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1. Introduction

Transformative changes (i.e. fundamental and wide reorganization of social, political, and
economic systems, including paradigms and values [1]) are needed to address the global
socio-ecological crisis. The urgency of this crisis is evident through ongoing biodiversity
loss, livelihood insecurity, and the escalating climate crisis, all of which exacerbate social
and economic inequalities [2,3]. These phenomena are symptoms of the prevalent
worldviews and associated values regarding human-nature relationships that influence
practices and decision-making about nature [4,5,6]. Transformative changes require deep
structural adjustments, including the mobilization of sustainability-aligned (broad) values
(e.g. justice, care, and stewardship of nature) against those that tend to favour individual
benefits, accumulation, and resource-exhaustive exploitation1 [7,8,9,10].

The notion of ‘values’ can both refer to guiding principles and life goals (broad values) and
as context-specific justifications of what matters to people (specific values) [2,11,12]. A
value-centered leverage points perspective for transformative change implies that values
shape the ways that political systems, supported by institutional structures, function and
influence what solutions are considered socially legitimate [5,9] and just [13]. Furthermore,
it should be noted that worldviews, knowledges, broad and specific values about nature are
framed, constructed, and reproduced by social structures, including institutions (i.e. norms,
legal rules, and practices) underpinning political systems through which decisions are made
[11,14]. In other words, power relations define which values are considered in
decision-making processes that affect human-nature relationships, and if so, the level of
their influence in those decisions [11]. Moreover, it is important to recognize that values
themselves can also shape power relations.

1Although, individualistic (self-centered) values may influence an individual towards pro-environmental
behaviors (e.g. when benefits outweigh costs) [20], from a societal and systems perspective a shift from
individualistic values is needed [18].
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Scholars have identified four hierarchical and interconnected realms of leverage that
represent places where a system may be intervened towards transformative change (from
shallow to deeper): parameters, feedbacks, design, and intent [15,16,17]. Parameters are the
modifiable and mechanistic characteristics of a system that are typically targeted by
policymakers (e.g. incentives, standards, or physical elements of a system, rates of material
flows)[18]. Feedbacks are interactions between elements within a system that drive internal
dynamics. Design refers to the societal structures and institutions that manage feedback and
parameters. Finally, intent refers to the underlying goals and worldviews that shape the
emergent direction to which a system is oriented [18].

Based on the aforementioned approach, the IPBES Values Assessment identifies four
value-centered leverage points [2,19]. These are specific interventions related to values that
operate at each of the aforementioned realms of leverage: (i) undertaking valuation that
recognizes nature’s values / parameters (e.g. using methods to capture nature’s diverse
values); (ii) embedding valuation into decision-making / feedback (e.g. designing policy
instruments that recognize nature’s values) (iii) reforming policies and regulations to
internalize nature’s values / design (e.g. embedding sustainable development indicators
vis-à-vis Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in policy decisions), and; (iv) shifting underlying
societal norms and goals / intent (e.g. changing social norms regarding what a ‘good life’
is). To catalyze transformative change, no single leverage point is sufficient in itself. There
is a gradient from the shallower to deeper leverage points, when moving from the first to the
fourth in the above sequence [5,7]. Since the latter two leverage points are about changing
societal structures, they are also the deepest ones [2].

Transformative changes are political because the aim, the ‘how’, and the speed of such
transformations are constantly disputed by the actors involved [21,22]. In line with the deep
leverage points, transformative changes also involve shifting the current power relations in
society, specifically, changing the status quo [6,21,23]. Transformative changes imply that
actors who benefit from or advocate for institutions that support unsustainable values will
forego some levels of power, while the actors who uphold and defend sustainability-aligned
values and their supporting institutions   will gain capacity for decision-making [18,21].
Precisely because this leads to unavoidable conflicts of power, a transformative change
approach to sustainability has to address not only how power asymmetries among different
social actors affect human-nature relationships, but how participatory and democratic
decision-making processes address these symmetries [18].

