The Lie of Capital
AN =

Questioning the grand narratives of land grabbing
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The little narratives /N EE

= “Land rabblng is being done by foreign governments” “ -1y
A E U A

“Land grabbing is occurring because of food insecurity after
WorIdW|de food crisis in 2007-2008” 2 fTLA 2> I -F M U N O
2007-2008F 1 SR B fE AL a1 A AR £ 22 4 i) 7t

“Land grabbl is occurring where the land is not being used

anyway “iﬂgﬁﬁlﬁﬁiﬁ AR AEATART R FH b 7

“Land grabbmg iIs taking place in countries where there is weak
governance iﬂﬁ%ﬁl?gélift?ﬁfﬁxﬁ P 27

“Land grabbing results in d|sposseSS|on when the people do not

have secure land tenure rights” “% AM1&E Eﬂﬂb‘ﬁa E’Jiﬂﬂﬁﬂ, + 3
P 2 S E T HLR<F”



The grand narrative 7 KL=

m “Large scale land acquisitions are important investments.
They can revive agriculture, develop the countryside, and
move rural populations out of poverty.” “ KK HHAE S
xis%%&ﬁ’ﬂ%%o AT PLEIRAR . KEZH, R N 2R 2T
o

m “|f controlled properly, large scale land acquisitions can
Increase our food security. They can give us energy security.
They can protect and heal the environment.” “ 154115
4, KR SR SR DR EiR e 4. whiRAeIR 4. fRiP Al
JRCE: Ml



What’s missing from these

narratlves’7
XA IR T4 ?

= Some narratives hide reality. JEE0RUHE T | IS
m They redirect our focus, they deflect criticism. #FIRATHIAE & &EHHLE

= Or, they make something that is happening to appear as if it was
inevitable (““going to happen anyway no matter what we do to

B\r;;r’l’tgt) fIEE R AW FEIEEA R RS C “TowIRATa e, gL
= These “little lies” contain a grain of truth... “/NMiE” TaF —“LEM
.. but they hide a complex reality. (H&A IR EA 1T T &2 21t PsE

= Other narratives make fiction. JHABAEE 46 & i
= They are “make-believe”. CflE “THEEH” 2FH
m These * b|g lies” try to make us believe a thing that has no clear basis in

reality. X% “HRAR K7 A EILEIRA TG — 4 I 08 W I S 22 1) F5 1




The lie In the narratives

about land grabbing
AR O T R R T S

® The “little lies” are not telllng us the real causes of

land grabbing. “/NiiE 7 FEARE VFIRAT L HUEEEUY)
IERLNPN

® The “big lies” are not telling us the real
consequences of land grabbing. “ Kiis” JFk

T UREATT b U H s e R




Overview 2\

® Background &

= Analytical Approach 43 #1#1 f

= Challenging the little narratives k% /N1 =

= Questioning the grand narratives Jii 5t 7= K #

m Dilemmas [H 5
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Background 5 =

= Convergence of global crises &EREHLIK R &
= Land grabbirg&%;ccurring in recent years in the context of numerous global

crises LI ALFORARZ EEMEAHLIE 5 R I

= energy, environment, climate, financial, food A8, 8. S{E. $ph. WE

= Rise in big (trans)national land deals K52E PN (EED FHAE 5 1K)
m \Ii‘]a}rﬁic\)#s estimates of the amount of land changing hands: <+ #1525 8 & 1A
HGT
= from 45 million hectares since 2007/8 (World Bank)
H2007/84:24500 /3 Al (HH F4R17)
= to 227 million since year 2000 (Oxfam) H20004F#22. 2712 AW CRifix)

= Known as the “global land rush” or “global land grab” #Fy “ 4Rk 11
e ARk B
= Trend is likely to continue X fia 34 ] f e fr 4L

= World Bankin 2011 reveals the potential “suitability” of between 445 million
and 1.7 billion hectares of land 20114 #a it F AT A TS, AR “EH” Him
HIEA.A5(L B 1TAL A b

