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Abstract: This article responds to Jonathan Aldred's (2026) claim that returning high-income 
economies to within planetary boundaries need not require a reduction in GDP. Drawing on cases 
recently celebrated as evidence of green growth – notably Romania and Ireland – it argues that headline 
instances of absolute decoupling dissolve under scrutiny once recessions, reforestation, consumption-
based accounting, multinational distortions of national income, successive GDP-vintage revisions, and 
the full set of planetary boundaries are taken into account. Using the IPAT identity to frame the transition 
as a choice between accelerating efficiency (decoupling) and contracting throughput (degrowth), the 
paper contends that the actions required to respect ecological limits are very likely to shrink GDP, 
because the less nature-intensive alternatives to polluting goods and services are also less GDP-
intensive. It further argues that degrowth need not slow the ecological transition but can accelerate it: 
by freeing up labour, materials, and energy, a planned contraction makes real productive capacity 
available for green investment, so that degrowth becomes a biophysical precondition for selective green 
growth. The article closes by reframing the degrowth–green growth opposition at the level of policy, 
mobilising the Avoid–Shift–Improve framework to argue that sufficiency and efficiency are 
complementary, sequenced routes to reducing macroecological footprints rather than rival ones. 
 
 

Introduction 
Is decoupling happening, yes, or no? And if not, could it ever happen? Over the course of a few weeks, 
The Guardian published several pieces on the topic that may appear contradictory, arguing both that 
“economic growth [is] no longer linked to carbon emissions” and that “economic growth is still heating 
up the planet.”1 This is perfect timing because the Cambridge Journal of Economics just published a 
stimulating article on the subject: “Degrowth as climate policy: From GDP to consumption reduction” 
(2026) by Jonathan Aldred, an Official Fellow and College Lecturer in economics at the University of 
Cambridge. I’ll take this paper as a point of departure to argue – like I’ve done several times before on 
this blog – that the green growth hypothesis is overblown.  

No miracles here 
I hate to be a bird of ill omen but there seems to be some kind of mass hysteria going on about 
decoupling. Take The Guardian’s piece on Romania, which is as bombastic as it gets. A “breakneck 
transformation” that “shattered the link between economic growth and high emissions,” achieving 

https://academic.oup.com/cje/advance-article/doi/10.1093/cje/beaf059/8425192
https://academic.oup.com/cje/advance-article/doi/10.1093/cje/beaf059/8425192
https://www.emma.cam.ac.uk/people/dr-jonathan-aldred
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2026/feb/11/is-romania-blueprint-economic-growth-low-emissions
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decoupling, “the holy grail of the energy transition.” The article reports that greenhouse gas emissions 
plunged by 75 % between 1990 and 2023, reaching 3 tonnes per person, the second lowest in Europe. 

This looks like a miracle, but is it? I’ve never studied the case of Romania but a rapid look at 
the numbers is enough to realise that it is not a green growth heaven. First, most cuts in emissions 
occurred during periods of recession, which looks more like degrowth than green growth.2 Emissions 
were cut in half when the communist regime collapsed in the 1990s. The fall continued after that but at 
a much smaller pace, going from a yearly -3.5% during 1990-2005 to only -1.8% during 2005-2022. 
Second, if we take away the effect of reforestation, which was massive in Romania, the -25% becomes 
-15% (see data from the European Environment Agency). Third, these are territorial emissions. If we 
look at consumption-based emissions, the Romanian carbon footprint per capita has actually increased 
from 3.6 tonnes in 1999 to 4.1 tonnes in 2023. Finally, that’s only for greenhouse gas emissions, one of 
many environmental pressures. The country’s material footprint increased by 88% between 1992 and 
2021. So, this is the miracle equivalent of making someone invisible, except that only one arm 
disappears.   
 

Figure 1: Territorial emissions per sector in Romania (European Commission, 2024) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.eea.europa.eu/en/europe-environment-2025/countries/romania/total-greenhouse-gas-emissions?activeTab=658e2886-cfbf-4c2f-a603-061e1627a515
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/consumption-co2-per-capita?tab=line&country=~ROU&globe=1&globeRotation=45.85%2C24.95&globeZoom=2.5
https://www.materialflows.net/visualisation-centre/country-profiles/
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/document/download/0c0db494-aed3-49b0-b418-881c40cf3df2_en?filename=ro_2024_factsheet_en.pdf&prefLang=el
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Figure 2: Per capita consumption-based emissions in Romania (Our World in Data) 

 
 
Next miracle: Ireland. A 2021 post on the website Our World in Data says that Irish consumption-based 
emissions per capita decreased by half between 2005 and 2020 while average income increased by 
+43%. Similarly, a post by The Breakthrough Institute (2021) affirms that Ireland reduced its 
consumption-based emissions by -52% between 2005 and 2019 while growing its GDP by +89%. In a 
study by ECIU (2025, p.8) also covered in The Guardian, Ireland is listed as a “consistent decoupler,” 
a country that has absolutely decoupled in both 2006-2015 and 2015-2023.  

Again, there is a trick. Let’s begin by noting that even the Irish state itself does not report an 
absolute decoupling, which should raise suspicion since governments are usually the first to trumpet 
green growth.3 To check what’s really happening in Ireland, let’s look at a decoupling analysis of 
economic growth and carbon emissions from 1995 to 2023 just published by a team of four researchers 
from three Irish universities. The result is less dreamy: “Ireland saw intermittent decoupling from 1995 
to 2023 but never sustained absolute decoupling” (Zhao et al., 2026, p. 7). In fact, their dataset shows 
that CO2 emissions have increased during the 1990s-2000s and only started to decline after the 2008 
financial crisis. Levels of emissions in 2023 are roughly the same as they were in 1995 – it’s the kind 
of decoupling that brings joy to economists but despair to climate scientists.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/consumption-co2-per-capita?tab=line&country=~ROU&globe=1&globeRotation=45.85%2C24.95&globeZoom=2.5
https://ourworldindata.org/co2-gdp-decoupling
https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/energy/absolute-decoupling-of-economic-growth-and-emissions-in-32-countries
https://eciu.net/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2025/dec/11/economic-growth-no-longer-linked-to-carbon-emissions-in-most-of-the-world-study-finds
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301421525004501
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301421525004501
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301421525004501