How then to interpret the concept of power in the context of using nature’s diverse values to
leverage transformative changes?2 Power is a multidimensional concept that is highly
contested in social and political sciences [24,25]. In the context of the IPBES Values
Assessment, power is understood as the capacity of actors to mobilize agency, resources, and

2Here, we understood nature as referring to biophysical processes, environments, and systems of life, inclusive
of humans and their role in these systems [36]. We acknowledge that the word nature does not translate across
all contexts and that using and defining ‘nature’ is a power exercise in itself.
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discourses to achieve their goals [11,24]. An important aspect of power is its capacity to
shape or reinforce social structures, such as institutions [11]. Analyzing power helps
understand generally common assumptions or the shared taken-for-granted prescriptions
under which decision-making about nature occurs [26,27,28] Power analysis is thus central
to the understanding of the formation and legitimation of certain human-nature
relationships, what values of nature and valuation processes (or lack thereof) enter into
decision-making systems [2,11,29], who benefits or loses from power-values interactions
and the possibilities and obstacles for change within those processes [24,28].

Transition studies have recently started to unpack the role of power [e.g. 24, 25,30,31,32,33]
and also of values in systems change [8,9,34]. However, there has been less attention paid to
the explicit link between values and power or the role of power in enabling and changing
values toward transformative changes for sustainability and justice. Moreover, the field of
valuation of nature rarely discusses power relations in any explicit way [29,35]. Our aim is
to analyze how power dimensions (structural, discursive) can operate in a values-based
approach towards the transformative changes required to address the current nature crisis.
Specifically, we i) present the power typology developed by the IPBES Values Assessment
and conceptualize the interaction between value-centered leverage points and power
dimensions towards systems transformation; and ii) illustrate how power challenges and
catalyses values-centered leverage points. This research helps advance the understanding of
how power influences human-nature relations and legitimizes specific values regarding
nature.

2. A typology of power to understand the articulation of nature’s values towards
transformative changes

Power is a multidimensional concept that can be manifested at different time/space scales.
Power takes the form of discursive and structural power (Figure 1). These dimensions of
power shape and reproduce discourses, knowledges, and hierarchies regarding the values of
nature, consequently, enabling and hindering transformative changes [37,38,39,40,41,42].
Particularly relevant for our analysis, is framing power as a form of discursive power, and
operational and rule-making power as forms of structural power [11]. Figure 1 conveys
that power relations shape human-nature relations, and it also links power with issues such
as access and control to resources or nature’s contributions to people (NCP) that are
constantly disputed and enforced by actors that are connected through/embedded within
power hierarchies. Further, the five (non-mutually exclusive) power dimensions introduced
above can reinforce or conflict with each other, and thus shape all societal interactions
including actors’ capacities to pursue their interests and values. Because power is a highly
complex and disputed notion, we recognize that the typology is not exhaustive of other
approaches towards understanding power relations in the context of values and
transformative change.
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Figure 1. Power dimensions for understanding and levering a values-centered approach to
transformative changes toward just and sustainable futures. Source: [11] with insights from
[37-42]. Design by @liloacolor

Discursive power is expressed through languages and practices, and it encompasses
discourses, narratives, and knowledge production aimed at shaping, constructing, or
disregarding worldviews, values, and conflicting positions. Dominant narratives are needed
to govern social groups and reinforce particular worldviews and values by excluding those
of others [43]. Discursive power constructs ideas about which environmental governance
institutions are possible or desirable [41,44]. However, less powerful actors may still have
power to challenge this naturalized institutional logic by adopting or upholding
counterhegemonic discourses and day-to-day practices (e.g. networks, demonstrations,
artwork) [26,42]. Some of the value-related questions associated with discursive power are:
Whose discourses, narratives, and knowledges shape worldviews, identities, and values?
How do these constructs affect social structures and institutions determining human-nature
relationships and values? How do they influence opportunities for transformative changes?

Framing power is a form of discursive power. It regards how issues (e.g.
frameworks, projects, valuation methods) are understood, communicated and discussed, and
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how this directly affects outcomes by privileging some human-nature relations, values and
forms of knowledge over others [e.g. 45,46], which in turn can lead to recognition and
epistemic injustices [see 13]. Framing power stresses that valuation and decision-making
processes are guided by rules/institutions that define who can participate, the type of process
in which participation is allowed, the validity of knowledge systems and rationalities, and
how the conclusions will be reached (i.e. value-articulating institutions) [47]. Questions
related to framing power include: what frameworks, projects or valuation methods are used
to articulate/exclude worldviews and what capacities do they have to foster/hinder
transformative change? Which knowledge systems, roles/rationalities are seen as valid and
proper in such contexts?

