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Abstract

This paper critically reviews and builds upon the state of the art in a rapidly evolving
collection of post-Keynesian and heterodox approaches to understanding the economy as sub-
system of nature. Attempts to incorporate environmental limits in heterodox economics are
growing, yet it seems additional research has merely brought about further questions. Specif-
ically, the feasibility of dematerializaion is analyzed given the “paradox of growth”: greater
output has historically meant increasing impact on the environment, yet reducing investment
or consumption results in unemployment. A stock-flow-consistent (SFC) model is developed
to study the shift to higher consumption of services and low-energy intensive goods rather
than higher investment in new green technology. It is found that dematerialization can best
be achieved through a significant rebalancing of national priorities, away from energy-intensive
production and material consumption and towards low-impact, low productivity services of
clear social and environmental benefit. Ultimately, the most important question to be an-
swered for Ecological Macroeconomics, and post-Keynesians in general, is how to best define
sustainability and balance planetary and social well-being given the irreversibility of human
development and fundamental uncertainty about what may happen in the future.

keywords: dematerialization, post-keynesian, ecological macroeconomics, well-being, energy,
productivity, consumption, sustainability, climate change
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A Post Keynesian Paradox:
Reducing Investment for Sustainable Growth

1 Introduction: The Ecological Crisis and Limits to Growth

With the publication of the last UN International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report, it has
become painstakingly clear that human activity has caused an unprecedented amount of change
to the Earth’s natural processes, yielding significant impacts on both current and future genera-
tions (IPCC 2014). Both the pace of global warming due to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
the extent of its effects appear to have been vastly underestimated. Conservative estimates now
put likely warming scenarios at between 3.7 and 4.5 °C this century, far beyond the supposedly
“manageable” 2 °C warming limit set by international experts. Additional stress augurs poorly for
already strained ecological systems, as well as economic growth and social stability. As the IPCC
report states,

“...climate-change impacts are projected to slow down economic growth, make poverty reduc-
tion more difficult, further erode food security, and prolong existing and create new poverty traps,
the latter particularly in urban areas and emerging hotspots of hunger.” (IPCC 2014, p. 20)

Climate change, however, is just one of many biophysical limits that are being pushed or sur-
passed at this time — ranging from biodiversity loss to soil erosion to disruption of nitrogen and
phosphorous cycles - and the future costs of accruing such ecological debts are likely to rise as
global leaders fail to make serious commitments to stay within planetary boundaries (Rockstrom
et al. 2009). As the world’s population continues to grow, along with an ever-expanding middle
class, the availability of both renewable and non-renewable resources are likely to face a number
threats that will ripple through the economy. However, despite the overwhelming evidence of nat-
ural limits to continued economic growth, economics has been slow to shed old orthodoxies which
overlook economic dependence on the natural world.

Both the landmark “Limits to Growth” (Meadows et al. 1972) publication by the Club of Rome
and further research by Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen (1970; 1971; 1976) over the limits continued
growth, given finite material inputs and increasing energy needs to transform such resources, began
a flurry of controversy and responses by the economic mainstream in the early 1970’s.

Neoclassically trained economists, believing in perfect rationality, and perfect substitutability
of natural inputs “adopted mathematical models of optimising behavior, assuming micro-economic
axioms, regarding humans as self-interested utility maximisers, pricing externalities and conduct-
ing trade-offs” (Spash & Ryan 2010, p. 2). Their unflinching optimism in price signals to bring
about technological change allow even the most catastrophic environmental disasters to be easily
overcome. Even modern ecological economics has largely been complicit in merely appropriating
neoclassical and mainstream models of production with moderate alterations to include externali-
ties, bringing about only negligibly different results rather than drastic ideological, behavioral, or
political change (Spash 2012, Holt 2005).

While they have been slow to pick up the mantle on this subject (Mearman 2009), a growing
number of heterodox economists are beginning to set their sights on ecological issues and work
across disciplines to bring new perspectives and a more realistic analysis to an old debate that
needed reviving (Berg et al. 2015, Foley & Taylor 2014, Victor and Jackson 2014). Post-Keynesians
have been especially active in this field, bringing traditionally mico-based insights from environ-
mental science into a decidedly “macro” framework (Rezai et al. 2012). The foundations of the
post-Keynesian paradigm - historical time, fundamental uncertainty, and effective demand - figure
prominently in what is now being called “ecological macroeconomics”.

This paper provides a brief overview of the dilemma faced by post-Keynesians as they search
for new ways to redefine the growth path towards a greener and more equitable future. Achiev-
ing socially sustainable full employment without increasing demand for material and energy inputs
presents a difficult hurdle for economists who are often criticized for being growth-centric (Mearman
2009). Building upon some previous post-keynesian ecological models, a simple Stock-Flow Con-
sistent (SFC) model is developed which incorporates the prospect of increasing sustainable “green”
consumption low material- and energy- intensive services. This is done in opposition to previous
models which seek to increase investment in green technology to ameliorate climate change, as



there are several reasons to be skeptical that such a plan is either ecologically or socially efficient.

It is found that the post-Keynesian lens has proven fruitful to better understand some ecological
issues, much more must be done to understand the role that the drivers of growth play in finding a
sustainable production path. Increasing efficiency and productivity growth alone are likely insuf-
ficient to achieve the drastic dematerialization of production needed to avoid catastrophic human
and environmental damage from climate change, and in some cases may even be counterproductive.

The uncertainty involved in predicting future climate scenarios, and human adaptability to
them, should act as a catalyst for more radical solutions, rather than doubling down on tech-
nological optimism. A truly sustainable economic path will require a decrease in energy- and
material-intensive production, as well as a counterbalancing increase in socially beneficial services
with low environmental impact. Achieving this in the limited time available will require a signifi-
cant cultural shift towards sufficiency, rather than efficiency, a more equal distribution of wealth,
and government policies that focus less on growth and more on well-being.

Going forward, post-Keynesian economists will need to adopt a coherent definition of sustain-
ability founded in the fundamentals of uncertainty, irreversible time and the double-edged sword of
effective demand in a finite world (Berr 2009). While certainly a subject to be debated, such issues
beg for a complementary normative theory of social progress to better understand how to ensure
inter-and intra-generational well-being and advance the shift of values away from growth-centric
dogma. Well-being for current and future generations, without compromising natural processes or
access to them, must hold primacy over growth.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 delves into the “paradox of growth” and the role
of productivity, investment and consumption in achieving sustainable environmental and social
goals. This raises a number of questions for the field of ecological macroeconomics, and post-
Keynesians in general. Section 3 explores the possibility of dematerializing growth by increasing
consumption, highlighting under what circumstances this may be possible. Section 4 gives the
outline of a Stock-Flow Consistent model which can be used to determine the economic effects of a
low-energy intensive, service based economy. Section 5 pushes further into the meaning of growth
and consumption

Section 6 briefly concludes to research and looks to the future of post-Keynesian ecological
economics. The need to develop a new theory of sustainability and development must be devel-
oped which recognizes the irreversibility of actions, uncertainty about the future, and a desire for
improving both social and planetary well-being over considerations of growth.

2 Ecological Macroeconomics and The Paradox of Growth

While some mainstream authors, even environmentalists themselves, have justifiably considered
ecological constraints in the past, rigid and unrealistic assumptions within the neoclassical growth
model preclude any serious environmental concerns, requiring a new method for accurate analysis.

Post-Keynesian economics is poised to help in this respect, recognizing the importance of his-
torical time, path dependence, irreversibility, uncertainty and effective demand. While there exists
no universally accepted set of principles within the camp, post-Keynesians have also adopted more
realistic set of microeconomic fundamentals that can similarly help to shed light on environmental
issues (Lavoie 2009b).