T. Parrique, A response to Jonathan Aldred, February 2026 
 

 4 

 
Figure 3: Carbon emissions and GDP/GNI in Ireland (Zhao et al., 2026) 

 
 
Let’s pause for a technical point. The Irish case is a perfect example of exaggerated GDP. In order to 
exclude all the multinational-related financial flows that artificially inflate the Irish economy, Zhao et 
al. (2026) use a modified Gross National Income, whose growth is much smaller than the one of GDP 
(see Figure 3b). When you trim away the financial bling bling, the rates of decoupling are far from 
being miraculous. This was the point made by Semieniuk (2024): each new revision on how GDP is 
calculated includes more and more activities, which makes decoupling look larger than it actually is 
(See Figure 4). As the author explains, “between vintages [different methods of calculating GDP], 10-
15% of countries switch between relative decoupling and recoupling from energy or materials on 
decadal intervals, and up to as many countries that decouple absolutely in an older vintage stop or newly 
start absolutely decoupling in the newer vintage” (p. 12). In an ecological transition, the shape of 
environmental curve matters much more than the shape of the economic curve, which means that cases 
of GDP-driven decoupling should not be considered miracle solutions to ecological issues.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301421525004501
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301421525004501
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301421525004501
https://pdf.sciencedirectassets.com/271867/1-s2.0-S0921800923X00111/1-s2.0-S092180092300263X/main.pdf?X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEAgaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIHNHl1I1DElRU6oDsoG5yR14v770I%2B3IOL4x1nKwXxqgAiAPFpiMhLoCinGxVdWa9QnTieCn58lK5TPNV5Dc55InoCq8BQjR%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F8BEAUaDDA1OTAwMzU0Njg2NSIMs8GZVzkhBMUOqm08KpAFKyCz88s42m3Pxa%2F8jSxBiP%2BND5gGjBVr7BwcSI51FFadn6P7MwUvoT0OoDl16FKIWn96CqoTob0%2BwXHFePmE8R%2F60PQOjYllaMNpRDDVlo%2BWfo4OyJySs4ZzrZ9lVS2YI6h62mX9OK6YDTk1Q5Xu8QGCUhg%2FnnwGcx9LtES3sfq%2BhBOWtlEu%2FjNLNxwzVfMcqVzEcPupzZFaHSYJZf2RslVxDR0%2BfKTgDwqRRuH59ySuY1d92UipcYswuxiR68V3c6sq9fdUOSj1jHowIciq%2BoURVZsTNP8k1b4xYW3InyNHqXNr%2BTc9XFtPnK8c5AzDOpoz5BNMDblII%2Bj9GlZy7PjcRFTplgHMLoZANZ7JUPC1j34SQVFcolQGEfiys5JRxrKjWRNqX%2FyZoG56aUAnclzCRj7m1gqdIEsS6ygNtjy1MYjcC1ZkJYyGMiAe9A7YkapFmjznvN3Iqp9oEQUBue1eYRbbPgnWsK0Eq3RYB03UozhvjcLqMIeZd%2FcvGEyZ%2B75F48Tm5uNdVLWK9oE7WjvoXnmUOUMT8tpDvq0mzhGrrAYRKmE0qxZs4yaB4TxHhl7XwOKFA41s7k3FPteQLddWmJCLnf%2BhFgLUcZP%2B0uPGHAeKiHSalRmEdzfywMGtKY5ovIYtZvRlVGwu11lBuMmGVaSRj3Z6%2B8lxDPM6rCpbiTEHRuUV1Y%2FHSvnB73hwA6ZwinFJeDXTaZ2ABWUQePL6R3AXzL3on%2FierLagdpQijvJTb7E%2BVWIF1y2mTga%2BSFg%2B%2BZG1EMmh7R5TfxgYgqB0KMeQwKb7zjDtRILCCqHKHvc5QYwYjTeXx92FIHzoOHYnioJG7IuuwsGWNUEMNTEOIsgn4Gw3VO2TEf5fvLMwzI22zAY6sgHVCnv17opbsZ23GZEC3LLuE7Z7jmtctKD3anhCJHLmReGul9qBuYEQSglM5eaWT58pKALOXJt4IIJWLAOMMqssxxPT%2BM2ogCZlmHL4M1X0hzly1x%2BGmExYGZbLAmiz4MqWQYYWABjMvEoiPOxLDJViYr4VGmwCJjTdMKMEP%2B4XzuLt6UOlkYbFNNtMEUazYFhYFDnNPsWOeVKJ%2FSPn5vjJhtWgGPE8bknlhTGsgi9kDy0C&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20260212T083222Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAQ3PHCVTYY5AJFCZ3%2F20260212%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=5c6f66db042ba5bd860a5c3a6c079c3a4e93a85e7f993379d9090a6885b7cb85&hash=faa040871e794903f1478b431a9e65dcde4fb7000eb40d36679b453c11f5e5b5&host=68042c943591013ac2b2430a89b270f6af2c76d8dfd086a07176afe7c76c2c61&pii=S092180092300263X&tid=spdf-faf59198-4ec1-4052-bdb7-0f1d693253c5&sid=d65ea7ac87a196493f5953041c64e056217egxrqb&type=client&tsoh=d3d3LnNjaWVuY2VkaXJlY3QuY29t&
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Figure 4: Variations between different vintages of GDP (Semieniuk, 2024) 

 
 
Let’s do a last one for sport. According to a (very) short study by the newly-created British think-tank 
Energy & Climate Intelligence Unit (ECIU), countries representing 92% of the global economy have 
now decoupled consumption-based carbon emissions and GDP growth. Hooray. And yet, one of the 
weaknesses of this analysis (it has many) is that it only looks at carbon intensity without considering 
the actual volume of emissions and their relation to climate targets. This gives the false impression that 
these decoupled economies are now growing carbon-free in a world where climate change is no longer 
a problem. This is, of course, far from the truth. Another piece in The Guardian (“Economic growth is 
still heating the planet. Is there any way out?”) shows the ugly proof: a graph showing the massive 
increase of global emissions, going from 10 Gt in 1960 to almost 50 Gt in 2024. These emissions have 
never gone down except during large recessions (most notably Covid).  

Going beyond carbon, Fanning and Raworth (2025) estimate that the median level of ecological 
overshoot for the six crossed planetary boundaries went from 75% in 2000 to 96% in 2022. (On a side 
note, the 38 richest countries, including all the most celebrated decoupling cases, are responsible for 
44% of all environmental pressures.) This accelerating degradation of ecosystems should make us think 
twice before cracking open a bottle of champagne when a country lowers the carbon intensity of its 
GDP by a few points.  

