The GNDs mindset is terminally unsustainable-- claims of increased aggregate demand and producing new decarbonized energy infrastructure are incompatible with earth’s finite resources – we must REDUCE energy use in the Global North, NOT find new ways to supply it from exploiting the Global South. 
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Finally, green growth scenarios maintain high levels of energy use in high-income countries by constraining energy use, and therefore devel- opment, in the Global South—in some cases to levels that are below what is required for even basic needs.6 This approach is obviously immoral and unjust (the term ecofascist comes to mind), and clearly unacceptable to Global South negotiators. It is worth noting here, furthermore, that achieving and maintaining a decarbonized economy for high-income countries with their existing levels of energy use (and automobile use) would require extraordinary levels of material extraction for all the ener- gy infrastructure and batteries, most of which will be obtained from the Global South through supply chains that are already in many cases social- ly and ecologically destructive. Yes, we need renewable energy transition. But needlessly high energy use in rich countries means this transition will be slower and the social and ecological costs will be higher. 
In sum, green growth scenarios play loose with science, assume in- credibly unjust arrangements, and gamble with the future of humani- ty—and all of life on Earth—simply to maintain ever-increasing levels of aggregate output in high-income countries, which, as we will see, is not even needed. 
Ecological economists point out that when we scale back our assump- tions about technological change to levels that are, to quote the physicist and ecological economist Julia Steinberger, “non-insane,” and when we reject the idea that growth in rich countries should be maintained at the expense of the Global South, it becomes clear that relying on technologi- cal change is not enough, in and of itself, to solve the ecological crisis. Yes, we need fast renewable energy deployment, efficiency improvements, and dissemination of advanced technology (induction stoves, efficient ap- pliances, heat pumps, electric trains, and so on). But we also need high-in- come countries dramatically to reduce aggregate energy and material use, at a speed faster than what efficiency improvements alone could possibly hope to deliver. To achieve this, high-income countries need to abandon growth as an objective and actively scale down less necessary forms of production, to reduce excess energy and material use directly.7 
This brings us to a critically important point. We must be clear about what growth actually is. It is not innovation, or social progress, or im- provements in well-being. It is very narrowly defined as an increase in aggregate production, as measured in market prices (GDP). GDP makes no distinction between $100 worth of tear gas and $100 worth of health care. This metric is not intended to measure what is important for people, but rather what is important for capitalism. Of course, what is important for capitalism is not to meet human needs, or achieve social progress, but rather to maximize and accumulate capital. If social progress and well-being are our goals, it is not the market value of aggregate production that matters but rather what we are producing (tear gas or health care?), and whether people have access to essential goods and services (is the health care privatized or universal?). This is basic to socialist thought. 
Source: GND JG Neg - DDI 2023 KM · DDI · 2023