Post Keynesians are now beginning to search for methods to accurately imbed the economy
within the environment and research various ways that growth and distribution are affected by
supply limits or production “externalities” (Rezai et al. 2012, Victor & Jackson 2015, Dafermos et
al. 2017). It is clear, however that there are still many stones left unturned in the field. The follow-
ing section will discuss what is likely one of the greatest dilemmas for post-Keynesians who study
environmental issues: the “paradox of growth”. More specifically, effective demand and investment
growth are highly correlated with an increasing the ecological footprint, yet they are a social ne-
cessity for maintaining stable employment in Keynesian economics. The extent of the paradoxical
relationship will be developed, noting the difficulty of relying on technological/efficiency fixes while
emphasizing the role of consumption in creating a culture of unsustainable livelihoods.

2.1 Consumption, Investment and Productivity

The vast majority of heterodox literature focusing on environmental limits to growth are centered
around supply constraints resulting either from direct resource overuse or indirectly, as a result



of global warming. Eventually, either because firms begin to realize their limits to production or
because yields begin to fall and costs rise, animal spirits will dampen and investments will fall
alongside as they become less profitable. If a lower rate of private investment is expected, the
main concern is to how to make sure that what investments are made - both privately and publicly
- are directed towards sustainable production, and how to compensate for any drop-off in capital
accumulation.

The literature thus almost unilaterally recommends demand-management policies in order to
adopt new resource-efficient technologies to reduce greenhouse gases and constrain unsustainable
economic growth. From a post-Keynesian perspective, such policies make sense because invest-
ment demand is what drives growth and maintains employment levels. Investment is also a much
more politically expedient component of growth to alter, since it does not directly alter individual
liberties for personal consumption choices.

The importance of the consumption in driving unsustainable demand and furthering “brown”
(as opposed to “green”) investment should not be underestimated, however (Kronenberg 2010a).
Indeed, many authors have suggested that consumption should increase to improve environmen-
tal sustainability. This section will review post-Keynesian literature discussing the link between
savings, consumption, government spending, and private investment in order to find a sustainable
solution to the present ecological crisis and the “paradox of growth”. Typically, the solution is
viewed as three-fold: 1) direct private and public investment towards sustainable “green” avenues
that increase productivity, 2) reduce working time to reap the benefits of added productivity, and
3) increase consumption to accommodate a fall in investment, maintain employment, and work
towards a low-investment “steady state”. It will be shown, however, that neither policy is as sim-
ple as is typically presented, and must be qualified with serious amendments to avoid potentially
making matters even worse.

First, any investments in green technology to raise productivity or efficiency necessarily increase
output, incomes, and in some cases energy use. Though some of the negative feedback effects of
“green” investment policies are only partial, given the gravity of reaching critical environmental
limits - be they climate-related or scarcity-induced - policymakers cannot and should not rely solely
on technical fixes to the ecological problems that lie ahead. What is likely needed is a decrease
in productive investments, especially in material and energy intense sectors throughout the world.
Much of this decrease will have to occur to make room for necessary growth that must take place
where consumption does not meet minimum objective thresholds for human well-being.*

Second, while reducing working time could be a useful tool in increasing employment and
reducing material inputs needed for production, its benefits may be overstated. Finally, though
consumption must increase to either a) make up for a fall in investment and maintain employment
and/or b) make way for a steady state of low growth and investment, there are serious limitations
to accomplishing this. Raising consumption in the current social and economic paradigm is neither
welfare increasing nor environmentally sustainable given limitations to dematerializing production
and shifting towards a fully “service-based” economy.

The most important question, therefore, becomes how to define and encourage sustainable
consumption. It will be argued here that for consumption to be sustainable, it must be coupled
with new cultural values of sharing and sufficiency, and focused much more strongly on low-
productivity services with a clear social benefit rather than environmentally destructive material
goods or socially damaging services.

2.2 Investment, Efficiency and the Productivity Trap

Using the accounting identity G — T = S — I — NX, where G is government spending, T tax
revenue, S private savings, I private investment and N X net exports, Fontana and Sawyer (2013,
p. 260; 2014) draw two conclusions about the effects of a slowdown in investment resulting from
unsustainable economic growth. Given that global net exports cannot rise, socially sustainable
lower growth - that is, an economic situation that maintains employment and capacity utilization
with less investment - requires either expansionary fiscal policy (meaning greater budget deficits) or
a reduced savings rate (meaning higher consumption) to substitute for a fall in private investment.

IThis argument is often stated recognizing the North-South divide in consumption patterns between “rich” and
“poor” countries (Jackson 2011), but it should be qualified that the problem of overconsumption/production and
insufficient consumption exists throughout the developed and developing world. Making room for growth to achieve
the goal of meeting basic needs may be better thought of as distributive justice. The point should not be growth
itself, but achieving a minimum standard of well-being.



In theory, a steady state could be achieved with a low savings and profit rate, as only minimal
investment would be needed to replace depreciated capital stock and maintain productive capacity
(Rezai et al 2012; Keynes 1936, chpt 24).

Fontana and Sawyer (2013, 2014) therefore argue that strict financial regulation can help to
direct private credit towards sustainable enterprises, and an expanded public sector can provide
subsidies or finance infrastructure projects as both an employment backstop and a means of in-
centivising new green investment channels. On the other hand, consumption may increase if it is
invested in service industries that are not resource intensive, like advertising or marketing.

With regards to the first policy recommendation, there is reason to believe that expanding
government deficits to replace a fall in private investment alone will fall short of sustainability
objectives without being implemented alongside other coordinating policies. Barker et al. (2009),
for example, point out that government sponsored “decarbonization” programs, funded via a carbon
tax, can end up expanding output and increasing carbon emissions over and above reductions
achieved from efficiency gains. Aggregate rebound effects can be shown to grow over time as real
incomes grow and systems adapted to greater purchasing power, implying that policies should not
focus on energy saving investments alone “but on portfolios of policies that complement behavioural
changes to ensure reductions in GHG emissions as living standards improve.” (Barker et al. 2009,
p. 426)

The relationship between mitigation efforts and output can be explained using a simple ac-
counting framework Y = C' 4+ I 4+ Y u which yields Y = % when solving for output Y (Rezai et
al. 2012, p. 11). If total investment is made up of both private investment I and some share of out-
put devoted to mitigation u, given S savings equals investment, increasing the amount of money
directed towards mitigation further increases growth. By definition, absolute dematerialization
cannot take place since a greater mitigation effort will bring about more energy-intensive produc-
tion. Aggregate emissions could even paradoxically rise as a consequence of the decarbonization
investment if the corresponding increase in energy efficiency is insufficient to overcome the added
energy consumption resulting from economic expansion. The legacy of environmental policies and
their ability to promote sustainability will therefore depend on the cultural and institutional setting
in which they take place and the ability to adapt to changing behaviours of energy consumption.

Similarly, the “Jevons Paradox” has both microeconomic and macroeconomic effects on energy
use (Rezai et al. 2012, p. 10). At its most basic level, the Jevons Paradox describes a situa-
tion in which an increase in energy or resource efficiency of a good or service makes its use more
inexpensive. The reduced cost then allows for further use by more people, partially or fully com-
pensating for the greater efficiency.? In a macroeconomic context, technological advances increase
output, which then raises incomes and leads to further consumption. Increasing the efficiency
of automobiles, for example, makes them cheaper to use, thus allowing a larger portion of the
population to drive for a longer period of time. The increase in efficiency also boosts economic
output and incomes, allowing for those same drivers to potentially drive even more or spend the
additional money on other energy-intensive consumption goods. As such, the Jevon’s paradox all
but precludes the possibility of absolute material and energy decoupling from growth.

Energy consumption per dollar of GDP has fallen significantly throughout the world, but GDP
continues to grow, in most cases outpacing reductions in energy use to meet growing demand
from rising incomes, and the energy needs of exploding urban populations in the developing world
(Sadorsky 2013).