This kind of debunking gives me a Groundhog Day feeling, like in the 1993 film where Bill 
Murray is stuck re-living the same day over and over. Every now and then, someone brandishes raw 
data as proof that economic growth has been greened. As much as I would like this to be true, it takes 
little effort to demonstrate that the reality is not that rosy.    

Will the ecological transition grow or degrow the economy?  
Let’s now switch to a more theoretical question: Can high-income nations get back within planetary 
boundaries without contracting their GDP? There is a disagreement between those who think that the 
ecological transition will boost economic growth (green growth or decoupling) and others who argue 
that the downscaling of problematic goods and services will have a net negative effect on GDP 

https://pdf.sciencedirectassets.com/271867/1-s2.0-S0921800923X00111/1-s2.0-S092180092300263X/main.pdf?X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEAgaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIHNHl1I1DElRU6oDsoG5yR14v770I%2B3IOL4x1nKwXxqgAiAPFpiMhLoCinGxVdWa9QnTieCn58lK5TPNV5Dc55InoCq8BQjR%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F8BEAUaDDA1OTAwMzU0Njg2NSIMs8GZVzkhBMUOqm08KpAFKyCz88s42m3Pxa%2F8jSxBiP%2BND5gGjBVr7BwcSI51FFadn6P7MwUvoT0OoDl16FKIWn96CqoTob0%2BwXHFePmE8R%2F60PQOjYllaMNpRDDVlo%2BWfo4OyJySs4ZzrZ9lVS2YI6h62mX9OK6YDTk1Q5Xu8QGCUhg%2FnnwGcx9LtES3sfq%2BhBOWtlEu%2FjNLNxwzVfMcqVzEcPupzZFaHSYJZf2RslVxDR0%2BfKTgDwqRRuH59ySuY1d92UipcYswuxiR68V3c6sq9fdUOSj1jHowIciq%2BoURVZsTNP8k1b4xYW3InyNHqXNr%2BTc9XFtPnK8c5AzDOpoz5BNMDblII%2Bj9GlZy7PjcRFTplgHMLoZANZ7JUPC1j34SQVFcolQGEfiys5JRxrKjWRNqX%2FyZoG56aUAnclzCRj7m1gqdIEsS6ygNtjy1MYjcC1ZkJYyGMiAe9A7YkapFmjznvN3Iqp9oEQUBue1eYRbbPgnWsK0Eq3RYB03UozhvjcLqMIeZd%2FcvGEyZ%2B75F48Tm5uNdVLWK9oE7WjvoXnmUOUMT8tpDvq0mzhGrrAYRKmE0qxZs4yaB4TxHhl7XwOKFA41s7k3FPteQLddWmJCLnf%2BhFgLUcZP%2B0uPGHAeKiHSalRmEdzfywMGtKY5ovIYtZvRlVGwu11lBuMmGVaSRj3Z6%2B8lxDPM6rCpbiTEHRuUV1Y%2FHSvnB73hwA6ZwinFJeDXTaZ2ABWUQePL6R3AXzL3on%2FierLagdpQijvJTb7E%2BVWIF1y2mTga%2BSFg%2B%2BZG1EMmh7R5TfxgYgqB0KMeQwKb7zjDtRILCCqHKHvc5QYwYjTeXx92FIHzoOHYnioJG7IuuwsGWNUEMNTEOIsgn4Gw3VO2TEf5fvLMwzI22zAY6sgHVCnv17opbsZ23GZEC3LLuE7Z7jmtctKD3anhCJHLmReGul9qBuYEQSglM5eaWT58pKALOXJt4IIJWLAOMMqssxxPT%2BM2ogCZlmHL4M1X0hzly1x%2BGmExYGZbLAmiz4MqWQYYWABjMvEoiPOxLDJViYr4VGmwCJjTdMKMEP%2B4XzuLt6UOlkYbFNNtMEUazYFhYFDnNPsWOeVKJ%2FSPn5vjJhtWgGPE8bknlhTGsgi9kDy0C&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20260212T083222Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAQ3PHCVTYY5AJFCZ3%2F20260212%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=5c6f66db042ba5bd860a5c3a6c079c3a4e93a85e7f993379d9090a6885b7cb85&hash=faa040871e794903f1478b431a9e65dcde4fb7000eb40d36679b453c11f5e5b5&host=68042c943591013ac2b2430a89b270f6af2c76d8dfd086a07176afe7c76c2c61&pii=S092180092300263X&tid=spdf-faf59198-4ec1-4052-bdb7-0f1d693253c5&sid=d65ea7ac87a196493f5953041c64e056217egxrqb&type=client&tsoh=d3d3LnNjaWVuY2VkaXJlY3QuY29t&
https://eciu.net/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2026/feb/09/economic-growth-carbon-emissions-impact-global-heating
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2026/feb/09/economic-growth-carbon-emissions-impact-global-heating
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09385-1
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(degrowth). I should start by saying that this is not the most thrilling growth-related debate. As a radical 
demand for system change, the post-growth literature goes much further than this rather boring 
accounting question. Studying a complex social-ecological transformation with a GDP lens would be 
like judging a film by its length – a detail worth knowing but not the most essential feature.  

And yet, economists working on degrowth should not shy away from the question. In his article, 
Jonathan Aldred seems to side with green growth arguing that getting back within planetary boundaries 
must not necessarily require an overall reduction in levels of production and consumption. “[T]he 
material scale of economic activity is conceptually distinct from the value of that activity, measured by 
GDP. The causation, if it exists, from changes in material scale to changes in value (GDP), will be 
contingent on specific economic structures, and specific beliefs about value, in time and space” (p. 5). 
For the author, the coupling between the material and the monetary is “not inevitable or universal.”  

Two transition scenarios: degrowth and green growth 
I slightly disagree and it will take a few logical steps to understand why. Let’s start by narrowing down 
the problem, sidestepping an even more theoretical debate on the long-term possibility of a sustainable, 
growing economy.4 The discussion we need to have is much more pragmatic. Given current levels of 
ecological overshoot and how they’re evolving, we know that something historically unprecedented 
needs to happen to get back within planetary boundaries (either decoupling or degrowth); what we don’t 
know is which one of these scenarios is more reliable.  

