His critique of throughput is wrong.
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The ecological case for degrowth For Kenta Tsuda, “material throughput” is a placeholder term – “while material throughput may be a fruitful category for thought experiments, it is deeply flawed as a basis for effective environmental policymaking” (p.119). The term ecological economists actually use is biophysical throughput, to refer to all the natural resources that go through the economy and are disposed back in nature. This is a theoretical category, which can be divided into several more measurable indexes.  looks at how fast we consume resources and generate waste compared to how fast nature can absorb our waste and generate new resources.  estimates the global quantity of materials like biomass, fossil fuels, and minerals consumed by a country.  measures the amount of water used to produce goods and services.  sums up the amount of carbon being emitted by an activity. There are many others, all of them useful for evidence-based, environmental policymaking. Kenta Tsuda appears surprisingly unaware of the range of ecological indicators used in the degrowth literature: “the ecological rationale for degrowth boils down to necessary climate action” (pp.123-127). It does not. A “sustainable” economy in any meaningful understanding of the term must consider all the complex interactions it has with ecosystems, and not only carbon. Economies should be carbon neutral, but also remain within the regenerative capacities of all renewable resources, within the acceptable stocks of non-renewable resources, and within the assimilative capacities of ecosystems. What makes degrowth complicated is that it aims to reduce several patterns of resource use at once. It is a response to the “”: rising curves in primary energy use, ocean acidification, fertilizer consumption, marine fish capture, water use, and many other indicators of environmental stress. One of the key assumptions underpinning the degrowth argument is that further economic growth in rich countries will exacerbate these trends. There is room for  about how much that is so, and whether these countries can decouple a smaller or larger part of their GDP growth from environmental pressures in the future. But the  is clear: today, economic growth is still a driver of environmental disruption. If I understand him well, Kenta Tsuda agrees that degrowth might be necessary at some point (because he does acknowledge that there are absolute, material limits to production), but not today. This is a strange claim that goes against what we know about the biocrisis, starting with recent reports about  and . These reports never bring good news, as often reminded by the recurrent calls by scientists demanding urgent action. Many of the problems are definitely getting worse, and any delay in addressing them will imply faster, more difficult changes in the future.
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