Received: 16 March 2021 Revised: 21 May 2021

Accepted: 7 June 2021

W) Check for updates

DOI: 10.1002/sd.2222

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Sustainable —yq. AT
Dlg/calg];mcent W B 2 WILEY

Resourcification: A non-essentialist theory of resources

for sustainable development

Hervé Corvellec! | Johan Hultman! |

Johan Ekroos® |

1Department of Service Studies, Lund
University, Lund, Sweden

Abstract

2Lund University Centre for Sustainability
Studies (LUCSUS), Lund University, Lund,
Sweden

3Department of Business Administration, Lund
University, Lund, Sweden

“Centre for Environmental and Climate
Research, Lund University, Lund, Sweden

SDepartment of Biology, Lund University,
Lund, Sweden

SDepartment of Political Science, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University,
Blacksburg, Virginia

Correspondence

Hervé Corvellec, Department of Service
Studies, Lund University, Lund, Sweden.
Email: herve.corvellec@ism.lu.se

KEYWORDS

1 | INTRODUCTION

In a world comprising nearly 10 billion people, competition for the
resources required to develop the material wealth to sustain accept-
able living conditions will only accelerate. In response to this increas-
ing competition, the United Nations General Assembly adopted the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, an interconnected set of
17 sustainable development goals (SDGs) that come with a pledge:

to protect the planet from degradation, including
through sustainable consumption and production, sus-
tainably managing its natural resources, and taking
urgent action on climate change, so that it can support
the needs of the present and future generations
(United Nations, 2015, p. 2).

Anne Jerneck? |
Niklas Wahlberg® | Timothy W. Luke®

Susanne Arvidsson®

Overuse of resources is accelerating current negative trends in climate change,
ecosystem destruction, and biodiversity loss. The ultimate outcome is that contem-
porary human society is reaching or exceeding the limits of planetary boundaries. It is
therefore imperative to articulate a new theoretical understanding of resources and
the ethical, political, and environmental conditions of their use. In this article, we take
a radical departure from treating resources as having fixed, essential and ready to
exploit qualities, and offer a non-essentialist theory that considers that resources
come into being as a result of social processes. We label this approach res-
ourcification. This shift offers a new theoretical platform for developing a post-
sustainability understanding of the relationships of humans to humans, to other living
creatures, and to the physical environment, one that is more suited to meeting the

challenges of working with the sustainable development goals in the Anthropocene.

Anthropocene, genes, labor, resources, resourcification, waste

Yet, we assert that little progress can be made in meeting the
SDGs without confronting in theory and practice how increasing
amounts of tangible natural materials such as minerals, oil, and timber,
as well as intangible immaterial assets such as emotions, culture, and
knowledge, come to be identified as readied for and turned into
resources. We call this process resourcification (see Luke, 2002) to
make clear that things are not turned into a resource simply because
they are exploitable and close at hand. Many social conditions have to
be fulfilled before things become effectively exploitable, for example,
the availability of capital, technology, and social acceptance. Res-
ourcification as a concept provides a framework for understanding
why, how, where, when, and for whom the social processes of
resource mobilization unfold.

Resourcification makes clear that resources are not simply already
here but are the outcome of social processes that condition what is

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs License, which permits use and distribution in any
medium, provided the original work is properly cited, the use is non-commercial and no modifications or adaptations are made.
© 2021 The Authors. Sustainable Development published by ERP Environment and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Sustainable Development. 2021;1-8.

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/sd 1


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7491-8816
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8609-9862
mailto:herve.corvellec@ism.lu.se
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/sd
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1002%2Fsd.2222&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-06-14

2 Sustainable ... B
—l—Wl LEY— Development M= '%’w E

CORVELLEC ET AL.