= Available for land grabbing?? ix &+ i #5 v F T - H 2



b

New features Hri

L

m | and grabbing not new, but today has exhibits some broadly new features

THBARIOIF A, (HAE SN 20— 28 AL

= Trending toward large-scale acquisitions of land # ] T KA i) HHIAE (5
= Media attention on upper end of the scale BiA& e i X Lo AL 1) R

= Becoming global in scope 776 F il & 45k
= From sub-Saharan Africa & Horn of Africa M\ ia 4 LA JE AT IR 2 £
= To Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay F|E7G. FiE. EHiE
= And parts of Southeast Asia (Cam, Laos, Phil) A REIERIE S ORAfZE. Zht. 35
)
= Also Ukraine, Australia + (DL 5%, JRFI, %)

= Occurring at a fast pace #FE#E 2

= Numerous attempts to estimate aggregate area over time 18 % 55T 43k - i3 B
TAR A T
m from several 10s of millions, to 100s of millions of hectares of land over 5-10 years

FEAKH)S-10E [APRHE B T3 AW 2R EACA




A few examples - A ATl
— 5 fr LAt e

Liberia — 220,000 ha in 2009 F| Lk ¥ 2009422 1 bl
9 %me Darby (Malaysian) for oil palm, rubber ZxAELR (LRIGIE) T kR FIRg R

Argentina - 1 million ha in 2002 FiR Z£——20024£100 /5 A Liji
jBP?netton (Italian) for wool, cereals, wood Vgl (B KA HTEE. YA

Nigeria - 30,000 ha in 2011 JE& H F|IFL——20114E3 7 /A bl
= Dominion Farms (American) for rice Dominion{1 (EE) /K FEFE

Cambodia — 60,000 ha in 2006 3 i €E——20064F6 /3 A i
= Ly Yong Phat (Cambodian) for sugarcane LYP&ERF CRIFZE) {H mEFhk

Mozambique — 63,000-140,000 ha for tree plantation since early 2000s%< 3 Lt

e——H 21 LW 4R 176.3-14 77 23 Bl IR A AR

m %kweti F(grest (Moz, Swed, Norw, US, Dutch) Chikwetigz bk (ZExLbon. Hidl, HRE.
H . faf



Problem of measurement
T & 7 A

= “Like pinning a wave to the sand” “#if& LAVb 4R ”
= Impossible to “pin down” amount of land involved ATl #¢ “#4E” B+
Hiy )£
® Various reasons: different stages ofJgrg’ect planning, implementation,
financing; unreliable recordingfR £ J& K. T H . St A0 5 Bl AN =] B
B ARTEERIER

0 Ei £)degree of indeterminacy (“fuzziness”)& K “AHEME” (B
\ ﬂ‘
n Vj;t(%“know” that land grabbing is happening® A1 &E “ L E1E
= But we can’t pin it down exactly {H2& A1k mY) e

" So how will we know land grabbing if we see it? WA FATE BIZA
LGS, AnAn] FR3E X 2 M A 2

= The answer is not obvious, su gesting a deeper problem for
analysis. ZZLIFFERT Z W, EEE— N RE 511 A8



Problem of definition =~

T 5 1 ) it

= What counts as LG? WFLEF 2 “ L HIIBHEL” ? =- T o e Rt
g S)\?Flvya\év‘pat is reported? Only above 1000 hectares? R A ##k 15 i s 2 KA #121000
NN

&l %I’))ly foreign grabs? Only food or fuel grabs? R G 4MNEHERU) ? R A SR Bl GE I il 14
N

= Only “done deals”? Only those that harm food security? 15 “C&L%EBHS” 2 R

AL FRE LN

D |‘ijojI§%ned too narrowly, we may miss too much R EB/KE, ATk
2L
= Narrative focused on food security is too narrow 5 /TR & 22 4 ) g R B4
= Limits scope to cases reported in news media — FAI8AY PR T 357 [ AR TR 38 1) 2451