To better grasp the two strategies at hand, let’s start from the IPAT equation5. If you want to 
reduce an environmental impact (I), you have three courses of action: shrink population (P), produce 
and consume less (A), or improve technology (T). For reasons I won’t repeat here, the demographic 
lever is not an option.6 Which leaves us with two ideal-typical ways of reaching an environmental target: 
contract economic activities (degrowth) or accelerate technological progress (decoupling).  

The IPAT identity allows us to put an order of magnitude on these strategies. Imagine a fictional 
economy that emits 100 MtCO2 each year with the strong commitment to bring down that number to a 
yearly 20 MtCO2 in 10 years, requiring a yearly cut of 15% (the same logic can – and should – be 
applied to other environmental pressures). Let’s also say that in the previous decade, the emission 
intensity of that economy decreased by 20 % (so -2.2 % per year) while its economy grew by a yearly 
1% per capita. From these numbers, we can calculate two ways of reaching the climate target: an 
acceleration in technological progress leading to enough efficiency gains to cut emissions (in this 
fictional example: at least seven time faster than the historical -2.2% per year) or a contraction of 
economic activities caused by sufficiency policies (at least -12.9 % per year). 

In Cuny and Parrique (2024), we apply this method to the European Union (see Figure 5). To 
keep growing its GDP by a yearly +2% while achieving the -55% climate target in 2030, the EU would 
need to improve its carbon efficiency twice to four time faster – that’s the green growth scenario. But if 
the speed of efficiency improvements remains the same as observed throughout the 2010s, the only way 
to reach the climate target is to shrink GDP by a yearly -2% (the degrowth scenario).7 (With colleagues 
at the University of Lausanne, we’ll soon release a paper presenting a more sophisticated version of this 
method, which we apply to Switzerland.)  

Is decoupling more likely than degrowth?  
Which is more likely, a massive, historically unprecedented acceleration in ecological efficiency (green 
growth) or a massive, historically unprecedented contraction of GDP (degrowth)? “It is far from obvious 
that a future involving, say, 10% decoupling and zero growth is any less likely or realistic than one 
involving, say, 4% decoupling and 6% degrowth,” Jonathan Aldred writes (p. 10).  

https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(24)00310-3/fulltext
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09385-1
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09385-1
http://idh21.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Can-Europe-green-its-growth_CunyParrique_IDH21_2024-V2.pdf
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The way I see it, these two ideal-typical scenarios are both unlikely but for different reasons. Degrowth 
is socially unacceptable but technically straightforward. Said differently, even though it would most 
probably work, there is little chance that current decision-makers decide to put it in action. Putting 
political, cultural, and economic challenges aside, degrowth has the benefits of being fast and reversible.  
It is fast because it impacts footprints today. Closing national flight routes means less planes in the air 
right now, compared to technological improvements in fuel efficiency that unfolds over longer periods 
of time. Degrowth also has the advantage of being reversible. Anything we scale back today is 
something we can possibly resume producing in the future if new, cleaner technologies allow it. Given 
how risky and unpredictable the ecological situation is, the precautionary nature of degrowth should be 
considered a valuable asset.   

The situation is reverse for green growth: it’s socially acceptable but technically uncertain. To 
ensure that ecological targets are met, one would need a twofold change in the pace (faster innovation) 
and direction of technological progress (more green innovation). To have an overall impact on 
macroecological footprints, green innovations must outpace polluting innovations while avoiding 
rebound effects. In other words, alternatives to polluting technologies (e.g., solar panels, heat pumps, 
e-bikes, alternative fuels, cultured meat) must emerge faster than new polluting technologies (e.g., AI, 
horizontal drilling, deep-sea mining, mega-fishing trawlers, wave pools), while being effectively 
deployed in replacement of old, polluting infrastructure, as opposed to being simply being added on top 
of it, as Jean-Baptiste Fressoz shows in More and More and More (2025). To cancel the effect of a 
growing production, the efficiency gains must always be superior to rates of economic growth. Since 
GDP growth is exponential, this requires a constant acceleration in the speed of green technological 
progress. And that’s where it gets risky. If these innovations fail to materialise, it’s game over.  

I wrote “technically uncertain” but I’m tempted to call it theoretically impossible.8 I can 
imagine building houses without emitting carbon but I can hardly imagine doing so without using 
materials and without impacting soils. We can surely lower the carbon intensity of energy by switching 
from oil, gas, and coal to solar, wind, and geothermal heat but this doesn’t mean we can keep producing 
forever more while using forever less energy. The decoupling argument suffers from a carbon bias. It 
believes that whatever we observe for carbon (a one-off drop in emission intensity during low-hanging 
fruit transitions) can be generalised for all environmental pressures and sustained forever. 

This is what I thought reading The Guardian’s piece about Romania. You can shift once from 
an industrial to a service-based economy and you can shift once from fossil fuels to lower-carbon forms 
of energy. This solves part of the carbon problem (assuming that industrial activities are not simply 
outsourced elsewhere) but it doesn’t secure other planetary boundaries, some of them much more 
difficult to decouple than carbon. The Fanning and Raworth (2025) study shows that ecological 
indicators across all planetary boundaries have worsened at the pace of 3.9% per year between 2000 
and 2022 (see Figure 5). In order to get back within safe levels by 2050, one would need to completely 
invert the trend, going from 3.9% worse per year to 6.9% better (for emissions, it means going from 
+3.1% per year to -3.4% per year). This is a colossal challenge that is greatly underestimated by 
decoupling optimists who rely too much on the joker card of technological progress.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652622027469
https://www.penguin.co.uk/books/464145/more-and-more-and-more-by-fressoz-jean-baptiste/9781802067316
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2026/feb/11/is-romania-blueprint-economic-growth-low-emissions
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09385-1
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Figure 5: Historical patterns of ecological overshoot (Fanning and Raworth, 2025) 

 
 
Of course, one way of making endless growth possible would be to change the way we calculate GDP. 
We could, for example, include yet unrecorded activities just like it already happened for public services 
in the 1970s and illegal drugs in the 2010s. We could also try to better account for quality changes in 
products or recentre the concept of value-added on well-being (national accounting frameworks have 
been evolving slowly until now, but one never knows9). Jonathan Aldred hints to this possibility when 
he writes that “changes in value (GDP), will be contingent on specific economic structures, and specific 
beliefs about value, in time and space” (p. 5). But changing the way you weigh a kilo of rice is not going 
to give you more food. The constraint here is not economic but environmental.  