considered a resource. Resourcification affords the theoretical and
practical means to shift attention away from naive essentialist claims
about some intrinsic attractive quality in resources as such, to a focus
on concrete explication of the social processes whereby things are
made ready for conceptualization, extraction, and utilization as differ-
ent types of resources (e.g., Moya-Clemente, Ribes-Giner, & Pantoja-
Diaz, 2020). This can be contrasted with the objectivist understanding
of resources inherited from the paradigmatic engineering practices of
18th-century German scientific forestry (Scott, 1998, chap. 1) that
defines resources as existing per se, independent of the specific social
contexts, conditions, and practices needed to locate, extract, and uti-
lize them. Such an objectivist view is problematic as it neglects consid-
ering; first, the processes of how resources come into being with
potential utilities and actual values and second, the cultural, economic,
and technical consequences of these imaginative and extractive pro-
cesses. Resource economist Erich Zimmermann (1951 [1933]) was the
first to address this problem by reframing resources in the dynamic
category of “becoming” rather than the static conditions of “being.”
He introduced a shift from an objectivist universal sense of resource
utility to a non-essentialist approach in which resources must first be
discovered or imagined to have specific valuable qualities that can
be variably, intentionally, and purposefully produced in different time
and space conditions of use (Bakker & Bridge, 2006). Resourcification
then begins to express “a cultural category into which societies place
those components of the non-human world that are considered to be
useful or valuable in some way” (Bridge, 2009, p. 1219) in a more rela-
tional paradigm that emphasizes complexly entangled process think-
ing, because “mainstream approaches to sustainability currently fall
mainly within a technocratic paradigm, focused on addressing certain
elements of the system without addressing the intrinsic relations
between those elements” (Walsh, Béhme, & Wamsler, 2021, p. 74).

There is a codetermining dynamic between resourcification pro-
cesses and SDG achievements. One the one hand, the SDGs create
conditions of purposefulness that enable people to start turning
things into resources, for example, when the need for climate action
serves to convince politicians and households that a separate collec-
tion of organic waste in Sweden is an example of sustainable waste
management (Corvellec, 2016). On the other hand, resourcification
processes, even if only liminal, strengthen the legitimacy and rele-
vance of the SDGs by supporting the claim that they are achievable,
for example, when waste-to-energy technologies are promoted as a
potential resource to improve health, provide clean energy, and con-
tribute to the urban sustainability of Kathmandu, Nepal (Lohani,
Keitsch, Shakya, & Fulford, 2021). The SDGs help turn things into
resources and turning things into resources contributes to reaching
the SDGs.

It is in this spirit of a concern for how resources become that we
suggest turning to resourcification, a non-essentialist theory of
resources, in order to generate fresh inquiries about the pursuit of the
people, planet, prosperity, peace, and partnership goals (Tremblay,
Fortier, Boucher, Riffon, & Villeneuve, 2020) of the SDGs and Agenda
2030. In particular, because such a shift paves the way for scrutiny of

the self-interested public and corporate strategies of resource

exploitation, a resourcification approach could prevent the sustainable
development that lies at the core of the SDGs from being neither

sustainable nor developmental (Luke, 2005).

2 | KEY COMPONENTS OF
RESOURCIFICATION

Resourcification is a multidimensional social process that entails the
following: a thorough understanding of the social-material processes
associated with the current growing resource crisis; a theoretical
knowledge of what it means to transform or translate something into
a resource; and a provisional set of concepts to serve as the theoreti-
cal framework for engaging in critical and systematic research into
resourcification, guided by an interdisciplinary agenda and ethical aware-
ness. A way to structure this multidimensionality is to analytically
distinguish between contexts, conditions, modes, and temporalities
(Hultman et al., 2021; see Figure 1).

21 | Contexts

Resourcification occurs within the contexts of both time and space
and has distributive effects (Hayter & Patchell, 2015). An agent iden-
tifies a potential value in a latent or liminal resource, deems which end
product it can become together with which needs it may fulfill, and
then proposes ways to create a demand for it (De Gregori, 1987).
Rersourcification processes unfold in multiple locations purposefully
linked through the mobility of resources and control over res-
ourcification infrastructures. All of these elements are distributed in
time and space in ways that both capture and contain the dynamic
uses and values of resourcification. The unequal spatial repartition of
wealth and environmental pressures points to the need to systemati-
cally put the global resourcification of nature for developmental
purposes in specific spatial and temporal perspectives (e.g., Erdogan
et al,, 2021; Luukkanen et al., 2019).