The paradox of efficiency advances creating greater material throughput has significant bear-
ing on whether increasing labor productivity is a sustainable political or environmental objective
without complementary actions. In fact, energy use and labor productivity are inextricably linked
by definition. The “kaya identity” establishes the relationship between labor productivity A, energy

2See York (2006), Sorrell (2009), and Polimeni, et al. (2012) for a comprehensive review and analysis. Efficiency
gains after accounting for direct and indirect rebounds tend to be mixed and product-specific. There are, however,
ample evidence to suggest that rebounds in energy use are common, and may even result in full “backfire” (a rebound
of larger than 100%)



productivity epsilon, and energy intensity e, as shown in the following equations.

Labor Productivity = (energy productivity)(energy intensity) (1a)
Output  Output Energy
= X (1b)
Labor Energy Labor
A =ee (1c)
Differentiating for growth rates gives the following:
A=ee (1d)

Growth in labor productivity depends on the growth in both energy productivity and energy
intensity. This theoretical relationship has been proven in various empirical studies, and demon-
strates that economic growth achieved through an increase in labor productivity implies higher
energy use (Taylor 2009, Lee 2005). Figure 1 shows the growth of energy intensity and labor pro-
ductivity over time in select regions, showing a clear, increasing correlation. Though the arrow of
causation has been a subject of great debate, these results suggest that efficiency gains are highly
dependent on rising energy use.
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Figure 1: Energy Intensity and Labor Productivity

With this in mind, it is natural to question the source of perceived energy reductions throughout
the world. As will be discussed later on, the vast majority of the gains in input efficiency are more
a result of sectoral shifts towards services in the developed world and changing international trade
patterns than actual throughput reduction. Since broad efficiency increases in the developed world
have occurred largely as a result of shifting the problem of carbon-intensive production from one
place to another, efficiency gains must be achieved through a globally coordinated effort.

Given even conservative estimates of income and population trends, the carbon-intensity of
production would have to decrease by 21-fold within the next 2-3 decades in order to stay within
the UN IPCC recommended limit of 2°C (see Figure 2 for more details).® However, the sharpest
known fall in energy intensity in modern history, which occurred in Russia in the early 1990s,
was just 1/3 of this, and was attained only through massive industrial collapse and a sharp rise
in imports of carbon-intense goods (Hoffman 2011, p. 3). Additionally, there is reason to believe
that even with efficiency gains, there may not be enough energy supply to meet the requirements
of a growing world economy and population (Brown et al 2011, Foley 2012), or infrastructural
capabilities to capture the energy collected, even if clean energy technologies could be developed
(Hoffman 2011).

As such, while efficiency increases may play a role in dematerialization, they should be offset
by decreases in investments elsewhere so as not to continue raising output and energy use, and to
allow energy growth for those that still have yet to achieve a level of material well-being necessary
to secure a dignified life (Jackson 2011). Lambert et al (2014) find that per-capita energy use is
highly correlated with human development indicators up to a certain point, after which its effect
becomes negligible. Their findings imply a minimum required per-capita energy expenditure to
achieve a certain level of well-being, as well as a maximum beyond which increasing energy use
adds little to benefit livelihood. The vast inequalities of energy use, and the universal need for
rapid decline in aggregate energy consumption, give rise to calls for radically rebalancing modes of
resource production and consumption.

3Jackson (2011) adds that the limit of 450ppm carbon emissions represents a 50-85% absolute reduction in GHG
outputs.
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A number of economists have called for economic “de-growth” (decroissance) or “a-growth” to
reallocate energy priorities and alter the social and political logic away from merely increasing in-
vestment, growth, and reliance on purely technological solutions to ameliorate ecological dilemmas
(Martinez-Allier 2009; Van den Bergh 2011; Jackson 2009, 2011; Kallis et al. 2012). Decreasing
growth is politically contentious, and there is an ongoing debate about the feasibility of reducing
growth within a capitalist system or whether it is even a necessary objective in the first place.

The correlation between GDP and energy consumption is quite apparent, but energy consump-
tion per dollar has clearly fallen over time. The question being debated is whether a global effort
can sufficiently reduce the embodied energy per dollar such that, even with increasing incomes,
aggregate world energy use falls year-to-year (decoupling energy growth from GDP or “absolute
dematerialization” of growth). Uncertainty about future climate scenarios, the extent to which
carbon emissions must decrease to stay within acceptable boundaries, and the ability of new tech-
nologies to develop make support for degrowth or green growth largely a question of optimism or
personal belief.

Because of future uncertainties, it is likely both socially beneficial and ecologically prudent to
redirect economic institutions to favor low- (or no-) growth, which will necessarily mean a reduction
in investment in some sectors and an increase in others. Reducing investments that provide little
social benefit, or even actively impede our capacity to stay within planetary boundaries can be
both welfare increasing (Jackson 2008) and a boon to wages and employment (Young 2011, 2015),
as will be discussed in Section 3.

2.3 The Prospects of Sustainably Reducing Working Time

Intimately linked with the prospects for reducing the amount of energy embodied in economic
output while still increasing social well-being are calls for a reduction in working time. Not only
does a universal cut in hours worked allow society to reap the benefits of productivity gains, but it
also can improve welfare and potentially reduce overall energy use (Jackson and Victor 2011, Foley
2012, Fontana & Sawyer 2013). Employment growth depends heavily upon labor productivity,
participation rates and population growth, but is also determined by the number of hours needed
to work. Changes to the labor market such as shorter work hours, or age of entry into and exit
from the labor market can help to reducing work time across the lifecycle, and might sustainably
allow the benefits of productivity gains to be spread “widely and thinly” (Foley 2012).

Rezai et al. (2012, p. 8), however, have argued that working time reductions tighten the
labor market, increasing the bargaining power of workers. With greater bargaining power, workers
can demand higher wages, which lead capitalists to search for new technologies that improve
productivity and thus reduce the number of employees. Any decrease in working time, therefore,
may backfire to both increase unemployment and raise the energy intensity of production as output
expands. Maintaining the employment gains from reduced working time would require constant
reductions over and above increases in productivity.

Kallis (et al. 2013) review the relevant literature and find additional reasons to be suspicious.
For one, if work is shared because of work-time reductions, but not reduced in the aggregate, it
means more people will simply enter workforce. The environmental benefit in this case is therefore
relative to the consumption habits of newly hired workers. Minimizing unemployment is a socially
valuable goal, yet the added growth of spending may be environmentally unsustainable if added
workers have a high propensity to consume resource-intensive goods.

Reducing working time is only truly sustainable if work is decreasing and people are using
the extra free time in low-impact ways that do not increase productive demand. As such, the
environmental benefits of the policy will depend on the cultural milieu in which it occurs, as well



as the relative prices of leisure activities against high-impact forms of consumption. Governments
may have to step in to provide support for convivial activities and low-impact services that support
community engagement without placing additional need on resources.

In general, evidence from panel data as to the effectiveness of work-time reductions in limiting
resource use are hard to verify because cuts in emissions could be the result of sectoral shifts
that occur simultaneously. Reducing work hours may thus be good social policy, but it is not the
panacea it is often made out to be and must be coupled with a new set of policies that reinforce
non-consumptive values to be truly effective.

3 Dematerialization of Consumption

Given the problem of reducing working time, and having already reviewed the difficulty of reducing
energy use with rising labor productivity, it becomes imperative that the work that is done be
done in the least energy intensive way possible. It would seem though, that while a worthy cause,
focusing purely on improvements in productive efficiency will not fully counteract the environmental
woes currently confronting the planet. Even without significant rebound effects, the increase in
efficiency that would be needed to achieve a sustainable carbon footprint before catastrophic and
irreversible damage occurs far surpasses anything achieved in the past (Jackson 2011). As such,
one must turn from merely focusing on the efficiency of investments and pay close attention to
consumption and savings as the other side of the economic coin.