Structural power highlights how historically-specific socio-cultural, political, and
economic systems reproduce social positions and hierarchies among social groups and
reinforce the prioritization of certain values over others [38,41]. Actors exercise power over
others because of their position under a given institutional logic supported by certain social
structures and their capacity to (re)configure structures including, inter alia, institutions such
as class, race, caste, gender, and economic relations or other geographical, epistemic or
status-related privileges [38,41]. Questions related to structural power include: What values
are highlighted or obscured by dominant social structures (e.g. gender roles, class and
caste-based relations, and capitalist markets)? How do actors reproduce or transform social
structures and what structural changes generate transformative power dynamics? Which
values are mobilized or ignored in such processes?

Structural power can be manifested, for example, through rule-making and operational
power. Rule-making power refers to how actors create formal and informal institutions,
including the opportunity to bias them toward their own interests and values. For example,
by deciding who can or cannot participate in the rule-making process and in what way.
Since rule-making is a key political process aimed at the establishment of rules, norms, and
practices regarding access, use, and responsibilities over nature and NCP (e.g. property/use
rights), rule-making power is at the core of decision-making that influences human-nature
relationships. Exclusion happens in many contexts, such as watershed management [48]; the
establishment of protected areas through (neo)colonialist top-down approaches [49]; and in
development decisions involving large infrastructure projects, such as dams and mines [50].

Including all affected social actors does not automatically guarantee the achievement of
sustainability goals (in fact, it might hinder it when marginalized social groups resist the
implementation of sustainable policies), but is essential to ensure procedural justice [13] by
for instance enabling safe spaces for open political deliberation and negotiation.
Value-related questions to rule-making power include: Which values and whose values are
emphasized/excluded in rule-making processes regarding nature and NCP? What kinds of
values are associated with rule-making processes for transformative changes? How do
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marginalized actors contest perceived injustices in rule-making processes about nature and
transformative changes, and what counter-values do they promote?3

Operational power refers to actors who hold formal or informal rights to nature and NCP.
These rights determine in practice how nature and NCP are- accessed, used, and controlled.
Consequently, it also determines what and whose values are emphasized in human-nature
relations [51]. Such a type of power also includes control and monitoring responsibilities
that ensure people’s compliance with pre-established rules and norms. The distribution of
operational power can occur by specifying nature/NCP property and use rights, which play
an important role in the distribution of income and the status of nature [51]. The distinction
between rule-making and operational power converges with the idea that the rules that are
operationalized in practice may differ from the processes through which those rules are
established [52].

For instance, in many countries, environmental legislation incorporates provisions that grant
different actors rule-making power in decision-making processes. However, in
environmental impact assessments, dominant economic prerogatives frequently trump other
societal goals, such as biodiversity protection while project proponents are often the ones
responsible for the participation processes which tend to limit operational power of local
communities [e.g. Canada; 53,54]. Questions regarding operational power include: How
(and by whom) are operational rights on nature/NCP enforced (e.g. access, use, and
responsibilities)? What conflicts around values arise regarding operational rights about
nature/NCP? What are the transformative capacities of different rights structures and which
values are mobilized in such processes?

Figure 2 emphasizes that the interaction between value-centered leverage points and power
dimensions all relate to systems transformation. Inspired by Davelaar et al., [17]’s onion
bulb metaphor, the figure represents the nested and hierarchical structure, emergent
properties, and overall function of a specific system. As mentioned earlier, the leverage
realms progress from shallower to deeper [7,15] and in Figure 2 are aligned with the
value-centered leverage points. Structural and discursive power exert influence on all the
leverage realms and thus also on the value-centered leverage points (See SM 1 for an
example of such interactions in the context of payments for ecosystem services).

3 Here marginalization relates to the lack of various types of power by some actors. For example, not-so-visible
marginalization processes may occur due to limited access to knowledge, experience, and access to social
networks. In each context, different constituencies become marginalized and layers of marginalization may
occur within marginalized groups. Furthermore, marginalization is not a static process as power is constantly
contested.
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Figure 2. Relationships between systems layers, value-centered leverage points and power
dimensions towards transformative changes.

3. How power challenges and catalyses values-centered leverage points

In this section, we illustrate how power can be exercised to block or foster transformative
changes within each value-centered leverage point.