Resourcification analysis, then, reveals the systemic asymmetries
of unequal resource access, utilization, and control (Martinez-
Alier, 2018). Consequently, resourcification is both for someone as
well as not for others. The multiversal potentialities of becoming
resourcified, then, always prioritize particular interests and give lim-
ited prominence to certain perspectives to the exclusion of others.
Hence, resourcification is consciously contextualized along cultural,
national, regional, organizational, or other institutionalized borders of
territory, power, labor, knowledge, and/or acumen (Burchardt &
Dietz, 2014). For instance, if framed by a nation state, resourcification
will most likely fuel a nation-centric vision of such resource exploita-
tion (Bridge, 2013). Among resource owners, resource nationalism
usually prompts protectionist practices to safeguard the becoming of
resources (Koch & Perreault, 2019), whereas among prospectors, it
may prompt secretive personal designs for individual enrichment or
trigger neo-colonial resource-grabbing

collectively aggressive

(Martinez-Alier, 2018). Likewise, acknowledging the differences in the
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FIGURE 1

developmental needs of men and women (Nhamo, Muchuru, &

Nhamo, 2018) will prompt different resourcification priorities.

22 | Conditions

Resourcification processes are characterized by a broad range of
conditions that pertain to knowledge (Zimmermann, 1951 [1933])
and technology. The origin of a process may spring from a crisis,
a situation of scarcity, failing discursive power, or from a situation
of abundance or oversupply. The boundless resourcification that
led up to the Anthropocene, grounded in anthropocentrism and
extractivism, has taken place without consideration of whether
natural or non-natural resources are renewable or nonrenewable
(e.g., Erdogan et al., 2021). This has resulted in both potential
and actual transgressions of the planet's boundaries (Rockstrom
et al.,, 2009; Steffen et al., 2015). A growth-centered understanding
of development (Hickel, 2019) has fueled resourcification that takes
natural entities and processes, humans and human-made environ-
ments as a given, and intentionally calculates how to mobilize their
potential energies, materials, or services continuously in order to
satisfy human needs or demands. In particular, it rests on an entre-
preneurial, managerial, or technical imaginary of nature, which
always frames it as an accessible, cheap, and ready-to-resourcify
stock of inputs, waiting to be exploited with inputs of capital, entre-
preneurship, and technology (Moore, 2016). In contradistinction, a
critical awareness of the downside of such an imaginary calls for a
move beyond business as usual (Scheyvens, Banks, & Hughes, 2016)
in order to reach the SDGs.

\
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Dimensions of resourcification [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

Also, resourcification is always constrained by the practical possi-
bility of extracting any potential resource from its current setting and
transporting it elsewhere for further exploitation and use (Luke, 1995,
2001). Thus, a latent resource must be inserted into some regime of
norms and values embedded in existing institutionalized activities and
valuation practices (Appadurai, 1986). This process must meet the
conditions of support from the available discourses, infrastructures,
legislation, and technology at play in its contexts of discovery, trans-
formation, and use. In order to succeed, resourcification has to be
continually reproduced and buffered by flexible supportive arguments
(Richardson & Weszkalnys, 2014) mediated by relational process
thinking (Whitehead, Griffin, & Sherburne, 1978 [1929]).

23 | Modes
In order to study the dynamics of a resourcifying agent's interactions
with the environment, its materials, and artifacts, it is necessary to
distinguish between the various modes of resourcification. Res-
ourcification is usually pragmatic because it must build on what
already exists in terms of available biotic entities, tangible materials,
and intangibles factors, such as aesthetics and culture. Uncom-
promised access is pivotal (Dewulf et al., 2021), for example, to sites
of anthropogenic resources such as old landfills, buildings, as well as
stocks of accumulated goods (Winterstetter et al., 2021).

From conventional perspectives, resources are ordinarily under-
stood as things that are waiting to be extracted, valorized and
commodified. The typical

developmental process follows this

sequence: abstraction, commodification, monetization, marketization,
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& Ruiz-Pérez, 2011;

Silvertown, 2015). This sequence of economization is then strength-

and financialization (Gomez-Baggethun
ened by the ways in which discursive practices frame a potential
resource as economically viable; how property rights enable private
appropriation, occupation, control, protection, and privilege; how
monetization translates use value into exchange value; and how com-
mercialization introduces the resource into commercial circuits of
extractive production and collective use.