The most obvious policy choice for dematerializing the economy is to reduce the amount of
materials purchased, yet the paradox of lowered consumption is almost immediately apparent. If
Y —C =5 = I, any rise in savings must be offset by a rise in investment to maintain employment,
bringing one back to the previously discussed dilemma of growth and energy use. Though the
carbon intensity of each dollar spent may decline with efficiency investments, a larger economy
likely means more energy, as has been discussed (Jackson 2011). In order to reduce investment
growth and still maintain employment levels, savings would therefore have to decrease, meaning
an increase in consumption (Rezai et al. 2012). In this case, dematerialization could seemingly be
achieved through consuming non-resource intensive goods and services.

3.1 The Reality of “Green” Consumption

Significant research has been done touting the possibilities for “green” consumerism to bring about
lasting change in production. A growing level of consciousness among consumers, as seen through
the “fair trade” and “cage-free/organic food” movements, could bring about more equitable and
sustainable practices if enough consumers are sensitized to bring about economies of scale. Whole
supply chains could conceivably be revamped to become more socially equitable and environmen-
tally friendly (Prothero et al. 2010).

Yet there are any number of reasons to believe that “green consumerism” could not adequately
compensate for growing material and energy resource use. For one, supposedly ethical consumption
is nearly impossible to guarantee given the highly disaggregated nature of production networks.
Without global environmental and social regulations and parallel enforcement mechanisms, the
prospects of a true commitment to sustainability throughout supply chains - and an understand-
able method for guaranteeing such commitment to potential consumers - are bleak (Dauvergne
2010). Furthermore, the movement advocating acts of virtuous consumption as a legitimate form
of environmental stewardship has grown out of a larger cultural process based upon the commodifi-
cation of individual identities (Hamilton 2010). Rather than meeting material needs, consumption
has become an unhealthy form of “psychological reproduction, and the identities so created are
relinquished only reluctantly...any demand to change consumption patterns asks the consumer to
experience a sort of death” (Hamilton 2010, p. 574).

The creation of a purchasable individual identity serves to not only increase consumption, but
reinforces the breakdown of larger social organizations (such as union membership) and collective
actions that would otherwise act as a counterweight to growing corporate political power, wage
inequality, and environmental degradation (Hamilton 2010, Pettit & Sheppard 1992, Bauman
2001). Identity creation through individual consumption may be the ultimate tool both for stifling
collective calls for change while simultaneously increasing profits by attaching self-identification
and even morality with commodities, balkanizing political protest (Naderi & Strutton 2013).



Finally, though some sustainable consumption, aided by non-profit groups and social marketing,
may bring some positive change, it obscures the fact that a growing population with ever greater
wants and needs will require growing environmental inputs to support. The paradox of socially
conscious or dematerialized consumption raises a number of economic quandaries. Savings must
decrease to make up for lost investment in a lower growth society, yet consumption remains a large
part of reinforcing unsustainable production by reproducing 1) inequality, 2) financial instability,
3) individualistic economic values, and 4) social dissolution.

3.2 Dematerialization Through “Green” Services

If consumption cannot be dematerialized by efficiency only, then the type of consumption must be
altered to include more non-material goods and services. Fiscal policy could then be tailored not
just to policies that facilitate green innovation and technical efficiency gains - which, as previously
discussed, can rebound and induce greater material throughput - but those that depend on social
interaction or physical labour that are best left unmediated by massive capital investments. Most
importantly, however, the increase in labor-intensive, low-input goods and services must be of clear
social benefit.

As already discussed, Fontana and Sawyer (2014) mention that consumption could be directed
towards services that are less material intensive, like marketing or advertising. Advertising and
marketing services are odd choices to expand on for the purpose of dematerialization, since they
largely exist for the purpose of increasing material demands. When one includes the psychological
stress associated with the “keeping up with the Joneses” mentality so prevalent in Western culture
and the negative physical health effects - from obesity to anorexia, tobacco and alcohol consump-
tion, etc. - of advertising, the suggestion is not only counterproductive from an environmental
standpoint but untenable if the goal of economic policy is to improve social well-being (Lavoie
2009a, p. 55). Marketing and advertising services are far more likely to exacerbate inequality and
destabilize the economy, pushing citizens to go into debt to fund economically and environmentally
unsustainable lifestyles, rather than reduce material throughput (Barba & Pivetti 2009; Frank et
al. 2010).

Foley (2012) adds that the financial services industry has grown markedly in the last 40 years,
and software development can seemingly be produced and sold infinitely without adding to material
consumption. Foley admits, however, that both come with clear caveats. Expansion of the financial
services industry has not directly used more resources, but has gone hand in hand with increased
inequality, been a major factor in permitting greater indebtedness of individuals and businesses,
and increased financial instability (Hein & van Treek 2011). And while software can be developed
and sold with little inputs, its value is derived from monopoly rents on intellectual property that
obscure its actual value to society.

It may be doubtful that a meaningful portion of global consumption can be dematerialized
through such services in the current market environment (Ayres & Warr 2004, Kallis 2011). The
“Environmental Kuznets Curve”, which postulates that material throughput of economic growth
follows an inverted parabolic shape over time - increasing in the beginning with industrialization
and manufacturing growth and then decreasing as technological efficiencies and higher incomes
give rise to a cleaner production and a service-based economy- has been seriously questioned as of
late (Stern 2014). Notably, the ability of some countries to develop service-based economies has
been wholly dependent upon their import of manufactured goods from abroad. The explanatory
power of the Environmental Kuznets Curve drastically decreases when consumption of materials,
not production is scrutinized (Rothman 1998, Bagliani et al. 2008).

In fact, Bruns and Gross (2012) suggest that much of the observed declines in energy inten-
sity have been more a result of non-recurring structural changes of production towards services,
especially in the rich world. As both incomes and the energy intensity of production continue to
grow in developing countries, services can expand alongside but will hit an asymptotic global max-
imum since all final consumption goods - be they material- or service- based - depend on physical
resource inputs of production (Kemp-Benedict 2014). The structural movement towards services
may actually mask the true energy intensity of economic development since the value of services
is often inflated compared to the value of material goods (Bruns & Ross 2012, p. 5).



3.3 Evidence for Dematerialization

Kronenberg (2010a) provides one of the most in-depth analyses of the effects of dematerialization
from a post-Keynesian perspective using input-output analysis of with data from Germany. His
study shows that while dematerialization can be achieved through a service-based economy in
theory - that is, both production and consumption increase with fewer resource inputs needed -
there are a number of caveats: First, his results confirm that dematerialization in Germany would
be exclusive. Inequality is likely to increase, though his model does not consider the consequence of
inequality feeding back to spur consumption of more status goods and increasing material/energy
use. Additionally, he shows that inequality increases largely as a result of both higher value-added
in the services sector and a smaller relative percentage of earnings dedicated to wages than the
manufacturing sector, rather than any change in the capital-output ratio.

Second, imports will decrease, since most services can only be consumed at home, which may
exacerbate persistent global imbalances. Third, and most importantly, there is little or no evidence
to suggest that consumers will choose a consumption path which privileges services over produc-
tion. Indeed, the growth of the service economy in the developed world can only exist in part by
moving manufacturing to the developing world, and any meaningful movement towards large-scale
dematerialization would require significant cultural shift in consumer behavior (Kronenberg 2010a,
p. 17, Jackson 2011).

What is also left out of this analysis is whether increasing services will be enough to reduce
materials and energy throughput in the time required to meet the required greenhouse gas limita-
tions proposed by the UN. Since most post-Keynesian stock-flow consistent models have principally
measured the cost and effectiveness of mitigation programs on reducing carbon emissions, new re-
search would be needed which includes policies bringing about a sectoral shift in the economy. The
effectiveness of a move towards a lower productivity economy as part of a mitigation effort to re-
duce carbon emissions and materials use should be tested against investments in new technologies
and productive capacities.