= Gulf States, China, South Korea would seem to be main “grabbers” 5 E 5. 41,
i [ A2 AN T ) A

m |f defined too‘b/ro‘ao‘lly, we may lose what is distinctive about land grabbing
today WER A EGEE TE, HATH o8 K 55 S HEEH JhUR: 2 Ab
= Not all transfers of land are “land grabbing” in this sense A& A i) L i i #6 /2 ix
B “ g
® For example, certain kinds of distributive and redistributive agrarian reform; certain
kinds of ex%gpriatiqn for fu blic purpose? %, 35 Be P FTE 7 B P B A H AR o
ALy o FEFH R T FEAT B AR 2



Alternative approach
HoAh AR A

o I;Iﬁow then to avoid these problems of definition? /S 5 5 58 W H X £ ]
ol ?

= |Instead of searching for a definition (more descriptive), we can highlight
the key defining features (more analytical)FATr] LU AR 1 7 € FFAE
W BT A ) AN TR —ANE X (W E T iR )

m Step back from both actor-oriented definition (who are the “grabbers”),
and from process-oriented definition (how the land transfer happens) A
ITEhE SRR E GEL “EECE” ) MRS AE (LR ERKE
1) JeiR—

= Both are relevant, but not definitive enough — & #R B2, (HE BRI

= Use a combined political economy and political ecolo}cjgy apﬁroach to
g&nderstand land grabbing PABUR BT RIEGE A S A S5 A AR A SR FEL g 1 Hh 2
= To make more visible: 5548 7~ 41 ) 5.
= TEQ%%\anging nature of land use, purpose, control = HuFF . Fag Rz il (4540
= The changing relationship of humans with nature \ 5 H %k 5% & 284k,



bo)

Defining features 5 & 411

L

= Long-term lease, purchase, and other institutional arrangements
AL BT L ) SR Ath /] 2 22 1
®m For example -- contract growing, su/Qermarket contracts,
gre forestation, conservation WIJ%D—E: FPR. @A R, (EHD Sk,

P i
0 Iﬁarge-scale extraction of natural resources X H 2R B I 1 K AT
X
m Land, water, forests, fisheries, rangelands etc. L. 7K. FHFIK. #37.
Wodg, 5%
= Through the production of food and non-food goods; il R £ FEHR
B A A

= Capture and shift in control %45 il f{) 3 HUR A4S #

= Power to decide the meaning and purposes of the land, water and
other closely linked natural resources. #E 3. 7K ANH AL 1) SR
H S8 B I R S I AL



Also ... UL K&......

= Various types of investors ANE|ZEAY o5 &
= natural persons and corporate entities H 78 AF12: A
= private, public and public-private groups #AH . A ILRIAFAE & HE
= domestic and foreign [E P )41 E 41

= Lands in a variety of conditions & locations A~ [7] & A4 & ) 1
= Agroecological conditions: £ kA A4

= from productive plains to forested uplands M4 77 11 J5 2 Ak
AT b

= Spatial locations: %5 [A]4 & :
= from remote rural to peri-urban corridors M fiize £ A 23w &0 1

= Lands under diverse property rights regimes £ o= B & T #) 14

= private, community or state/public landsf\ . #E X Fr g s E x5/ A L H
Hh



And then finally ... 5%

= The basic land transaction Z A #5355
= Variety of qualitative conditions A~[&] 15 4 1 12
» Legal/ilegal (national law context)&i:/dEi% (EFIEEE 5
= Transparent/un-transparent (good governance)i B/ AiEH (EIR)
= Coercion/ no coercion (human rights framework) & #|/4E 5] (A

RHEZ)
= Linked to recent global and qualitative changes in: 5 LA 1] @ H iz >k 4 Bk
) o 2k A A AH SR K

= Global food-feed-fuel complex & ERAR & -1a k- 1kl g &k
= Multiple “poles”, multiple “flows”% “¥” . % “WH”
= |dea of environmental protection ¥ 35 {54 f) &
= Green washing, green grabs A m] 2t “JE3E7 « SREEH—UL
SRR 240 17 4 T
m Big financial investment flows K& 4 f# 5t
= |nto “safe” and profitable investments like land i\ “ 24 1) .