Management of the process is the visible hand of resourcification
in play at every stage (Barney, 1991), with sustainable entrepreneur-
ship being understood as a unique capacity to transform terrestrial
ecosystems (Moya-Clemente et al., 2020) into sustainable competitive
advantages (Hart, 1995; Igbal & Ahmad, 2021). Thus, knowing how to
manage resourcification is a developmental resource in itself: it stimu-
lates further expansion of expertise understood as the why knowl-
edge of science; the how to knowledge of craft, technique, and
proven experience; the where, when, by, and for whom knowledge of
politics; and a spiritual aesthetic from a knowledge of art, literature,
music, religion, and metaphysics. The nexus of resource, energy,
education, and sustainability is a case in point (Zafar, Saeed, Zaidi, &
Waheed, 2021).

However, an emphasis on economization tends to downplay
the ethics and power involved in resourcification processes,
rendering them either invisible or naturalized and thus depoliticized
(Huber, 2016, 2018). Resourcification presupposes that a liminal
resource can be made amenable to economic, political, and technolog-
ical utilization, and control. This is the core of the politics of res-
ourcification: the power dynamics that strengthen certain agents and
interests, while weakening others (Luke, 2001). More precisely, it dis-
tributes and redistributes benefits, incomes and privileges, as well as
costs, inequalities and inconveniences. Hence, resourcification will
inevitably generate competition and conflicts about developmental
goals and priorities (e.g., Lowery, Dagevos, Chuenpagdee, &
Vodden, 2020).

Resourcification is performative (Corvellec, 2016) in the sense
that already the act of calling something a resource is making it
relevant and legitimate for exploitation. Thus, the politics of res-
ourcification for sustainable development raises ethical questions
about who is entitled to what and why in order to advance whose
purposes and in what ways (Jostad, McAvoy, & McDonald, 1996;
Naess, 1989). Thus, the moral character of resourcification out-
comes depends on how ethical principles, for example, distributive,
environmental, and intergenerational justice, are enacted.

24 | Temporalities

Resourcification processes are characterized by differentiated tempo-
ralities. While developmental resourcification occurs in the present, it
carries aspects from any past resourcification and gambles on poten-
tial future entrepreneurship (e.g., Moya-Clemente et al., 2020), growth
(e.g., Hickel, 2019) and wealth (e.g., Luukkanen et al., 2019), but also
challenges (e.g., Ramos, Caeiro, Moreno Pires, & Videira, 2018) and

policies (e.g., Tremblay et al., 2020). However, like development, res-
ourcification is an unstable process, taking place at varying speeds.
These practicalities make it difficult to estimate and evaluate all the
positive, negative, or neutral outcomes of its effects. Resourcification
may cease if resourcifying agents lack the capacity to maintain the
legitimacy of this specific instance of resourcification. It can turn into
a curse, leaving social, political, or economic damage and environmen-
tal disaster in its wake (Sachs & Warner, 2001; Tian, Gao, Liu, &
Xu, 2020). Logic tells us that if something can be resourcified, it can
also be de-resourcified as a result of changes in context, conditions,
modes, and temporalities (Braudel, 1992). Hence, the same thing
might very well be resourcified, synchronically and diachronically, in
multiple places and for different reasons.

3 | ILLUSTRATING RESOURCIFICATION
Three cases can serve to illustrate how approaching resources in
terms of the outcome of resourcification processes that are situated
in time and place, and, among other things, embedded in technology,
world view, policy, and relations of power, provides a renewed under-
standing of the challenges of the SDGs, and why these might or might
not be met. These cases are genes, labor, and waste.

