially benefits agricultural pro-
duction, food security, and poverty reduc-
tion, a more systematic and integral view 
of the complex links between energy and 
agriculture is required. 

Eugenio Díaz-Bonilla is a visiting senior research fellow in the Markets, Trade, and Institutions Division of the International Food Policy 
Research Institute, Washington, DC.
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Discussions on agriculture and food at Rio+20 
added little to what had been agreed upon at the 
Earth Summit 20 years earlier, as is clear from the 
following statement from “The Future We Want”: 

 We reaffirm the necessity to promote, enhance 
and support more sustainable agriculture, 
including crops, livestock, forestry, fisheries 
and aquaculture, that improves food security, 
eradicates hunger and is economically viable, 
while conserving land, water, plant and animal 
genetic resources, biodiversity and ecosystems 
and enhancing resilience to climate change and 
natural disasters. We also recognize the need to 
maintain natural ecological processes that sup-
port food production systems.23

Nonetheless, some elements in the outcome of 
the Rio+20 conference could change how sustain-
able development is handled at the international 
level. First, ecological concerns could be main-
streamed into the central elements of economic 
policy. “The Future We Want” is less precise than 
its proponents wanted. But there is a window of 
opportunity to develop green economy ideas fur-
ther in the invitation to the United Nations, donors, 
and international organizations to provide tool-
boxes, best practices, models, good examples, and 
methodologies for policy evaluation.24 

Second, the conference resulted in a com-
mitment on a process to formulate Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs). The Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs), which emerged from 
the UN’s Millennium Summit, focused attention 
largely on quantifiable targets that touched indi-
vidual lives, such as halving poverty, reducing 
maternal and child mortality, and enhancing girls’ 
education. Although one goal spoke about sustain-
able development in general terms, the more col-
lective dimension of resource management got lost. 
Now the UN system will move ahead to comple-
ment—but not replace—the MDGs with goals and 
targets that include a stronger sustainability agenda 
that would build directly on Agenda 21. Areas sug-
gested for SDGs include combating poverty, chang-
ing consumption patterns, promoting sustainable 
human settlement development, preserving bio-
diversity in forests, protecting oceans and water 

resources, advancing food security, and promot-
ing sustainable energy, including from renewable 
resources.25 The very fact that the mandate for the 
SDGs has come from Rio+20 might strengthen the 
hands of those who want the resource dimension to 
play as large a role in defining these global goals as 
poverty reduction, health, and education.

Third, a new high-level forum may offer leader-
ship on green growth. Although the institutional 

outcome is still uncertain and must be negotiated 
further in the General Assembly, “The Future We 
Want” specifies that it would be a body with uni-
versal membership (that is, it would include all 
UN member states) aimed at, among other things, 
providing political leadership, advancing the inte-
gration of the three dimensions of sustainable 
development, and enhancing systemwide coher-
ence and coordination.26  

Also showcased in Rio was the UN secretary- 
general’s Sustainable Energy for All initiative, a 
multistakeholder partnership. It seeks universal 
access to modern energy services, a doubling of 
the rate of improvement in energy efficiency, and 
a doubling of the share of renewable energy in the 
global energy mix by 2030. In some ways it is a 
response to the heightened concern about climate 
change. Each Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change report since 1990 has been more defi-
nite about the anthropomorphic causes of climate 
change and more alarming about impact than the 
previous one.27 But energy is so central to all sectors 
that climate action must encroach on core areas of 
economic policy in order to change how energy is 
being produced and consumed, and thus how econ-
omies are run, to advance sustainable development 
and green growth. 

At Rio+20 and beyond, policy discussions about 
the green economy and sustainable development 
have occurred in parallel with developments in the 

The commitment to agree on Sustainable 

Development Goals may provide an 

impetus for action.
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private sector. Some private companies have started 
to promote sustainability and stewardship pro-
grams not only to support their own longer-term 
success, but also to attract more shareholders.28  

Last but not least, environmental sustainability 
has made its way into school curricula and public 
thinking, chiefly in developed countries—as evi-
denced by a recent opinion survey carried out in 
Germany on the topic of global food security29—
but also incipiently in developing countries. More-
over, consumer and environmental civil society 
groups have increased pressure for change toward 
sustainability. The results of this increased social 
engagement could be seen in the scale and impact 
of civil-society activity at Rio+20.

WHERE TO GO FROM HERE

The integration of sustainability with development, 
green policies with growth, and resource man-
agement with poverty eradication is not ensured. 
The commitment to agree on Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals may provide an impetus for action. 
The SDGs provide an opportunity to integrate 
resource management and poverty eradication, a 
task that seems to have been largely ignored as gov-
ernments and aid agencies have moved resources to 
antipoverty programs targeted directly to certain 
groups. It remains to be seen, however, if and how 
the SDGs will eventually make a difference for the 
environment and the poor. The potential for trade-
offs between these goals was well expressed by 
Agenda 21: 

While managing resources sustainably, an envi-
ronmental policy that focuses mainly on the 
conservation and protection of resources must 
take due account of those who depend on the 
resources for their livelihoods. Otherwise it 
could have an adverse impact both on poverty 

and on chances for long-term success in resource 
and environmental conservation. Equally, a 
development policy that focuses mainly on 
increasing the production of goods without 
addressing the sustainability of the resources on 
which production is based will sooner or later 
run into declining productivity, which could also 
have an adverse impact on poverty.30  

Even if governments are now asked to reorient 
policies and investments voluntarily toward green 
growth objectives (and future SDG targets), the 
actual achievement of these objectives will likely 
continue to be subject to the vagaries of economic 
growth and environmental stress.

Another factor that could energize implementa-
tion of green growth is a closer integration with the 
agenda emerging from the climate change negotia-
tions. Agriculture, which is predicted to be seri-
ously affected by the anticipated temperature and 
precipitation changes, is an important part of this 
agenda. If governments and international organi-
zations step up their efforts at adaptation activities, 
they could create a window of opportunity for pur-
suing the green growth agenda. Along those lines, 
the secretary-general’s Sustainable Energy for All 
initiative can help focus attention on the land- 
water-energy nexus that is central to a green 
economy.

There are other global programs with which 
a program for sustainable agriculture could find 
synergies. One example is biodiversity protection. 
Agriculture depends on biodiversity, not just for the 
wild ancestors and relatives of cultivars, but also for 
soil biota, natural predators of pests, and pollina-
tors. Similar synergies could arise if the growing 
global concern about freshwater scarcity leads to 
stronger commitments by governments and greater 
transnational cooperation.

A more difficult area for policy research and 
advocacy is related to the invitation to assist UN 
member states with toolboxes, best practices, 
and methodologies for policy evaluation that 
would allow green economy concerns to shape 
public policy. In the context of agriculture, such 
an effort would involve re-examining the per-
verse subsidies on inputs and outputs—issues 

Advances in efficiency must go hand in 

hand with improvements in the lives of 

poor and food-insecure people.
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present state of the world economy.31 And weak 
political will and limited fiscal capacity may stand 
in the way of effective action by governments. 
Responsibility for achieving a green economy 
and eradicating poverty may thus lie partly in the 
hands of civil society and the private sector, which 
will need to be provided with the incentives and 
information they need to ensure that their actions 
support poverty reduction, food security, and 
green growth.

that have so far found no policy consensus among 
national governments.

A word of caution is necessary. Worsening nat-
ural resource scarcity could provide an added push 
to move toward more efficient resource use—but 
any advances in efficiency must go hand in hand 
with improvements in the lives of poor and food- 
insecure people. Additionally, economic growth, 
financial stability, and fiscal health will likely 
remain fragile for many more years given the 
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