A A AT BB 0, 0 13

= “financialization of agriculture” “f&\VK4:mfL”



Challenging the little
narratives #k it /N g S

= v . : s i 4 ' -:.. L
3= F ~ Al &




“Land grabbing is done by foreign

governments” “£ IR 11 45 FHiE
T

= Media spotlight since 2007-08; powerful imagery of “land grab”:
Northern colonizers = Southern victims 2007-08%(5 DRI BEARZE £, “

B e KRE: EHHRE>H X ES
= But this doesn’t tell the whole story:{HIX 3/ 42 il 5 1 4358

= More national elites/domestic companies takinead rolein LG in
%V\é\ countries BRI 1 [E S0, B N A FEATE LB B iyiE 12

= Ethiopia ZRZEMLLI.60%
= Nigeria JEg HF|97%
= Sudan 75:178%
» Cambodia %% 70%
= More intra-regional flows (South = South)5 £ KX AR 5) (FEF)

= Domestic governments facilitate, broker, partner [E ] BURFE AT B
2 NASTKNR A




“Land grabbing caused by food
iInsecurity after 2007-08 food crisis”

“ - 14 FE IR 2 H12007-08 AR ETEPLZ J7
HIIR B2 | G &

= Narrative is too much centered around food/ food securityiX — A F T T IR S R & 24

gt\Jgjg];iéEes LG to increase and stabilize food supply PAHE & Al e f N oA -+ Hh B R
=RV
Assumption: more food = more food for all i%: FLWE=rH AN#HEELZRE

But evidence shows the global land grab started earlier {H 2 iE- 8 % 8] 4 3Rk - H HE AL I
ZHiea kAt
Rush to increase “renewable enegx”‘in transport beginning in early 2000s 21224 1]
S a6 S RAE A s Far R 8 i “ AT AR RE YR
8 ijzssumes “biofuels” reduces GHG emissionsfii ik “AEWaEIR” 2 FF KR =S4
)i}
ngt?&a%g%iacm of “flex crops” + livestock over past 10 yrs fEid £ 10FE APk “ RIGIEW”
[SE}
= flexible use of crops for food-feed-fuel depending on price signalstR #E i #% 15
SRIEFHEY: nTUEARE . R
= 0il palm, sugarcane, soya i, HEMKE
m Boliviad |4 V: 241,793 ha in 1994 - 700,331 a in 2009
Expansion of non-food production IR &4 = 1K
= Mining XA
® ndustrial tree plantation (“reforestation” to “capture” carbon dioxide) / 2%

annualincrease in treeﬁglantatipn area globally (FAO 2011) Tbi&Etk ¢ “EHH
AR SR “FR1G” ) /RIREFIE IR 2% (FAO201D)



“Land grabbing is occurring in
unused and degraded land”
“ AL HPEIN R R A FLB A

b CHHEAT)

= Especiallyin Africa (201 m), LatAm&Car (123 m)JGHAEIRM (2.0112) , i
SERINE X (1.2312)

= Assumption: low populated, unused lands % : AW D> . ARHF) AR

= \WWon’tdispossess peasants, easy to acquire, positive outcomes (make
productive something that previously wasn’t) A< S5t & RIOFIG, &
kT, S AERRACOR (2 B A A i ARG A7 1)
m Targeting such land makes the solution to the problem seem more
acceptable: X S -l (1) i A A8 7] &R g 7 OB AU BE AT 252
m “solution” — expand land / intensify production “JH&” —§ KL H/EEZ
7
= “problem” - “Ja@l”
need to double/triple food supply; 7 B XU/ =15 1 IR & {1k N
need to “capture” carbon; FF 5 “3KHE” K
8 need to increase rural incomesi 52 m AR M IR

= The minimum “suitable” land of 445 millionha” (WB) “i& &~ L/ b7E4.4510




= But top-down assessments of “available land” are only possible by
(over)simplifying reality (Scott 1998){H &%} “ml FJH 3 ” B B FAY
PG R BT ELsL) () A Arl e sl (Scott 1998)
= Satellite images — no people can be seen! P 2 §fg—& R~ F AN !