3.4 Modeling and Implications of a Service-Based Economy

Though the absolute physical limit to the extent that economies can dematerialize towards ser-
vices is a subject of debate, the ability of a country to replace “brown” investment and material
consumption with “green” investment and consumption of low-input services will necessarily play
a strong role in the massive social and economic changes that must occur to meet the demands of
climate scientists. As the market is likely to undervalue the necessity of many of the services that
need offering, government budgets will have to swell to provide the necessary backing and shift
both production and consumption towards low-impact avenues.

In a macroeconomic sense, dematerialization will therefore depend on sectoral changes in both
the products that are consumed, and the way they are produced. If there is a shift from manu-
facturing to service sectors, the output of the service sector will increase, thus altering the way
value-added is divided between capitalists (who depend on profits and financial income) and workers
(who earn wages), because of differential profit shares. Government budgets will also be affected
since services are taxed differently from industrial production (Kronenberg 2010a, p. 2). The
resulting change in income distribution will therefore alter consumption once more, as capitalists
and workers have different propensities to consume. If the aggregate level of consumption increases
enough, it may even overcome the positive effects of dematerialization and backfire. Though such
a result could be presently beneficial from a social standpoint - decreasing unemployment - its long
term social and environmental sustainability are questionable.

4 SFC Model: Dematerialization Through Consumption

Recently, post-Keynesian ecological economists have been using demand-driven Stock-Flow Con-
sistent (SFC) models to show environmental interactions within complex systems to better under-
stand the dynamics of energy and materials use on growth and distribution over time. SFC models
have traditionally been used to understand building debt dynamics and financial flows. They are
particularly useful for following Victor and Jackson (2015) for example, have integrated multiple
industrial sectors and financial variables along with scenarios for different demographic changes
to model intergenerational distribution issues. Fontana and Sawyer (2014) show the relevance of



finance directed through “green” loans as a part of sustainability policy. Berg et al (2015) note the
temperature increases as a result of human production, while Dafermos (2017) models the extrac-
tion and flows of both material (mineral) and energy resources to production, as well as the waste
absorption capacity of the Earth. Godin (2012) includes an “employer of last resort” mandate in
the form of green jobs in his model to show how full employment can be compatible with meeting
efficiency needs.

The following model depicts a simplified economy comprised of the following sectors with all
flows to and from them represented by their respective superscripts:

(a) disaggregated households made of either workers h or capitalists ca,
(b) Four production sectors:

e energy e

capital producing firms k,

sustainable “Green” goods and services s

e non-sustainable “Brown” consumption goods and services n,
(¢) commercial banks b, and

(d) the Government g.

Figure 3, shows the links between workers who receive wages from the production sectors,
capitalists who retain profits, banks which provide loans and the government, which can spur
investment, purchase goods, or provide unemployment benefits. All productive sectors, including
the government, require energy, which releases emissions into the environment. The circulation of
flows in the economy are detailed in the Social Accounting Matrix (SAM), below.

Figure 3: Flow Diagram, Green Consumption Model

Energy Green G/S Brown G/S Investment  Workers  Capitalists Govt. Banks Total
Energy Cs,e Cn,e CI,e Ch,e Cr:a‘e CG,P, +AL€ YE
Green G/S Ch,s Cea,s Ca.s +AL, Yyr
Brown G/S Chon Cean Can +AL, Y,r
Investment 1. I I, I; +AL, Y;
Workers N W, N,W; N, W, N;W; GrU Fy Yea
Capitalists F. F F, F; Ty Bea,ti—1 Fy Yoo
Government Th+ ABp  Th + ABgq AB, | T+ AB
Banks /’41Le,t—1 /’41Ls,t—1 TlLrb,t—l 7'ch,t—1 +A]\/1(:a /’4bBb,t—1 Yb
Total Ye Y, Y, Y; Yn Yea G Y,

Table 1: Social Account Matrix

The Balance Sheet Matrix in 2 represents the distribution of stocks between each sector. The
net worth of firms, for example, sums to zero since all wealth is ultimately owned by capitalists.
Banks similarly have no net worth as they balance assets and liabilities by paying interest on
loans and money deposits and buying treasury bills from the government. Private net worth is
derived from both financial wealth in the form of cash and bonds from households (mostly held by
capitalists), and real wealth in the value of capital.

The transaction flows matrix 3 also makes sure that flows ultimately sum to zero. Pluses
indicate inflows and minus signs indicate outflows. While wages are an outflow (-) for the productive
sectors, for example, the wage bill is an inflow (+) for wage earning workers. By combining the
different tables, one can see more clearly the distribution between profits and wages to capitalists
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Energy Green G/S Brown G/S Cap. Goods Workers Capitalists Govt. Banks | Total

Fixed Capital + K. + K +K, + K +K
Deposits +Mecq -M 0
Loans —L. —Lg —L, —Ly +L 0

Inventories +INV, +INV, +INV, +INV, +INV

Advances —A +A 0

Balance 0 0 0 0 0 —Vea -V 0 -V
% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 2: Balance Sheet Matrix

and workers respectively. The government acts as both central bank and the fiscal government in
this model. Thus, it consumes energy and goods and services, provides unemployment benefits to
jobless workers. Any changes in stocks can be seen in the second part of the matrix table.
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4.1 Households
4.1.1 Wage Earners

A list of all variables, parameters and equations can be found in the Appendix. In the household
sector, employed wage earners (“workers”) N earn a salary W), from the productive firms and pay
a portion of their income in the form of taxes 6, to the government leaving disposable income
Y Dy,. The unemployed U receive a salary from the government. The number of unemployed is the
difference between the population A\ and the workers demanded N.

U=A-N 2)

Both workers and the unemployed consume all of their income. While this is an oversimplifica-
tion, it is a common assumption in post-Keynesian analysis and leaves the fundamental dynamics
of the model unchanged.

As such consumption C}, of wage earners must be equal to total disposable income. The bundle
of goods from both “green” and “brown” firms consumed is determined by a simple behavioral
equation.

WiNy = WeN, + W N, + W, N, + Wi N}, (3)
YDy, = (1 —0,)W,LN;, + GrU (4)
YDy, = C), (5)

All household consumption is split between a minimum autonomous amount of energy use, and
brown goods and services which can increase with time and income. Green consumption begins
with 0 (all consumption is “unsustainable”), but increases to a greater portion of available dispos-
able income once the climate threat becomes more clear. The government also influences social
consciousness of green issues by privileging spending on sustainable goods and services, boosting
an environmental ethic through cleaning pollution, maintaining parks, opening new wilderness
preserves, health and education, etc. Governments can even spend money on advertising and
marketing that specifically privilege sustainable values and community, outdoor play and local
consumption, etc. fsp, is thus a function of emissions (EMIS) and sustainable government spend-
ing on green goods and services (G). Equation 8 shows that z is the ratio of a sector’s propensity
to consume sustainable vs. nonsustainable goods.

Ch=1—-psn)YDy where 0 < Bop < 1 (6)
B = f(EMIS,G) (7)

Z represents
2y = Nz, = & (8)

/Bn,it

4.2 Capitalists

Capitalists, however, are able to save a portion of their income, and are assumed to be concerned
with increasing wealth holdings. While workers earn wages and spend their income, capitalists take
in profits the sum of profits from all productive and financial industries F.,, allocating a portion of
their post-tax income and accumulated wealth from the previous period M,,, ,, while saving the
rest as deposits. This grossly underestimates the rise of financial wealth as an important reason
for both economic growth and rising inequality (CITE), but does not change the fundamental
principles of this model.

Fca:Fe+Fs+Fn+Fk+Fb (9)
Yca - Fca + ’rd<MCat71) (10)
YDca - (1 - eca)Fca + rd(Mcat_1) (11)
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Since all wealth is held as bank deposits in this economy, total wealth at time t is equal to
the money holdings. This can be derived from the difference between total disposable income and
total expenditures in the period.