Will the ecological transition boost economic growth?  
So far, I’ve treated the two scenarios as mutually exclusive: either a technological boost (decoupling) 
or an economic shrinkage (degrowth). What makes it more complicated is that these two phenomena 
may happen at the same time while affecting each other. There are four possible effects: economic 
growth can either accelerate or slowdown decoupling and decoupling can, in turn, either accelerate or 
slowdown economic growth.  

Let’s start by looking at how the ecological transition might affect economic activities. 
“[S]elective downsizing of the material economy may or may not lead to a fall in GDP, depending on 
whether GDP growth in the material-light economy, the renewable sector (and other essential sectors 
such as healthcare), outweighs GDP declines elsewhere in the economy” (p. 4). Unfortunately, there is 
no macroeconomic model powerful enough to simulate these changes in detail. One of the most 
advanced simulations for France – Ademe’s “Transition(s) 2050” (2022) – concludes that a sufficiency-
based scenario (S1 “Génération frugale”) would contract GDP for almost a decade before the economy 
starts growing again (see Figure 6).10 In the end, the post-transition GDP in 2050 would be 5.7% smaller 
in the sufficiency scenario compared to a business-as-usual forecast, this loss being the equivalent of 
four years of non-existent growth (Ademe, 2022, p. 14). 
 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09385-1
https://www.ademe.fr/en/futures-in-transition/
https://librairie.ademe.fr/societe-et-politiques-publiques/5442-prospective-transitions-2050-feuilleton-macroeconomie-9791029719554.html
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Figure 6: Evolution of GDP in the 4 scenarios (Ademe, 2022, p. 14) 

 
 
Another way to ponder the question is to consider these changes sector by sector. Let’s try it out for 
transport. In 2023, the French government launched a 5-year plan aiming to invest 2 billion euros in 
active mobility. To put this sum in perspective, this is roughly the same amount of money invested each 
year in highways, which is itself small compared to the 13 billion euros spent annually just to maintain 
roads. The budget spent for the construction of one single highway (the 62 km of the A69 between 
Toulouse and Castres) is higher than the yearly budget allocated for active mobility in the whole country. 
Given how macroeconomically expensive car-based mobility is (reflected in its important contribution 
to GDP), it seems likely that a massive shift away from cars towards train, buses, and especially bikes 
and walks would contract GDP. 

In the Ademe (2022, p. 196) sufficiency scenario, there is -26% reduction in mobility, half of 
all trips happening by bike or foot (-55% in the use of cars), the average weight of a car is reduced by -
27% and the average speed by -12%. To minimise material and energy expenditure, bike lanes and 
sidewalks are installed within existing roads. Unfortunately, there is no macroeconomic analysis to 
determine the net impact of these changes on the contribution of the transport sector to GDP. But 
imagining a world where people work less and closer to where they live, where they use slower modes 
of transport and travel closer for holidays, and where cars are small and shared, produced by not-for-
profit businesses with low profit margins, I struggle to find where all that additional growth could come 
from. 

There is another example mentioned by Jonathan Aldred that we can explore: more durable 
smartphones. Today, the average life expectancy of a smartphone in France ranges between 1.9 and 3 
years. The legal hardware warranty on an iPhone is 2 years while it’s 5 years for a FairPhone. If all 
iPhone users were to get a FairPhone instead, they would replace their phones less often, which means 
we could all still have phones while producing 60% less of them. Additionally, since a FairPhone (552€) 
is cheaper than its iPhone equivalent (1329€), and since the profit margins of Apple products are much 
higher, it makes it even more likely that a switch from iPhone to FairPhone will contract GDP. 

Let’s continue down the rabbit hole. Let’s imagine a world where phones are manufactured by 
publicly-funded, not-for-profit businesses with a strong commitment for sustainability. It seems 

https://librairie.ademe.fr/societe-et-politiques-publiques/5442-prospective-transitions-2050-feuilleton-macroeconomie-9791029719554.html
https://www.info.gouv.fr/actualite/le-plan-velo-et-marche-2023-2027-est-lance
https://www.info.gouv.fr/actualite/le-plan-velo-et-marche-2023-2027-est-lance
https://www.ademe.fr/en/futures-in-transition/
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reasonable to assume that such mode of production will generate less GDP points than its private, for-
profit alternative. Plus, the value-added in repairing services is much lower than in manufacturing since 
repair services (and services in general) are more difficult to outsource to countries with lower wages. 
If people were to have access to open software, repair cafés, tool libraries, with available time on their 
hands to fix their phones themselves, there would not be much left of the phone industry in national 
accounts. 

One could continue, sector by sector, and product by product, but I suspect the results would be 
similar: phasing out nature-intensive goods and services would push rates of growth down because their 
alternatives are less GDP-intensive, and even more so in the smaller, post-capitalist world imagined by 
degrowthers. So, my answer to the question is a theoretical no: under these settings, it is highly unlikely 
that the ecological transition would boost economic growth – actually, it’s much more likely to have the 
precise opposite effect. A corollary argument is that a post-transition economy would run at a much 
lower level of GDP with much smaller – and rarer – rates of growth.  

Will degrowth slow down the ecological transition?   
Jonathan Aldred believes that degrowth will be detrimental to the ecological transition. For him, slower 
GDP growth means less private investment in green technologies, less public revenues (and thus less 
public investment in green technologies), and a more general “economic destabilization” (he mentions 
unemployment). “If degrowthers believe that GDP degrowth is possible without adversely affecting 
decoupling rates, a specific argument in support of that claim is required” (p. 9). 

Here it goes. The first argument I want to make has to do with flows of investment. The ‘growth 
makes the transition easier’ argument only works if the majority of additional national income goes to 
green, and not polluting, investments. As we’ve seen earlier with the example of transport, this is not a 
given. This is a tricky balancing act. If you want economic growth to lower macroecological footprints, 
then you need green investments to crowd out brown investments; otherwise, economic growth is just 
doing the precise opposite, further exacerbating ecological overshoot. In an economy where businesses 
and governments are eager to invest in extractive and polluting activities (building highways, for 
example), a slower growth rate actually undermines their ability to do so, which is good from a 
sustainability perspective. 