= Official census data - reliability is questionable B 77 & & 2 #E—(E
2 N gt
» Standardization of key concepts based on an ideal type - but
who defines what this ideal is and does it make sense across all
situations and settings? & T —Fh # AR A 3 4% O A 3047 b AL ——H
R WER A E X AR RAT A, EAETA WG B EE Th SGE REAA R ?
= “land”/ “productive” “+H#h” / “HpAE”




0 ,le\jnd much evidence points in a different direction: #24% KUFHE TR 5 — D)7
Hf:
= Much of so-called “marginal” land is pogula_{ged, productive, biodiverse etc
RZPNBR “ib%” tHe A NDEER. BE~ IR, BEEMEZFEMR, &%
= Many investors want prime land (Africa) 1R £ % & 8 B i 1 i GEPD
= water availability and irrigation potential A 7] F FH # 7K % V5 R £E i E i

= soil fertility Hh 77 ARk
= proximity to markets £ 1%
= availability of infrastructure F:aH % i 8 %

0 I;% bot? Jc:ﬁases, harmful outcomes — examples: 1E1X HFf i F #f2xid g E45
—— 1
= Unfavorable lease and labor contracts (Phil/Ecofuel) AF| i) #5157 51
J1& [ (G /Ecofuel)

= Expelled from land, destroyed food production (Moz/Procana) & R 43X
%, BOASHREArE (B w/Procana)

= Native forests ref;olaced with tree monoculture (Moz/Chikweti) & 4 #R K

P A F— PR T U (3L EE 5/ Chikweti)






“Land grabbing is taking place in
countries with weak governance”

“ 1 Hh P UK AR AE VR BN T ) [ 5K

= Assumption: LG is affecting less countries, and for reasons linked to the poor
national Iaws and weak law enforcement 5 #: -+ B B0 1) l%iﬁl@i@/"
J TR 59 2 AN 56 25 1Y 1) 0 A A 55 RV R AT

m But the evidence shows: 1H 2 iF 353 i1

= |G expansionin many more countries = HiiBEBUZE RSB 2 1 E K 5k

= ThroughoutLatAm & Caribbean - expansion of “flex crop” plantations,
livestock ranches, fruit farms, vineyards, m|n|n ,industrial tree iolantatlonshj%

HE) L X FE e i, ST TR, e R, B Tl
PRI Tk

= Throughout Sub-Saharan Africa — expansion of food, agrofuel, mining "4 $z LA

F AR —— R, AR BTk

= ThroughoutAsia -- from India to Cambodia to Burma to the Philippines MEM :
MNENFE 2SR %, M4 2] FE 0

= And alsoin* uneggected places - Australia, Serbia, Ukraine DL & —% “ i A&
B I T ——R KR, ZERGENY.. =

u Many of these settings could be described not as “weak states” but as
“strong states” %Compare Brazil vs. Burma vs. Ph|I|pp|nes) IX L [ SR [X A

RZIFA RPN IRy “ggEZ” i “amER” CREmMgnE. JEEREHEED






“Land grabbing leads to dispossession
because land tenure rights are not

secure” “H T LHIEBUANE, LHUERCH T
T HHFG

= This makes a number of assumptions: iX/=4 7 — RAIME % -

= Normative: rights of tenure ought to be “secured” and recorded
;formal, paper-titles) (or what? If not, then “fair game”? Inevitable loss?)
PR PR I R AR ROk CEsUIBGE A (s 3k
XA AR 7 222 ORI BARAE R NTEEPOE R, REEWRE
XLt ) DU VAR ? )

= Regulatory: formalization of land rights is a mere technical-
management process (rather than first and foremost a deeplé/ Bolitical
one) MBI ;T HRURII B AL AU — AN BoR S BRI AR (I AN AL I o 2
BARBUa )

m Prescriptive: rights of tenure of local people can be protected against
land grabbing through voluntary “codes of conduct”/ “corporate
social responsibility” type approaches BUEER: =i A I+ AU AT LA
RO S a0 ) R 1L R /A i = o7 R/~ s W A w1 11

0 AerEearS in all the major initiatives around regulation of land grabbing i

t

FITAT 1 S8 = R EORL | ) = AR 80




= What does the evidence say? 5 SZiF 35 & JF A 144 ?