3.1. Undertaking valuation that recognizes the diverse values of nature

Valuation can be designed to help recognize multiple values of nature. Activating this
leverage point requires marginalized actors to employ their own discourses around
human-nature relationships or quality of life [55]. For example, concepts like ‘ecosystem
services’ or ‘natural capital’ may act as discursive power devices that emphasize the
elicitation of market-based instrumental values, while obscuring/changing other discourses
and narratives associated with alternative worldviews and values (e.g. intrinsic and
relational values) [56]. Hence, the framing dimension of power regarding valuation methods
is important here [47,57]. For example, cost-benefit analysis may clash with non-utilitarian
human-nature relationships and non-instrumental values [58]. Transformative valuation may
draw on the 50 plus valuation methods and approaches identified by IPBES [29], in addition
to those developed ad-hoc by local actors, that can be used to capture a diversity of
knowledge systems, worldviews, and values [35].

To address structural power related to, inter alia, colonialist, racist, casteist, and patriarchal
relations, as well as other forms of asymmetries (e.g., economic, epistemic, geographical,
related to access to resources, abilities or social networks), reflexive approaches are needed
to address how valuation processes are part of power dynamics [2,59]. For example,
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valuation results can be excluded from the decision-making architecture or can be co-opted
towards elites’ own interests, due to power structures in place [59]. Researchers themselves
enact power within the valuation process [60], as when they define the valuation purpose,
the methods to be used, who can participate, and in which specific role (rule-making power)
[11,47]. Indeed, the IPBES Values Assessment reviewed valuation studies and found that
they only weakly account for future generations, the values of non-human entities, power
asymmetries, and other knowledge systems. Meaningful participation and influence of
participants in valuation processes are also scarce [35]. These results are not specifically
related to the valuation field, but rather reflect the dominant worldviews and goals of the
current system. While valuation is not the only factor that can influence decision-making,
researchers and practitioners can, in the way they frame valuations, play a significant role in
amplifying diverse worldviews, values, and knowledges, expanding the informational basis
that supports decisions. Pro-transformative valuation processes can integrate
transdisciplinary and co-design approaches, involving actors in every stage, and ensuring
equal footing for marginalized groups [61].

3.2. Embedding valuation into decision-making

Embedding valuation into decision-making is crucial for creating inclusive and valid
processes that represent the diversity of actors' values [2,5]. However, such processes are
hindered by discourses that delegitimize marginalized actors' worldviews, knowledges and
values, which suppress their influence in decision-making. For example, when Indigenous
peoples’ and local communities’ (IPLC) knowledge systems are excluded from
decision-making because they are viewed as anti-scientific, superstitious, or in need of
validation by western science [62], which configures an epistemic injustice [13]. Further,
selecting a particular policy or management instrument may exercise a framing power [47].
For example, the Common Agricultural Policy implemented by the European Union in 1962
initially prioritized economic gain and food production, neglecting biodiversity and local
cultural values. This approach resulted in significant negative consequences such as habitat
destruction, food overproduction, intensified farming practices, and the decline of farming
cultural values [63]. In response, in 2003 the policy incorporated environmental and
biodiversity values [64], although with varied biodiversity impacts across Europe [65]. In
this sense, if policies and instruments are to foster transformative changes, they need to be
aware of epistemic injustices and thus allow for the inclusion of non-hegemonic
worldviews, knowledge systems, and values in decision-making [13,49].

Decision-making is influenced by structural power. For example, in a water management
system in India, although people from different groups were on the decision-making
committee, the values of people from marginalized castes were suppressed by people from
the more powerful caste group [66]. States and governments are relevant actors that exercise
rule-making power [67]. Diverse examples of governmental rule-making power include
reforming laws towards environmental protection (e.g. [68]) or creating laws that favor
corporations and profit-seeking (instrumental monetary values) vs ecosystems integrity
(intrinsic value) or justice (broad value) [69]. Importantly, governments’ rule-making power
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(e.g. the judiciary) can counteract the exclusion of marginalized actors’ values for
transformative change [50]. This was exemplified in the bauxite mining conflict at
Niyamgiri mountain in India, where the Supreme Court mandated the inclusion of
Indigenous people in decision-making. As a result, IPLCs could exert their operational
power by unanimously rejecting the proposed mining project through a referendum [50,58].