31 | Genes

How and when do individual genes become a resource, for what pur-
poses can they be used, and what are the international norms and
rules that regulate their resourcification? Research on transgenic tech-
nology started in the United States in the 1980s and soon triggered
increasing interest in the patent industry. Before the 2010s, genetic
resources were seen as the expressed phenotypes of domestic plants
and animals. However, innovations in gene technologies
(e.g., CRISPR/CAS9) radically changed the views on genes, with indi-
vidual genes now being regarded as potential resources. Their poten-
tial applications range from developing medical cures, methods for
speeding up plant and animal breeding processes, or paths for engi-
neering bacteria to methods for binding CO, for climate change miti-
gation. The intentional act of seeing genes as lucrative resources in
and of themselves is pervasive. This reality forms the basis of the sea-
rch for the “specific gene” to cure cancer or determine a variety of
human traits, including sexual orientation, criminal behavior, or spe-
cific genetic disorders. Although we understand that many, if not
most, traits are controlled by more than a single gene, and that there
is a complex interaction between genetics and the environment, pow-
erful agents and societal interests have made significant advance-
ments in using gene technology and individual genes to improve food
and other resources, with a growing search for genetic material glob-
ally to secure inputs for industry and other economic activities as a
result. This resourcification of genes even re-draws borders set on old
colonial drawing boards to pave the way for new frontiers of cheap

nature.
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Harnessing the resource potential of genes serves SDG 3—good
health and well-being; SDG 9—industry, innovation, and infrastruc-
ture; and SDG 2—zero hunger. Accelerating technological advance-
ments combined with the fear that best-resourced countries and
companies will exploit the genetic resources of the most biodiverse
parts of the planet have caused concern for a global political frame-
work to regulate the extraction and use of genes. This concern is
manifested in the Nagoya Protocol from 2014 based on the Conven-
tion of Biological Diversity [CBD] from 1992. It states that access to
the genetic resources of wild species and the benefits derived from
them must be negotiated with the country of origin according to
mutually agreed terms of use. Although few genes thus far have been
commodified or fully marketized, the field is already characterized by
fierce competition, which has triggered tensions between countries.
When access to genes becomes dependent on financial power, while
also being embedded in bureaucracies, this increases the conflict
between basic research and commodification.

As gene technology may breach another gap in the human-
environmental divide, we expect that the resourcification of genes—as
it evolves from liminality to actuality—will become a highly politicized
sustainable development issue, affecting the distribution and re-
distribution of wealth along lines of nations, class, race, and gender.
This draws attention to the issues related to biosecurity, control over
bodies, the conditions behind the mobility of information and access
to biological material, and—ultimately—to the ownership as well as the
marketization and commodification of nature.

3.2 | Labor

Postwar economic growth has demonstrated that an abundance of
human capital in one sector spills over to match the scarcity of human
capital in another sector. When mechanization de-resourcified agricul-
tural labor, this drove an increasing number of workers into industry.
With Taylorism, later reinforced by Fordism, the optimization of time
and space became a recurring theme in the management and res-
ourcification of labor. Then, driven by an accumulation of capital and
technological change, the robotization of production and transporta-
tion continued to drive labor out of industry, replacing it with capital
and fossil fuels. After that, digitalization has continued to de-
resourcify industrial labor to the benefit of a rapidly growing service
economy. As the latest expression of servicification, the gig economy,
with its growing precariat working on call in extremely elastic condi-
tions, reveals the ragged downsides of the resourcification of labor. In
the current global economy, flexibility and fluidity are manifest in the
increasing informalization, subcontracting, and outsourcing of work.
Here, Marxist economists remind us that capitalism depends on a sur-
plus of flexible workers to exploit resources and ensure a profit.

Labor is valued differently over time and space. The repeated ele-
vation of labor as a duty discursively supports its resourcification.
When a neoliberal economic regime changes the forms of labor and
profoundly challenges what it means to be an employer or employee,

this reveals that not all types of labor offer a secure path for

Development *

self-realization. By promoting technological change, altering social
conditions, and changing legal institutions pertaining to labor markets,
political regimes help employers gain greater discursive and material
power to pursue their profits. When labor markets are deregulated,
employers often take the opportunity to redefine the norms, rules,
and values that shape labor relations. This is evident in the
asymmetries of the service economy in which employers pass risks
and responsibilities on to their employees, who may have to provide
their own means of production, such as vehicles, computers, and
workspaces. And when employers deny their employees secure con-
tracts and safe working conditions, the employees must bear the cost
of insurance and pension schemes. These modes of resourcifying
labor redistribute the costs, risks, and inconveniences to workers in
order to provide greater benefits to employers. The failure to trans-
form labor into a resource in proper and just ways would be decisive
for all the SDGs, in particular, SDG 8—decent work and economic
growth, SDG 10—reduced inequality, SDG 5—gender equality, and
SDG 1—no poverty together with SDG 2—zero hunger.