® [and titling is not necessarily “pro-poor”-- often is not at all in
practice, leading to dispossession of poor people (e.g., Philippines,
Vietnam +) LHONVEGEARIRE “NTH N7, FL EFFERAA X
FE, 12T ANRIERIZF (BSR4

m Clearerland property rights do not necessarily mean that rights will
be automatically protected from LG (e.g., Mozambique, Brazil,
Indonesia +)i# I A 3 = AU L IR BB AR 2 78 LB U 5 315 3
TRy (BNt T, Bjes)

m Secure land rights are necessary but not sufficient (See Cotula &
Vermeulen from Africa) BHAfH L HBCR) & BB R, (EAZ T 1

m | Gs are often brokered by corrupt officials and leaders who follow
different set of rules. - # B & 5 WCE 53 FIEAE 3 8000 i) 40 5 2
EVNLEIEIUN



® [ Gisnotjust abou%physical dispossession but a broader sense of

dispossession HHBEUEA X2V ERRIZE, W) iz E X R RIRE

= Many proponents of LSLA say that smallholders can be respected,
protected and benefit through incorporationinto the Eroject at hand,
and that this is better than exclusion KU 4 M8 B 1R 2 H137 34 i/ 18

gﬁ%ﬁf COE R R B H AT H sh e 2 E . RIS, X R H HE

» But compare “exclusion” vs. “adverse incorporation” {E&¥ “HEF”

A AN A EEER

= Focus on contracts and contract negotiations because this is where
terms of inclusion are decided KL & FAAGFEBRA, KOV S BIE
TEIX HLYE Y

= ElCﬁontracts and the problem of power differences & [7 F1 1173441 7]
e

= Whatis at stake is the power to decide “who has what rights to which land
for what purposes and for how Ionﬂg” B ] LR AU IR PE “ HERLZE
P IR E B R 2 AR TR A A TR LEAUR) ol ST







Questioning the grand

—a

narratives Jii &t 7= KEEE

m | arge scale land acquisitions, whether through long term
lease or purchase, are needed to reinvigorate agriculture,
develop the countryside, and deliver rural populations from
poverty by providing jobs and boosting incomes. 75 28 13 K #H
A R S, ol K S IE I SE, SRE AR, KEZ
A, B SR AL AR S NRAEAAT N R 1

= No clear evidence for this claim yet 2R [ % X Fh &5 FR 1 76 B 6 1E 35
= Growing evidence of just the oppositeiflfi ik £ I IERE 1A T4 15 1) H
]






® |fdone properly, large-scale land acquisitions can food and energy security, and
protect and heal the environment. IFa/ERG =, KRB HAE 5 A] DA =i £ A BEdR
74, RAPA IR AL

= Whatis “proper” land grab? {4 & “5245” LB ?
= Follow ethical codes of conduct, principles #4547 2 )46 3 2 1) A 5

= But these assume that high-tech, capital-intensive, industrial monocultures are
the way forward {H 2 EAMRB SR BEAS SR DMk AK ) 5 — R 2 BTk i 7 1)

®m Theyignore the issue that the underlying development model is part of the
problem, so how can it be the main solution? 2% 1 —/N, A2 ks ik
Je AU M R — 5, BARRRON FERIREIRTT 52

® Why need CoC, why notjust do it? Same reasons companies do what they
do now, is the same reason they will continue to do what they do in the future
— maximization of profits N4 fE ZATSAEN], A AANBEIXFE 2 ? Al
IUAE AT A TZEAT I R B R 1 AT TR R s AR 24T 4, sl 2 AT B KA