3.3. Reforming policies and regulations to internalize nature’s values into decisions

Reforming policies and regulations that reflect the diverse values of nature is needed so that
the worldviews and sustainability-aligned values of less powerful actors are taken into
account [6]. However, powerful actors can propel their own discourses to promote the status
quo and limit transformative change. For example, discursive power has been used via a
universalist ‘inefficiency’ discourse to downplay community-based management [70]
oriented by values such as stewardship for nature. Further, framing policies as ‘win-win’
solutions can hinder transformative change by obscuring value conflicts [71]. Value
conflicts exist, for example, in both the conceptualization and implementation of the UN’
Sustainable Development Goals (e.g. SDG 8 economic growth vs SDG 12 responsible
consumption) [72]. Value conflicts may also be obscured by regulatory processes hinge on
unenforced measures for “mitigating” value losses (e.g. biodiversity)[53]. Reforming
policies and regulations to internalize nature’s values would require recognizing the
opportunities (and challenges) provided by the mobilization of alternative discourses and
framings that: i) favor the integration of multiple values in policy design and reformation
(e.g. co-management, multifunctional landscapes, biocultural diversity) and that ii) bring
trade-offs and values conflicts to the front (e.g. degrowth).

The role of governments’ structural power in catalyzing this leverage point is crucial
because it can downplay or support reforms that articulate the values of nature. For example,
land reforms in countries like Bulgaria and México that changed collective rights based on
shared values of land to individual rights based on instrumental values (rule-making power),
have contributed in some contexts to land abandonment and the erosion of traditional
land-use knowledges, practices, and values [73,74]. Or conversely, governments can secure
customary property rights systems of IPLC to govern environmental resources based on
their worldviews and values (operational power) [75]. Changes in structural power can be
reconfigured through the actions and social pressure of grassroots movements, NGOs, and
academia [33,42]. For example, the integration of the Buen vivir philosophy and the rights
of nature in the Bolivian and Ecuadorian constitutions was influenced by the creation of a
subaltern electoral coalition that included Indigenous representatives [76]. This led to
Indigenous voices being represented in parliament (rule-making power), although
operational power is still poorly transferred to Indigenous peoples [77].

3.4. Shifting underlying societal norms and goals

Deep changes to the status quo require holistic local and global measures of quality of life
while abandoning discourses that closely associate progress using macroeconomic
indicators such as GDP, which is based on ever-increasing material consumption and
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investment through the market system [5]. This discourse has been used to delegitimize
lifestyles of IPLC as ‘undeveloped,’ favoring uncritical pro-growth policies and a
worldview on human-nature relationships disconnected from actual relationships with the
land and embodied practices [78]. This worldview is supported by the framing power of
ideological approaches to measuring progress which privilege market-based instrumental
values of nature and thus reduce nature to a factory of raw materials needed to produce
goods and services. Philosophies of good living rooted, inter alia, in localized non-dominant
traditions, can be mobilized in discursive strategies to contradict mainstream economic
development discourses (e.g. Buen vivir among Indigenous people of South America,
Mino-bimaadiziwin among Anishinaabeg (Ojibwe) and Mino-pimatisiwin among Inninuwak
(Cree) in North America, Ubuntu in Sub-Saharan Africa, religion or sacrality-based
environmental worldviews, such as Shinto in Japan, as well as social movements like
degrowth, ecovillages, eudaemonic philosophies, communities inspired by feminist care
ethics and others [79]. Although the sustainability and just implications of these
philosophies and worldviews are context-specific, they tend to associate a good quality of
life with broad values that guide human-human and human-nature interconnections (e.g.
reciprocity, harmony, respect, solidarity, responsibility, place-based identities, kinship with
nature, and self-determination) [80].

Advancing towards just and sustainable futures requires changing social norms that support
injustices and unsustainable practices. For example, air travel has been regarded as a symbol
of social status and a means to align with a desired social class which results in a lifestyle
habit [e.g. Norway; 81]. Changing social norms occurs through social and political struggle
and through countercultural movements that challenge dominant norms. It is part of the
process by which historically disenfranchised groups gain rule-making power, and by which
this power can become operational. For example, in Spiti Valley, India, marginalized castes
have gained access to land through a land reform which also contributed to changing the
social norms regarding their legitimization as decision-makers in some agricultural and
water-related matters [82]. The efforts of IPLCs (e.g. smallholder farmers in the Global
South, women, youth, and children) mobilizing against unjust and unsustainable projects,
and demanding participation in environmental decision-making are essential forces toward
transformative change.