3.3 | Waste

Waste is conventionally regarded as having zero or even negative
value, because most waste producers, including households, must pay
to discard it. Yet, turning waste into a resource has a clear impact on
SDG 12—responsible consumption and production and SDG 11—
sustainable cities and communities, as well as SDG 13—climate action,
SDG 14—life below water, and SDG 15—life on land.

In EU legislation, waste is defined as “any substance or object that
the holder discards, intends to discard or is required to discard” (The
European Parliament and the Council of the European Union, 2008/98/
EC, article 3, sect. 1). However, these conditions vary according to juris-
diction, particularly globally, and many actors are petitioning for waste
to be considered as both a liminal and an actual resource. Yet, the res-
ourcification of waste can be challenging. How much waste is available,
in terms of qualitative and quantitative volume? Who will determine the
incentives to resourcify it? Why, how, and when? And which individuals,
households, and collectives are assigned the legal responsibility, eco-
nomic benefit, or ethical obligation to implement the conditions and
modes for achieving this? The global waste crisis is evident in the vast
plastic garbage patch in the oceans, and the huge emissions of green-
house gases into the atmosphere. Such volumes of destructive industrial
waste in the global environment have led to a growing awareness
among political and corporate leaders that the full spectrum of economic
costs and benefits in the existing economic system, particularly with
regard to waste, must be reconceptualized in order to be compatible
with the earth's planetary boundaries.

Also, there are increased concerns in the European Union to pre-
serve political independence by securing supplies of critical materials,
such as rare earth metals, through repeated recycling and domestic
mining. This reframing means that huge volumes of waste sent to
landfills or dumped into the sea must—and can—be drastically

reduced.
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When waste becomes a potential resource rather than a residue
of inefficiency, it presupposes that these material flows can redirected
from single to multiple uses, for example, via repair, secondary use, or
recycling and take-back systems in a circular economy. Such redirec-
tion of flows gives waste a renewed economic and environmental
value, provided that resource recovery technology and infrastructures
are available, for example, extracting phosphor from sludge or
recovering cotton fibers from used garments. In this context, legal
provisions to regulate the design of the production, circulation, con-
sumption, and accumulation of any commodity are both required to
facilitate the resourcification of waste and a necessary condition to
support the discursive, material, and infrastructural shift from discards
to resources in waste flows.

Human scavengers on open-sky landfills, yet another example of
a growing and exposed precariat, epitomize how waste is transformed
into resources. Their close, dangerous and often unhealthy interaction
with discards demonstrate how resourcification presupposes that
some people have the ability and willingness to build ties with waste
after other people have severed their ties to it. On an industrial scale,
waste companies transform waste into value by drawing on their
knowledge of how to orientate waste flows toward other uses, such
as energy or new markets, including secondary materials, or via new
methods such as second-hand distribution channels.

The temporalities of waste originate in consumption and, para-
doxically, one main incentive to resourcify waste is to stimulate cur-
rent and future consumption by securing more waste for profitable
recycling. There are limits to this kind of resourcification of waste. For
example, the aging, contamination, or degradation of recycled waste
materials. For the time being, however, turning waste into resources
is a key strategy for addressing the issue of waste and the future of
economic growth in circular economies.

4 | WHY ANON-ESSENTIALIST THEORY
OF RESOURCES?

First, these three cases demonstrate the importance of appraising
resources in relational terms that emphasize their occurrence over
time, in particular, as societal, developmental challenges evolve
(Ramos et al., 2018), rather than as stable, synchronic inventories.
Be(com)ing a resource is something dynamic rather than static; hence,
methodologies aimed at explaining how things become resources
need to be processual. For example, explaining how, when, and why
some things become resources for a sustainable development will
entail explaining why other alternative potential resources have not
been resourcified, or why something that has long been considered a
resource no longer will being treated as one. Such processual method-
ologies can best capture the relational where, when, and why of how
sustainable resources become.