Vcat = Mcat = YDcat - Ccat (12)

Consumption by capitalists is based on a decision about how much they should consume out of
real income and real wealth held from the previous period, represented by a1 and s, respectively.
Lowercase letters will hereby signify real values and uppercase letters will imply nominal values.

Cea, = Q1ydy + 2 My (13)

With the addition of the behavioral marker s .., one can determine the percentage of con-
sumption spending going towards sustainable activities by capitalists.

Cs,cay = (1 - ﬁs,cat)ccat (14)

4.3 Industry
4.3.1 Energy

Total energy required for output F is a function of the output in each sector (i) and the energy
intensity of production € for that sector. For the purposes of this paper, the energy sector is assumed
to require no energy in itself but merely faces the cost of extraction. Energy is then required as an
input in all other sectors. If the energy intensity of production declines, sustainability increases as
there is less energy required to make a given unit of output. Energy productivity for the economy
Pre,y is therefore the total amount of energy used divided by output.

E=eY (15)
FE
Prey = Y (16)

Emissions and the Environment are not fully endogenized in this model, as there exists no
supply constraint to energy (i.e. infinite resources) or demand constraint in the form of damage
from excessive C02 output. Emissions EMIS are a function of the previous year’s accumulated
emissions (reduced by an exogenous C02 absorption ratio ¢) plus the portion of energy released
as emissions. The emissions to output ratio of the economy can then be defined by the energy to
output ratio (energy intensity) and the emissions produced per unit of energy used %Is

EMIS, = EMIS;_ (1 — ¢) + wE, (17)
EEMIS
§EMISY = Y& (18)

4.4 Firms

Firms each sector earn revenue Y from sales to households, the government, and other firms.
Capital depreciates at a specified rate § K with time. Firms also pay wages to workers Njwyp,
interest on loans 7;L; to banks. Regardless of the firm, all products are sold at a markup rate u
above production costs. Profits F' can then be realized and distributed back to capitalists.

F, =Y, — Npwp; —r;Liz_1 —0K;, | (19)

4.5 investment

Investment growth takes is a function of animal spirits, actual capacity utilization and targeted
utilization.

gk = Yo + 71 (ui_g —u’) (20)

14



Capacity utilization u is the fraction of realized output to potential output Y. Potential
output is itself made up of the total capital stock multiplied by the productivity of capital.

u= y% (21)
y" = K¢, (22)

Real investment depends on desired capital growth and the rate of depreciation of capital.

i = MAX|[gr +70]ki—1 (23)
Ak =i— ki (24)

4.6 Costs

For the purpose of simplifying the model we assume no intermediate inputs or vertical integration
of sectors. In reality, prices are mutually determined because of the nature of integration (Berg
et al. 2015). All productive sectors require electricity as an input, determined through its energy
productivity pre ;. Following Godin (2012), until full capacity, a firm’s unit cost structure is a
linear decreasing function of output y, capital stock k and debt L. Afterwards, unit costs become
a quadratic increasing function while approaching full potential output.

Unit labor costs are represented by the ratio of wages W to labor productivity pr,. The
previous equation can complimented with the previous investment behaviour equations to see that

firms do not replace depreciated capital when v < u” — Chal)

o = Umin

4.7 Prices

Having determined costs, one can now turn to prices. In standard kaleckian fashion, prices p are
a markup p on unit costs UC. The markup rate can be split in two, as a certain percentage is
typically either to be distributed as profits p; or used to pay interest on loans us giving

p = (14 p1 +muz)UCy® (25)

where y° is expected sales. Total dividends are considered to be comprised of the desired rate
of return on capital r,, given the capital stock.

F Zpkt,ﬂ“sk,g,l (26)

CONTINUE

4.8 Commercial Banks

Commercial banks hold money deposits from capitalists M and give pay out an interest rgM. At
the same time, banks make loans L to firms and receive an interest rate r;

AM = AM.a (27)

AL=AL,+ AL, + AL, + AL, (28)

Banks also balance their holdings by buying bonds from the government at rate r;

Fy=rLi_1 —rqM.a+ ryBi_1 (29)
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4.9 Government

The government has a fundamental role to play in the economy as it 1) acts as the central bank by

setting interest rates for banks to distribute loans 2) spends money on green Cy , and brown Cy ,,

goods and services, and 3) provides a guaranteed minimum salary to unemployed workers U B.
The government collects taxes on both wages and wealth as shown in the following equation.

T = 0p(NaWh) + Oca(Fra) (30)

Governments then spends money in the diverse sectors for various goods and services, with
different propensities to consume. First, it consumes an exogenously defined amount of goods and
services, such that

Cg,t = Wpt (31)

Some level of government consumption is constant. Total government spending, though, in-
cludes unemployment benefits paid out to the non-working population.

G=Cys+Cyn+GU (32)

The government therefore also has a decision to make as to spending between green and brown
consumption goods and services 3, s, much like households. With time, it is assumed that a “green
ethic” is incorporated into government policy and sustainable consumption increases i.e. there is
an increase in z.

Bg,s

Z2g = 33
g 1— Bg,s ( )

Total government spending minus income gives the budget deficit BD.
BD; =G; - T; (34)

So far this is just a rough sketch of what an SFC model with an additional consumption sector
will look like. Preliminary results are forthcoming.

4.10 Dematerialization through Sufficiency

As has been shown above, changing the type of consumption - be it through dematerialized ser-
vices or green products - is unlikely to bring about lasting change without drastically altering
consumer culture and a massive expansion of the public sector into private modes of production
and consumption. What is left, then is a necessary shift away from the quantity of what is con-
sumed, with an aim towards quality; sufficiency should be sought over efficiency. In his treatise on
the “Economic Possibilities of our Grandchildren”, Keynes (1933) had presaged that technological
advancements and growing wealth would be so great in the future that once basic needs and a cer-
tain level of material comfort had been met, consumption and productive investments would level
off and people would begin choosing leisure over material goods. While incomes and productivity
have certainly grown, the wealth gains achieved since Keynes’ writing have not been spread evenly;
income inequality has worsened in many parts of the world, especially in the last several decades
(Piketty 2014, Stockhammer 2014).

Additionally, Keynes had overlooked a fact of consumption that has long been established
in sociological literature, both theoretically and empirically. Needs are not exogenously set but
endogenously developed over time and in relation to reference groups of social peers, media, and in-
stitutions (Veblen 1899; Dusenberry 1949; Lavoie 2009a; Frank et al 2010). As such, while Keynes
had envisioned a future steady state in which investment had fallen to a level that would merely
replace capital depreciation, and consumption would increase only to some point of satiety, there
has been no movement towards such a society. Though there are a number of other institutional
and historical factors to be blamed, this can be partially explained because of constantly evolv-
ing preferences (Stiglitz 2008). If anything, new consumption norms, spurred on by advertising,
deregulation of the financial services industry and exacerbated by stagnant wages over the last 40
years, may have permitted a vicious cycle of greater consumption and rising debt (Barba & Pivetti
2009).
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Post-Keynesian authors have contributed greatly to better understand the effects of a fall in
both the wage share and declining, even negative savings rates in the era of financialization. Given
the role that debt-led consumption played in inflating the pre-crisis bubble, it is striking that
financial, social, and ecological sustainability of consumption remain disparate fields of inquiry
within most economic analyses. Increasing the quantity of consumption for the sake of consump-
tion is hardly a goal that post-Keynesians or environmentalists can justifiably rally behind when
considering its destabilizing financial capabilities, its association with psychological illness and
social deterioration, and the vast amounts of resources used and physical waste produced as a
consequence.

While consumption has markedly increased since the time of Keynes’ writing, there is little
evidence that improvements in well-being in the developed world have kept pace. In fact, most
studies show that consumption is poorly linked with personal happiness, and that which is most
appreciated - eg. leisure time and social connectedness - are often undermined by individual
consumption desires (Deleire & Kalil 2010). Empirical evidence tends to confirm that beyond a
certain level of basic needs being met, higher levels of income and consumption do not breed a
concomitant rise in well-being (Ahuvia 2007, Easterlin et al. 2010).