Based on the above discussion, Figure 3 presents examples of power-related actions across
value-centered leverage points and power dimensions towards transformative changes.
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Figure 3. Examples of value-centered leverage points across and power dimensions towards
transformative change*+

*D: discursive power, F: framing, S: Structural, R: rule-making, O: Operational.
+See [82] for other value-centered leverage points from a justice perspective.

4. Conclusions

This paper highlights the complex interlinkages between the different dimensions of power
and political decision-making given the diversity of values of nature. The typology of power
puts forward aids in understanding the various ways in which power is central to legitimize
certain human-nature relationships and the dominance of some values over others. The
paper offers some perspectives for environmental policy-making. Policymakers need to
consider the different power relations that explicitly or implicitly mediate the link between
policy design, intervention, and its outcomes. For example, when different actors are able to
effectively lobby for alternative policy options this implies that structural power dominates,
but also that discursive and framing power can modulate such lobbying, by focusing on the
potential outcomes such as the effects on marginalized actors whose voices are not duly
represented.

More generally, this power typology helps to elucidate how different forms of power is
exercised in different contexts and how it can be challenged (or catalysed) through: 1)
applying valuation methods that ensure procedural and recognitional justice by legitimizing
diverse values held by actors, 2) uptaking the results of inclusive valuation processes into
more participatory decision-making that challenges the status quo underpinned by power
asymmetries; 3) institutionalizing inclusive and just valuation processes 4) promoting
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shifting societal norms and goals toward values aligned with justice and sustainability. This
typology of power can also illuminate the enabling quality of power itself by guiding our
attention to the institutions and decision-making processes that need to be transformed to
truly integrate nature's diverse values into decisions, particularly those held by marginalized
actors, in the co-creation of just and sustainable futures.

Supplementary Material 1.

Payments for ecosystem services (PES): Interactions of power dimensions and
value-centered leverage points

Initially, PES were conceptualized and implemented from a utilitarian, anthropocentric and
market-based discourse on human-nature relationships (intent realm) and which the main
objective was the efficient provision of ecosystem services (design realm) (Bennett &
Gosnell, 2015; Bremer et al., this issue). This conceptualization of PES was heavily
influenced by economists and international development agencies (structural and
rule-making power) (Bremer et al. this issue). Guidelines and metrics (parameters realm),
including ecosystem service measurements, opportunity costs, as well as those that could
help monitoring, were rapidly integrated into the design and implementation of PES
programs (feedback realm). These metrics exerted a framing power by, for example,
reinforcing program objectives and expected outcomes and emphasizing instrumental
(normally via monetary values) while downplaying relational (livelihoods, social cohesion)
and intrinsic values. Furthermore, PES programs began to be implemented generally in a
top-down approach (rule-making power) recognizing as the most valid knowledge being
that linked to technical knowledge and expertise (discursive power), while excluding other
types of knowledge (e.g. Indigenous and local knowledge) (Bremer et al., this issue). PES
developers, thus, exercised operational power by identifying potential participants,
determining which costs and benefits to measure, and establishing how access to ecosystem
services is distributed. In some cases, this PES approach has negatively impacted participant
communities’ knowledge and practices, social cohesion, food sovereignty, and biodiversity
(Bremer et al., this issue).

Both academics and local actors have contested the conceptualization and implementation
of early PES approaches (operational power) (Bremer et al., this issue) and in response,
some PES programs have favored processes of co-design and implementation together with
local actors, and thus acknowledging and integrating local knowledge and values
(value-centered leverage point-VLP1: Undertaking valuation that recognizes nature values,
VLP2 embedding valuation into decision making). Through mobilizations and protests
(operational power), local actors have also pushed for the inclusion of broad values, such as
justice (rule-making power; VLP3: reforming policies and regulations) (Bremer et al., this
issue). PES programs thus now tend to focus as much on technical aspects as on issues
associated with power disputes, in which local actors also (de)construct PES rules and
norms (operational power) to adapt PES to their context. In these processes, actors have
mobilized discourses (discursive power) to challenge the implicit goals and social norms of
PES (VLP4 shifting underlying goals and norms). For instance, they have emphasized

13



Auth
ors

' m
an

us
cri

pt

reciprocity and collective action over individualistic market-based exchanges (Bremer et al.,
this issue).
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