The second rebuttal is much more powerful. The ‘growth makes the transition easier’ argument 
is financially sound but biophysically flawed. From a monetary accounting perspective where money 
is the scarce resource, the more cash, the faster the transition. But this is not true when it comes to 
energy, land, water, materials, etc. In fact, one needs exactly the same materials to build a highway or a 
bike lane. You can argue that the more highways, the more revenues to build bike lanes, but this 
argument is not valid in a world where the limiting factor is natural resources (let’s remember here that 
high-income economies must lower, not only their carbon footprint, but also their material footprint, 
which will put a strain on available natural resources). From a biophysical accounting perspective, if 
you build less highways, you’ll have more available resources to build something else. More generally, 
degrowth liberates a portion of the ecological budget either for deliberate non-use or for alternative 
purposes. 

That’s why a shrinking of GDP is good news. Not only because it lightens macroecological 
footprints but also because it frees up factors of production. Jason Hickel, the author of Less is more: 
How degrowth will save the world (2021), argues that scaling down certain sectors and products, starting 
with the least necessary, could make resources available for ecological projects: “factories that are 
presently devoted to producing SUVs can produce solar panels instead. Engineers that are presently 
developing private jets can work on innovating more efficient trains and wind turbines instead. Labour 

https://www.penguin.co.uk/books/441772/less-is-more-by-jason-hickel/9781786091215
https://www.penguin.co.uk/books/441772/less-is-more-by-jason-hickel/9781786091215
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that is presently employed by fast fashion firms can be liberated to train and contribute to installing 
renewable capacity” (Hickel, 2023).  

From this perspective, unemployment in nature-intensive sectors is a blessing because it frees 
up hours of available work for other activities, some of them non-economic in nature (hence the 
disappearance of part of GDP during a degrowth-inspired transition). Before resorting to panic at the 
thought of unemployment, let’s remember that the very purpose of an economy is to economise, to find 
more parsimonious ways of securing quality of life. An economy that destroys unnecessary jobs, thus 
reducing average working time, is an economy doing what an economy is supposed to do. 

Let’s continue the passage from Jason Hickel: “it helps to recognize that when we talk about 
‘investment’, money is just the vehicle.  The real investment actually takes the form of allocating real 
productive capacity: real labour, materials, energy etc.  Once we understand this fact, it becomes clear 
that a degrowth scenario enables investment in green production and innovation, by making real 
productive capacity available” (ibid, italics in original). 

This circles all the way back to John Maynard Keynes’s aphorism “anything we can do, we can 
afford.”11 Anything we can do in terms of labour and resources can be financially arranged, but the 
reverse is not true. Even with all the money in the world, you won’t be able to grow food on a dead soil 
or build a house without materials (except if walls, floors, and windows are made of actual bills and 
coins). The lesson for 21st century sustainability is this: biophysically, degrowth is a sine qua non for 
selective green growth.  

Going from theories to policies  
In this debate, it is easy to get stuck in dogmatic positions: degrowth or decoupling. But when it comes 
to actual policies and real changes in the daily functioning of the economy, the distinction between these 
positions is more nuanced. But to understand how so, we first need to clarify the difference between 
degrowth policies and green growth policies. 

There is no magic button, no volume knob hidden at the Ministry of Finance that can switch 
GDP up and down. When economists talk about “growth policies,” it means reforms aimed at boosting 
GDP (with no absolute guarantee that they do so). The concept of growth policy is pretty straightforward 
since it has a single objective: increasing GDP. A green growth policy is an umbrella term for all reforms 
attempting to make economic growth less environmentally-impactful. 

For degrowth, it’s more complicated. Jonathan Aldred remarks that “the policy implications are 
still unclear. Should minimal/zero growth or modest degrowth be a direct objective of policy? If so, 
how is it to be pursued?” (p. 9). Let’s try to answer this question methodically. In The political economy 
of degrowth (2019, p. 485), I define degrowth policy as “a course or principle of action adopted or 
proposed by an organisation or individual aiming to achieve the objectives of degrowth.”  

However, this remains tautological if one doesn’t spell out the objectives of degrowth. That’s 
what I tried to do in Defining degrowth (2025), defining the term as “a downscaling of production and 
consumption to reduce ecological footprints, planned democratically in a way that is equitable while 
securing wellbeing” – that’s the definition I’ve used in Slow down or die. The economics of degrowth 
(2025), the translation of Ralentir ou périr. L’économie de la décroissance (2022). Degrowth is a very 
specific kind of economic contraction, one that achieves the fourfold objectives of ecological 
sustainability, economic democracy, social justice, and human well-being.  

Achieving these multiple objectives requires a panoply of instruments and strategies. In 
Fitzpatrick et al. (2022), we identified 530 policy proposals in the degrowth literature, including 50 
goals, 100 objectives, and 380 instruments. These are not unique to the growth-critical scholarship as 
most of these instruments actually come from outside of the field. What makes the concept of degrowth 

https://www.jasonhickel.org/blog/2023/12/21/accelerationist-possibilities-in-an-ecosocialist-degrowth-scenario
https://www.jasonhickel.org/blog/2023/12/21/accelerationist-possibilities-in-an-ecosocialist-degrowth-scenario
https://theses.hal.science/tel-02499463/document
https://theses.hal.science/tel-02499463/document
https://timotheeparrique.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Parrique-T.-2025.-Defining-degrowth-V1-1.pdf
https://profilebooks.com/work/slow-down-or-die/
https://profilebooks.com/work/slow-down-or-die/
https://www.seuil.com/ouvrage/ralentir-ou-perir-timothee-parrique/9782021508093
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652622023629
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rather unique (and useful) is the way it patchworks these elements together around a new narrative at 
the confluence of several philosophies (anarchism, feminism, limitarianism, Marxism, anti-
utilitarianism etc.) – for an attempt to synthetise the philosophical foundation of the concept, see 
“Chapter 6: Theoretical foundations” in The political economy of degrowth (2019). 