A number of economists have suggested, therefore, that rather than focusing on the type of
consumption (ie. how resource or energy intense it is) or the quantity of what is consumed (which
is poorly correlated with well being), society should be more concerned with the quality of what
is being consumed and the values that such consumption propagates. The dominant economic
paradigm has tended to privilege individual benefit over collective goals and action, and given
preference to more, over better consumption, often to the detriment of both the individual and the
group (Haberl, et al. 2010). As Jackson (2011, p. 163) explains, “structural change must lie at the
heart of any strategy to address the social logic of consumerism. And it must consist in two main
avenues. The first is to dismantle the perverse incentives for unproductive status competition. The
second must be to establish new structures that provide capabilities for people to flourish — and
particularly to participate meaningfully in the life of society — in less materialistic ways.”

A host of post-consumerist policies that appeal to a new set of communitarian social values may
be necessary to reverse individualistic tendencies, the unending search for acquisitive power, and
achieve some equilibrium level of sufficiency (Schneider 2011, Latouche 2007, Jackson 2009). For
high levels of consumption to be economically sustainable, it will have to be financed through in-
come rather than credit, which will require strict regulations on both credit lending and advertising
to reverse the common trend of rising consumer debt. The fall in what is deemed “unsustainable”
consumption will have to be compensated by opportunities for higher quality sustainable con-
sumption and investment which support alternative lifestyle choices like car sharing, work sharing,
and co-housing that breed community-building and foster communitarian values (Schneider et al.
2011). Some of these will mean a drop in paid services, thus reducing private consumption; but
other activities - education, cultural services, locally produced organic food, personalized home
health care - could be high-value added because of the artistry, knowledge and labor intensity
involved (Dullien et al 2011, p. 193). Governments, acting as the employer of last resort can
step in to ensure that the values and opportunities provided in the marketplace are those which
contribute to sustainable goals, stepping once more behind the steering wheel to procure a green
future. Low-energy, labor-intensive jobs can be a net boon to both employment and the environ-
ment by accomplishing socially necessary tasks with little material throughput (Forstater 2003,
2006). Rather than new infrastructural developments into previously wild territories, governments
can focus on updating existing systems that have become dilapidated or can be retrofitted to new
needs and efficiency standards. A “Green Corps” could help maintain or build new parks and
public spaces to encourage communal gathering, promote recycling and creative reuse of waste,
and institute community and rooftop gardening schemes. Whether in open green spaces or on city
sidewalks, a dedicated sector of laborers could provide a universal social benefit by beautifying
surroundings and cleaning pollution from where it is needed most. Such policies can lead to a
virtuous cycle of appreciation for the natural world, as well as endear communitarian values, all
while providing the backstop of full employment.

5 Conclusion

Thus far, it has been established that 1) counting on expanding investments in sustainable technol-
ogy alone in order to dematerialize the economy is likely misguided. Not only can such efficiency-

17



only policies backfire and increase resource use and greenhouse gases, but the scale of the problem
at hand may be too large for technical fixes alone to meet sustainability needs. 2) While con-
sumption expenditures must rise to compensate for a fall in investment to reach a steady state,
it is neither socially nor environmentally preferable for material consumption to increase and 3)
dematerialization under the current market paradigm will not occur without a significant change
in social values and associated government intervention. As such 4) consumption of material goods
should fall in favor of policies promoting sharing, cooperative action and an expansion of the com-
mons. 5) While these policies will necessarily decrease material consumption, they open up the
opportunity for high quality consumption services that use less resource inputs, are far less likely to
incite a rat-race of conspicuous consumption, and instead lead to a virtuous increase of individual,
social, and environmental well-being.

The non-linearity of poorly understood environmental processes, their importance in economic
production and in determining well-being, mean that post-Keynesians will have to consider a
broader range of policy recommendations that can accommodate global concerns yet be adaptable
to local needs and changing situations. Ecological macroeconomics has only scratched the surface
of topics yet to be covered, and the field still lies on the margins of general post-Keynesian research
agendas.

Non-renewable resource use has been covered at length, for example, but natural resources
once thought renewable, like fresh water availability and agricultural biomass, are also in peril if
massive mitigation efforts are not undertaken. Population growth in water-scarce regions, climate
change, and soil degradation from excessive fertilizer use, monocultures and desertification could
create a “perfect storm” of crises in the future that will go far beyond impacting economic growth
(Gomiero, et al. 2011; Telles, et al. 2011). Confronting these issues will require new analytical
tools and a more holistic understanding of how disparate natural and man-made systems interact
(Ropke 2015).

Economics must recognize that human development sits precariously atop a fragile socio-
ecological system, and social goals are inevitably tied to ecological sustainability. The resilience
of political and social systems will be dependent on their ability to offer meaningful, high-quality
livelihoods to growing numbers while using less resources, more evenly distributing them, and
constantly adapting to new climate challenges.

18



Althouse 53

Works Cited

Ackerman, F., & Heinzerling, L. (2002). Pricing the priceless: Cost-benefit analysis of
environmental protection. University of Pennsylvania Law Review. 1553-1584.

Ahuvia, A. C. (2007). Wealth, consumption and happiness. In A. Lewis (Ed.), The Cambridge
handbook of psychology and economic behaviour.

Aldred, J. (2012). Climate change uncertainty, irreversibility and the precautionary principle.
Cambridge journal of economics, 36(5), 1051-1072.

Antal, M., & van den Bergh, J. C. (2013). Macroeconomics, financial crisis and the environment:
Strategies for a sustainability transition. Environmental Innovation and Societal
Transitions, 6, 47-66.

Arrow, K., Dasgupta, P., Goulder, L., Daily, G., Ehrlich, P., Heal, G, ... & Walker, B. (2004).
Are we consuming too much?. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 147-172.

Arsenault, C. (5 December 2015). Only 60 Years of Farming Left If Soil Degradation Continues.

Scientific American.
Online: http://www.scientificamerican.com, retrieved: 8 May 2015.

Ayres, R. U., & Warr, B. (2004). Dematerialization vs. growth: Is it possible to have our cake
and eat it?. Dematerialisation vs Growth: Is it possible to have our cake and eat it.
CMER Working Paper # 18.

Bagliani, M., Bravo, G., & Dalmazzone, S. (2008). A consumption-based approach to
environmental Kuznets curves using the ecological footprint indicator. Ecological
Economics, 65(3), 650-661.

Barba, A., & Pivetti, M. (2009). Rising household debt: Its causes and macroeconomic
implications—a long-period analysis. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 33(1), 113-137.

Barker, T., Dagoumas, A. and Rubin, J. (2009) ‘The macroeconomic rebound effect and the
world economy’. Energy Efficiency doi: 10.1007/s12053-009-9053-y

Bauman, Z. (2001). Consuming life. Journal of Consumer Culture, 1(1), 9-29.

Benson, M. H., & Craig, R. K. (2014). The end of sustainability. Society & Natural Resources,
27(7), 777-782.

Berg, M., Hartley, B., & Richters, O. (2015). A stock-flow consistent input—output model with
applications to energy price shocks, interest rates, and heat emissions. New Journal of
Physics, 17(1), 015011.



Althouse 54

Bhaduri, A. & Marglin, S., 1990. Unemployment and the real wage: the economic basis for
contesting political ideologies. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 14(4), pp.375-393.

Brown, J., Burnside, W., Davidson, A. et al. (2011): Energetic limits to economic growth.
BioScience, 61(1): 19-26.

Bruns, S. B., & Gross, C. (2012). Can declining energy intensity mitigate climate change?
Decomposition and meta-regression results (No. 1211). Papers on Economics and
Evolution.

Campiglio, E. (2014). Beyond carbon pricing: The role of banking and monetary policy in
financing the transition to a low-carbon economy. Grantham Research Institute on

Climate Change and the Environment Working Paper No. 160.