Highlights 2 15

= Conventional definitions tend to define many (most?) cases of
land grabbing “out” of the picture /24 R e i THIRZ (4K
EZ VO wbilik: SVENE ST ISR UR T

= The real picture of the global land grab is much bigger, more
complex, more serious than earlier portrayed (which was
already cause for concern) o<1 BK i 18 B 1) H1 5 FE 2t F R
R (BashExd) EREZ, SR

® The impacts so far have been negative, harmful to people,
livelihoods, ecosystems — or, at least not generating the benefits
promised by advocates of large-scale land acquisitions HHj A
1Bt N EMASRKRGL M. A5, lF2DEAaT
Az A - AE 5 B SCHF AT i 0 1 IR L8707



The global land rush raises profound
issues about the control of land 4%k

T Hi B (5 5] T A i R 20 R

= Who ought to have what rights to which land for how long and for
what purposes, and, how ought this be decided and by whom? i)™

VR R E R EL 2 RN BP0 S AT S i
WEHRE 7

= Should priori‘% be given to local users/rights holders, small-scale food
producers? LAt N %25 2l E AR & . NI R A 7 g 2

= Should local governments and national governments also have a say, and
if so how much? 24U AT E R EBUF B SAZ A K 5?2 XAMRNIZA 2 K2

= \WWhat about corporations — how much say should they have in
determining the use and control of land now and into the future?X} T2 ],
fATIAE DR E H AT ALRE R 3t B A 5 420 7 T iz A 2 KR 512

= \What about consumers - e.g., the end-users of whatever is produced on
the land, including lands that are grabbed? %I T4 #&We? filintH (4
PEHEHUH D ATRAT = HY A 2 s B - 2

= Who among them should count as “stakeholders” inr

AT R TR AT WERZ AR AR AT KR ) “ A si o8 2







Dilemmas A J5

m |G vision of the future: Who will own the countryside? Where
willwe get our food and energy? Will have any real choices
in where this comes from/ how its produced? & 3k 1 Hh 18 B i) f
9. WS 28 BNTUHTRA EAREIR? X T IX Mk S 2
AT B SRR NS 2 B AN REYE S A A 7 1) 2

m |f this is not what we want, what then? WX A2 FRAT A,
A AT A We ?

» And who will decide? HiEkikE?



The End {5t !

= Thank you for your attention!



	The Lie of Capital�资本的谎言
	The little narratives 小叙事
	The grand narrative 宏大叙事
	What’s missing from these narratives? �这些叙事中遗漏了什么？
	The lie in the narratives about land grabbing�叙事中关于土地攫取的谎言
	Overview  纵览
	Background 背景
	New features 新特征
	A few examples – �一些例子
	Problem of measurement�关于测量的问题
	Problem of definition �关于界定的问题
	Alternative approach �其他视角
	Defining features 界定特征
	Also … 以及……
	And then finally …最终
	Challenging the little narratives 挑战小叙事
	“Land grabbing is done by foreign governments”“土地攫取是由外国政府所为”
	“Land grabbing caused by food insecurity after 2007-08 food crisis” “土地攫取是由2007-08年粮食危机之后的粮食安全问题所引发”
	“Land grabbing is occurring in unused and degraded land”�“土地攫取发生在未利用土地和退化土地上”
	幻灯片编号 20
	幻灯片编号 21
	幻灯片编号 22
	“Land grabbing is taking place in countries with weak governance”�“土地攫取发生在治理不力的国家”
	幻灯片编号 24
	“Land grabbing leads to dispossession because land tenure rights are not secure”“由于土地产权不明确，土地攫取才导致了土地剥夺”
	幻灯片编号 26
	幻灯片编号 27
	幻灯片编号 28
	Questioning the grand narratives 质疑宏大叙事
	幻灯片编号 30
	幻灯片编号 31
	Highlights 要点
	The global land rush raises profound issues about the control of land 全球土地圈占引发关于土地控制的深刻议题
	幻灯片编号 34
	Dilemmas 困局
	The End  谢谢！