Even though degrowth mobilises measures, objectives, and initiatives that one finds in other 
discourses, its defining trait is to illuminate practices that should be abandoned (e.g., fossil fuels, for-
profit corporations, advertising). The focal point of degrowth is mainly – although not exclusively – to 
phase down or phase out socially unessential and ecologically unsustainable goods and services. That’s 
the first meaning of a degrowth policy: a targeted intervention to reduce production and consumption. 
Certain policies like food social security, job guarantee, work sharing, and participatory budgets are 
mobilised to ensure that the road back within planetary boundaries remains democratic, just, and 
convivial. One could say that these are not degrowth policies per say (because they don’t directly aim 
at downscaling economic activities), but they are part of a more systemic strategy for change.  

What’s the strategy, you may ask? Well, it’s not clear yet. The scholarship is slowly moving 
towards exploring this question, without much of a breakthrough so far.12 Most often, we growth-critical 
academics get stuck justifying objections to growth (e.g., the impossibility of green growth, the 
existence of an income-wellbeing upper threshold, among broader criticisms of capitalism), leaving 
little time to elaborate the contours of an alternative system and the pathways to get there.   

How to reconcile sufficiency and efficiency policies?  
In Solving the Rubik’s cube of sustainability (2025), I try to show that efforts in the name of sufficiency 
and efficiency could go side by side (it was a revamped version of my Avengers of sustainability 
analogy). Here is how the argument goes. According to the Avoid-Shift-Improve (ASI) framework, 
there are three ways of reducing an ecological footprint: doing less (acting on scale), doing differently 
(acting on composition), and doing better (acting on efficiency). For instance, to reduce the 
environmental pressures of housing, we can build fewer dwellings (scale), favour apartments over 
individual houses (composition), and use less-impactful construction techniques and more sustainable 
materials (efficiency).  

The main point of the talk was twofold. First, the order of these steps matters. It makes sense 
to start by avoiding activities since the most renewable resource is the one we do not need. Doing less 
is the Holy Grail of an ecological transition. Easy, fast, and failsafe, it’s the lowest hanging fruit. 
However, it cannot be applied to everything, which brings me to step two. What cannot be avoided can 
be substituted, which requires finding more ecologically efficient ways of satisfying the same need. 
And finally, the third step: whatever cannot be avoided and substituted can be improved, either 
technically or institutionally.  

This is a chain of action from the fastest, most straightforward to the slowest, more uncertain. 
If you cancel a trip, then the full footprint of the trip disappears. It’s a bit like in the movie Minority 
Report (2002) where crimes are solved before they happen; minimalism prevents environmental harm 
before it even begins. If you cannot avoid the trip, you can perhaps favour less nature-intensive modes 
of transport, for example riding a train instead of driving. And if you can neither cancel the trip nor 
ditch the car, then it is best if you use a light electric car (technical improvement) shared among several 
households (institutional improvement).  

Any serious transition scenario should include these three steps of resolution (hence the analogy 
with a Rubik’s cube that can only be solved following a specific sequence of moves). The Avoid-Shift-
Improve framing is modular, which allows for various combinations to fit sectors with different 
characteristics. For specific goods where less-polluting alternatives and better technologies are 

https://theses.hal.science/tel-02499463/document
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HlVTWjIPsiE&list=PLFamtvv6UGXeX2mu4xX5tSiOb-N4qhFMM&index=7
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jtbpZCxh3cY
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available, shift and improve policies can be very effective. Other challenges without foreseeable 
alternatives might, on the other hand, require scale policies. If you have a lot of shifting and improving 
with very little avoiding, the impact on GDP might still be positive. If you mostly rely on avoiding, you 
may end up with something closer to an actual degrowth.  

The second point of Solving the Rubik’s cube of sustainability (2025) was that each step 
facilitates the following. For example, fewer trips (scale) make it easier to accommodate a modal shift, 
for example from flights to trains (composition), and the fewer trains make it easier to upgrade and 
renew existing train infrastructure (efficiency). I won’t repeat myself here. It’s precisely the same 
argument I developed earlier: from a biophysical accounting perspective, a smaller economy is much 
easier to fit within limited planetary boundaries than a growing one.  

Conclusion 
This has been a highly abstract journey. Let’s summarise the two claims I’ve made. First, the required 
actions to bring back high-income economies within planetary boundaries are very likely to contract 
their GDP. It is important to say it out loud because the implications for economic organisation are far-
reaching. Our current economic systems are not designed to function in the negative. We environmental 
and ecological economists must therefore urgently find concrete solutions on how to organise an 
economy that can prosper without growth, as Tim Jackson would say. Luckily, a large part of current 
scholarly efforts in growth-critical studies are addressing this crucial question, and the contribution of 
Jonathan Aldred on consumption-reduction policies and rationing is, in that light, very valuable. 

The second point contrasts with the first. From an environmental policy perspective, we need 
to cool down the clash between degrowthers and green growthers. When it comes to daily changes in 
the real economy, these two sides have a lot in common (even though degrowth tackles a much larger 
range of issues13). To find the most effective way of reducing macroecological footprints, we need 
sufficiency and efficiency. Let’s therefore make sure to keep bridges open between different approaches.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HlVTWjIPsiE&list=PLFamtvv6UGXeX2mu4xX5tSiOb-N4qhFMM&index=7
https://timjackson.org.uk/ecological-economics/pwg/
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(24)00310-3/fulltext
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Footnotes 
 

1 Here are the three recent pieces in The Guardian: “‘The trend is irreversible’: has Romania shattered the link 
between economic growth and high emissions?” (February 2026); “Economic growth is still heating the planet. 
Is there any way out?” (February 2026); “Economic growth no longer linked to carbon emissions in most of the 
world, study finds” (11 December 2025) 
 
2 It’s even visible on the graph shown in The Guardian’s article: -27% emissions during 1990-1992, -19% 
during 1996-1999, -12% during 2008-2010, and -2,9 % during 2019-2020.  
 
3 The conclusion of a 2023 note from the Irish Department of Finance (p. 6) is worth quoting at length: “Over the 
period as a whole, GHG emissions reductions achieved through improvements in the carbon intensity of energy 
and in the energy intensity of economic growth are small relative to the continued and robust rise in the 
contributions from economic growth per capita and the increase in population. While a ‘relative decoupling’ has 
occurred over the last quarter-century, with the economy becoming relatively more energy and carbon efficient, 
an ‘absolute decoupling’ has not been achieved, with the result that emissions are still higher than in 1990.”  
 
