Their assumption that green growth is sufficient to solve the existential crisis we are in is a dangerously false illusion, it doubles down on unsustainable consumption patterns and guarantees extinction – independently removes political and social will for better solutions hindering any attempts at progress
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> The validity of the green growth discourse relies on the assumption of an absolute, permanent,∂ global, large and fast enough decoupling of economic growth from all critical environmental∂ pressures. The literature reviewed clearly shows that there is no empirical evidence for such∂ a decoupling currently happening. This is the case for materials, energy, water, greenhouse∂ gases, land, water pollutants, and biodiversity loss for which decoupling is either only relative,∂ and/or observed only temporarily, and/or only locally. In most cases, decoupling is relative. When∂ absolute decoupling occurs, it is observed only during rather short periods of time, concerning∂ only certain resources or forms of impact, for specific locations, and with very small rates of∂ mitigation.∂ > There are at least seven reasons to be sceptical about the occurrence of sufficient decoupling∂ in the future. Each of them taken individually casts doubt on the possibility for sufficient∂ decoupling and, thus, the feasibility of “green growth.” Considered all together, the hypothesis∂ that decoupling will allow economic growth to continue without a rise in environmental∂ pressures appears highly compromised, if not clearly unrealistic.∂ 1 Rising energy expenditures. When extracting a resource, cheaper options∂ are generally used first, the extraction of remaining stocks then becoming a∂ more resource- and energy-intensive process resulting in an increase in total∂ environmental degradation per unit of resource extracted.∂ 2 Rebound effects. Efficiency improvements are often partly or totally compensated∂ by a reallocation of saved resources and money to either more of the same∂ consumption (e.g. using a fuel-efficient car more often), or other impactful∂ consumptions (e.g. buying plane tickets for remote holidays with the money saved∂ from fuel economies). It can also generate structural changes in the economy that∂ induce higher consumption (e.g. more fuel-efficient cars reinforce a car-based∂ transport system at the expense of greener alternatives, such as public transport∂ and cycling). ∂ 5∂ 3 Problem shifting. Technological solutions to one environmental problem can create∂ new ones and/or exacerbate others. For example, the production of private electric∂ vehicles puts pressure on lithium, copper, and cobalt resources; the production of∂ biofuel raises concerns about land use; while nuclear power generation produces∂ nuclear risks and logistic concerns regarding nuclear waste disposal.∂ 4 The underestimated impact of services. The service economy can only exist on∂ top of the material economy, not instead of it. Services have a significant footprint∂ that often adds to, rather than substitute, that of goods.∂ 5 Limited potential of recycling. Recycling rates are currently low and only slowly∂ increasing, and recycling processes generally still require a significant amount of∂ energy and virgin raw materials. Most importantly, recycling is strictly limited in its∂ ability to provide resources for an expanding material economy.∂ 6 Insufficient and inappropriate technological change. Technological progress∂ is not targeting the factors of production that matter for ecological sustainability and∂ not leading to the type of innovations that reduce environmental pressures; it is not∂ disruptive enough as it fails to displace other undesirable technologies; and it is not∂ in itself fast enough to enable a sufficient decoupling.∂ 7 Cost shifting. What has been observed and termed as decoupling in some local cases∂ was generally only apparent decoupling resulting mostly from an externalisation∂ of environmental impact from high-consumption to low-consumption countries∂ enabled by international trade. Accounting on a footprint basis reveals a much∂ less optimistic picture and casts further doubt on the possibility of a consistent∂ decoupling in the future.∂ > This report highlights the need for a new conceptual toolbox to inform and support the design and∂ evaluation of environmental policies. Policy-makers have to acknowledge the fact that addressing∂ environmental breakdown may require a direct downscaling of economic production and∂ consumption in the wealthiest countries. In other words, we advocate complementing efficiency oriented policies with sufficiency policies, with a shift in priority and emphasis from the former∂ to the latter even though both have a role to play. From this perspective, it appears urgent for∂ policy-makers to pay more attention to and support the developing diversity of alternatives to∂ green growth.
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