Second, the cases illustrate the need to fully understand the
becoming of resources to give a more prominent role to the social sci-
ences and humanities, for example, history to account for temporality;

geography to account for the spatiality of resourcification unfolding in

specific times and places; economics and management to account for
resourcification's market dimension; sociology for how res-
ourcification creates and disrupts social relations; political science for
its institutionalized power relations in policies. Interdisciplinarity
encourages a relational articulation of narratives capable of integrating
this range of theoretical diversity in action-relevant forms, for exam-
ple, to garner rich support for proposed developments, influence pub-
lic understanding, and mobilize stakeholders (Lowery et al., 2020).
Such a multipronged approach is needed for sensing, observing, and
analyzing the accelerating changes behind the social organization
of resource becoming, and the societal-environmental dynamics
involved in the transgression of planetary boundaries, which must be
linked together in our understanding for the attainment of the SDGs.

Third, resourcification requires greater focus from ethics on these
research questions and public policies. This is particularly important
when considering resourcification frontiers, for example, the expanding
boundaries of genetic engineering and the techno-commercial entan-
glements of rapidly growing bio-economies; the precarious working
conditions in the growing recycling and service economies; the material
geography of the circular economy; self-sufficiency principles in energy
production and rare earth metals extraction; the extra-planetary coloni-
zation and extractivist planning; the rapidly expanding interests in and
control of artificial intelligence; or geo-engineering as a means to miti-
gate the greenhouse effect and manage climate change. There is plainly
an urgent need for an ethics of resourcification in all its manifestations,
possibly toward a more ecocentric and less anthropocentric (Imran,
Alam, & Beaumont, 2014) understanding of development.

Finally, resourcification analysis is inherently critical without
sacrificing its potential for problem solving. It reveals institutional
knowledge-power geographies, materialities, and affordances; how
these are expressed; and how they are used to initiate and foster res-
ourcifiying practices and to buffer, protect and reproduce it. The map-
ping of agency and asymmetric relations in resourcification and de-
resourcification processes becomes paramount. Indeed, relations in
resourcification and de-resourcification processes call for inquiries
into how “the stakes” are articulated and distributed between stake-
holders across time and space, which is at the crux of Agenda 2030.
Consequently, the processual focus on resourcification unites
research and policy as politics. Resourcification thinking has the
potential to become a normative vector for comprehending the vary-
ing costs and benefits of goods and services to sustainable develop-
ment by anchoring a global, democratic, and transgenerational politics
for reimagining resourcification. Such conceptual and institutional
operations are necessary for systematic comparisons to be made
between actual and potential resource-use trajectories, within
and across spatial scales and generations. Not only is resourcification
important for a deeper understanding of how, why, and for whom
resources are made ready for use, value, and control. These concerns
are also critical for leveraging synergies and minimizing
trade-offs between SDGs when one type of resourcification or
de-resourcification is in conflict with another.

The accelerating resource crisis calls for turning away from the

established paradigms for monitoring sustainability as an aspired,
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stable state of societal-environmental interactions. As a non-
essentialist theory of natural and human resources, resourcification
advances a more relational post-sustainability conceptual design bet-
ter suited to meeting the SDGs of Agenda 2030, or why policies, orga-
nizations, and people may fail to do so. An increasingly anthropogenic
planet under conditions of accelerating climate change and biodiver-
sity loss not only entails acknowledging the typically invisiblized geo-
biophysical materiality and dynamics of SDGs, but also accentuating
the fluidity and dissolving boundaries of societal-environmental inter-
faces behind these environmental degradation trends. It is hard at this
time to envision future stable societal-environmental states, with
SDGs appearing as moving targets in need of permanent efforts in
order to be reached and maintained.

Resourcification, because it provides a dynamic understanding
of the making and unmaking of resources, provides a theoretical
preparation for an earth shaken by even more frequent and violent
anthropogenic flux. We believe that a non-essentialist theory of
resources has immense potential to help prepare living conditions
in the 21st century that are more fair, inclusive, relevant, and
sustainable.
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