4 Famously, even Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen (1906-1994) and his disciple Herman Daly (1938-2022) didn’t 
agree on this question. In the seminal The Entropy Law and the Economic Process (1971), N. Georgescu-Roegen 
argued that the law of entropy meant that an economy would unavoidably face some kind of decline – one of the 
earliest occurrences of the term “décroissance” (degrowth) was actually a French translation of the selected works 
by Georgescu-Roegen in 1979 with the title “La décroissance. Entropie, Écologie, Économie” (Degrowth. 
Entropy, Ecology, Economy). Herman Daly (for an overview of his lifework, see Victor, 2022) disagreed with N. 
Georgescu-Roegen, which led to develop the concept of a “steady-state economy” (e.g., Daly, 1974).  
 
5 The IPAT equation first appeared in 1971, in a critique of Barry Commoner’s The Closing Circle (1971) 
written by Paul Ehrlich and John P. Holdren (for a history, see Holdren, 2018).  
 
6 See The political economy of degrowth (2019, Chapter 7, “Crowded? The denatalist critique, pp. 413-425).  
 
7 If the acceleration in technological progress seems reasonably reachable or if the yearly rate of degrowth 
seems rather mild, keep in mind that, (a) this is only for carbon, ignoring other planetary boundaries; (b) that we 
only counted territorial emissions – which is 20 % lower than the EU carbon footprint; (c) and that we 
uncritically adopted the European Commission’s -55% by 2030 target, which is much lower that what scientists 
recommend (close to -60 / -70 %).  
 
8 The author is aware of this, mentioning Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen’s The Entropy Law and the Economic 
Process (1971): “human activity on Earth is ultimately subject to a range of material and energy limits. 
Eventually these limits must constrain GDP growth, because while GDP growth with low material throughput is 
possible, ongoing immaterial growth is not” (Aldred, 2026, p. 11).  
 
9 The idea of Gross National Product was born in the 1930s and internationalised in the 1950s (for historical 
accounts, see Philipsen, 2015 or Schmelzer, 2016). There have been five methodological revisions since (1960, 
1964, 1968, 1993, and 2008) without major changes in the philosophy of the measure. Alternative indicators of 
wealth started developing in the 1970s with more than 200 hundreds of them existing today (Ríos-Ocampo et al., 
2026), even though none of them have dethroned GDP.  
 
10 The convergence of the curves toward a steady, endless economic growth results from a specific assumption 
built into the model about long-term productivity gains, the variable driving growth. So, this graph should be 
taken with a pinch of salt; it’s only a quantitative visualisation of the assumption of that productivity gains 
increase continuously therefore leading to endless growth. 
 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2026/feb/11/is-romania-blueprint-economic-growth-low-emissions
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2026/feb/11/is-romania-blueprint-economic-growth-low-emissions
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2026/feb/09/economic-growth-carbon-emissions-impact-global-heating
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2026/feb/09/economic-growth-carbon-emissions-impact-global-heating
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2025/dec/11/economic-growth-no-longer-linked-to-carbon-emissions-in-most-of-the-world-study-finds
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2025/dec/11/economic-growth-no-longer-linked-to-carbon-emissions-in-most-of-the-world-study-finds
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2026/feb/11/is-romania-blueprint-economic-growth-low-emissions
https://assets.gov.ie/static/documents/economic-insights-spring-2023.pdf
https://www.routledge.com/Herman-Dalys-Economics-for-a-Full-World-His-Life-and-Ideas/Victor/p/book/9780367556952
https://www.cooperative-individualism.org/daly-herman_the-economics-of-the-steady-state-1974-may.pdf
https://www.whp-journals.co.uk/JPS/article/download/628/382
https://theses.hal.science/tel-02499463/document
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Greenhouse_gas_emission_footprints
https://press.princeton.edu/books/hardcover/9780691166520/the-little-big-number?srsltid=AfmBOopP_lvN_FQ5YG11E9IVkcwAg7m2Yqyyv3t_GhdUURA4_n0vxB2R
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/hegemony-of-growth/A80C4DF19D804C723D55A5EFE7A447FD
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/nationalaccount/hsna.asp
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800925002411
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800925002411
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11 Here is the full quote from John Maynard Keynes’s 1942 BBC address, “Let us not submit to the vile doctrine 
of the nineteenth century that every enterprise must justify itself in pounds, shillings and pence of cash income 
[…] Why should we not add in every substantial city the dignity of an ancient university or a European capital 
[…] an ample theater, a concert hall, a dance hall, a gallery, cafes, and so forth. Assuredly we can afford this and 
so much more. Anything we can actually do, we can afford. […] We are immeasurably richer than our 
predecessors. Is it not evident that some sophistry, some fallacy, governs our collective action if we are forced to 
be so much meaner than they in the embellishments of life?” 
 
12 For example, the book Degrowth & Strategy: How to bring about social-ecological transformation (2022), 
“Chapter 4: Political Strategies for Degrowth” in Exploring degrowth: A Critical Guide (2020), “Chapter 5: 
Pathways to degrowth” in The future is degrowth (2022), a series of policy briefs coordinated by the 
organisation Research & Degrowth, and this timely article that came out in The Guardian (“We can move 
beyond the capitalist model and save the climate – here are the first three steps”) – for my own synthesis, see 
“Chapter 8: Strategies for change” in The political economy of degrowth (2019). More generally, see Fitzpatrick 
et al. (2025) for a survey of the strateties and tactis of degrowth academics and activists.  
 
13 Degrowthers have done an extensive work clarifying key positions in political economy concerning money 
(e.g., Olk et al., 2023), work (see Vincent and Brandellero, 2023 for a review), business models (e.g., Nesterova, 
2020), among a variety of more detail topics like housing (Nelson and Schneider, 2019), tourism (Fletcher et al., 
2020), food (Nelson and Edwards, 2021) – for a good overview of this litterature, see Parrique, 2019; Kallis et 
al., 2018 and Kallis et al., 2025; Schmelzer et al., 2022. The green growth scholarship, on the other hand, is 
mostly empirical, very carbon focused, with little elaborations on its associated economic system (for an 
overview, see Khan et al., 2025).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.degrowthstrategy.org/
https://www.plutobooks.com/product/exploring-degrowth/
https://www.versobooks.com/products/2620-the-future-is-degrowth?srsltid=AfmBOoo8OXwP8tUZT5xSIqEHTSbr9TcmgTescZy2gAsKenx_E4-DiKi6
https://degrowth.org/projects/policy-briefs/
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