Carrington, Damian (2014, 18 September). World population to hit 11bn in 2100 — with 70%

chance of continuous rise. The Guardian. Online:
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/sep/18/world-population-new-study-11b
n-2100

Chytil, Z., Maslo, L. (2014). (Ir)reversibility of Hysteretic Systems in Post-Keynesian
Economics. International Journal of Social Sciences, I11(4), pp. 153-172.

Costanza, R., Kubiszewski, 1., Giovannini, E., Lovins, H., McGlade, J., Pickett, K. E., ... &
Wilkinson, R. (2014). Time to leave GDP behind. Nature, 505(7483).

Dasgupta, S., Laplante, B., Meisner, C., Wheeler, D., & Yan, J. (2009). The impact of sea level
rise on developing countries: a comparative analysis.Climatic change, 93(3-4), 379-388.

Dauvergne, P. (2010). The problem of consumption. Global Environmental Politics, 10(2), 1-10.

DeLeire, T., & Kalil, A. (2010). Does consumption buy happiness? Evidence from the United
States. International Review of Economics, 57(2), 163-176.

Dafermos, Y., Giorgos, G. & Nikolaidi, M. (2014). An ecological stock-flow-fund modelling
framework. Working Paper, prepared for 18th Conference of the Research Network
Macroeconomics and Macroeconomic Policies (FMM), Berlin, 30 October-1 November
2014.

Douai, A., Mearman, A., and loana Negru. (2012). Prospects for a heterodox economics of the
environment and sustainability. Cambridge Journal of Economics. 36 (5): 1019-1032

Duesenberry, J. S. (1949). Income, Saving and the Theory of Consumer Behavior, Harvard:
Cambridge.



Althouse 55

Dullien, S., Herr, H., Kellermann, C. (2011). Decent Capitalism: A Blueprint for Reforming our
Economies, London: Pluto Press.

Easterlin, R. A. (1974): Does economic growth improve the human lot? Some empirical
evidence, Nations and households in economic growth, 89: 89-125.

Easterlin, R.A., McVey, L.A., Switek, M., Sawangfa, O., Zweig, J.S., 2010. The
happiness—income paradox revisited. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
107 (52), 22463-22468.

Farber, S. C., Costanza, R., & Wilson, M. A. (2002). Economic and ecological concepts for
valuing ecosystem services. Ecological economics, 41(3), 375-392.

Frank, R.H., Levine, A.S. & Dijk, O. (2010). Expenditure Cascades, available at SSRN:
http://ssrn.com/abstract=1690612.

Foley, D. (2012): Dilemmas of Economic Growth, Eastern Economic Journal. 38: 283— 295

Fontana, G., & Sawyer, M. (2013). Post-Keynesian and Kaleckian thoughts on ecological
macroeconomics.” European Journal of Economics and Economic Policies:
Intervention, 10(2): 256-267.

Fontana, G., & Sawyer, M. (2014). "The Macroeconomics and Financial System Requirements
for a Sustainable Future," Financialisation, Economy, Society & Sustainable
Development (FESSUD) Project Working paper 53.

Fontana, G., & Sawyer, M. (2015 forthcoming). Towards post-Keynesian ecological
macroeconomics. Ecological Economics.

Forstater, M. (2003). Public employment and environmental sustainability. Journal of
Post-Keynesian Economics. 25(3): 385-406.

Forstater, M. (2006). Green Jobs:. Public service employment and environmental sustainability.
Challenge , 49 (4), 58-72.

Gerst, M. D., Raskin, P. D., & Rockstrom, J. (2013). Contours of a resilient global future.
Sustainability, 6(1), 123-135.

Godin, A. (2012). Guaranteed Green Jobs: Sustainable Full Employment. Levy Economics
Institute of Bard College Working Paper No. 722.

Gifford, R. (2011). The dragons of inaction: Psychological barriers that limit climate change
mitigation and adaptation. American Psychologist, 66(4), 290.



Althouse 56

Gomeiro, Tiziano; Pimental, David; Paoletti, Maurizio G. (2011) Is there a need for a more
sustainable agriculture? Critical reviews in plant sciences. 30(1-2), p. 6-23.

Haberl, H., Fischer-Kowalski, M., Krausmann, F., Martinez-Alier, J., & Winiwarter, V. (2011).
A socio-metabolic transition towards sustainability? Challenges for another Great
Transformation. Sustainable development. 19(1), 1-14.

Hamilton, C. (2010). Consumerism, self-creation and prospects for a new ecological
consciousness. Journal of Cleaner Production, 18(6), 571-575.

Harcourt, G.C., 1972. Some Cambridge controversies in the theory of capital. Cambridge
University Press.

Harcourt, G. and Kriesler, P. (2012). Introduction [to Handbook of Post-Keynesian Economics:
Oxford University Press: USA]. Australian School of Business Research Paper No. 2012
ECON 33. [online] http://research.economics.unsw.edu.au/RePEc/papers/2012-33.pdf

Hein, E., & van Treeck, T. (2008). 'Financialisation' in Post-Keynesian models of distribution
and growth-a systematic review. IMK Working Paper No. 10/2008

Hoffmann, U. (2011): Some reflections on climate change, green growth illusions and
development space, UNCTAD Discussion Paper No. 205.

Holt, R. (2005). Post-Keynesian Economics and Sustainable Development. International Journal
of Environment, Workplace and Employment, 1(2). 174-186.

Imran, S., Alam, K., & Beaumont, N. (2014). Reinterpreting the definition of sustainable
development for a more ecocentric reorientation. Sustainable Development, 22(2),
134-144.

IPCC, 2014: Summary for policymakers. In: Climate Change 2014: Impacts,Adaptation, and
Vulnerability. Part A: Global and Sectoral Aspects. Contribution of Working Group II to
the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Field,
C.B., V.R. Barros, D.J. Dokken, K.J. Mach, M.D. Mastrandrea, T.E. Bilir, M. Chatterjee,
K.L. Ebi, Y.O. Estrada, R.C. Genova, B. Girma, E.S. Kissel, A.N. Levy, S. MacCracken,
P.R. Mastrandrea, and L.L.White (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, pp. 1-32.

Jackson, T. (2008). Where is the “wellbeing dividend”? Nature, structure and consumption
inequalities. Local Environment, 13(8), 703-723.

Jackson, T. (2009): Prosperity without growth? The transition to a sustainable economy, London:
Sustainable Development Commission.



Althouse 57

Jackson, T. (2011). Societal transformations for a sustainable economy. Natural Resources
Forum. 35(3), 155-164.

Jackson, T., & Victor, P. (2015). Does slow growth increase inequality? Ecological Economics.
Online: doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.03.019

Kalecki, M. 1968. ‘Trend and business cycle reconsidered’, Economic Journal, Volume 78(2),
pp. 263-76.

Kallis, G. (2011). In defence of degrowth. Ecological Economics, 70(5), 873-880.

Kallis, G., Kerschner, C., Martinez-Alier, J. (2012): The economics of degrowth, Ecological
Economics, 84: 172-180.

Kallis, G., Kalush, M., O'Flynn, H., Rossiter, J., & Ashford, N. (2013). “Friday off”: Reducing
Working Hours in Europe. Sustainability, 5(4), 1545-1567.

Keynes, J. M. (1933). Economic possibilities for our grandchildren. Essays in persuasion,
358-73.

Keynes, John M. (1933/1982). “National Self Sufficiency.” In The Collected Writings of
John Maynard Keynes, vol. 11, ed. Donald Moggridge, 233-246. London:
Macmillan.

Keynes, J.M. (1937). The General Theory of Employment. In The Collected Writings of John
Maynard Keynes. Vol. 14, Macmillan, Cambridge University Press for the Royal
Economic Society, 1973, 109-23.

Keynes, J.M. (1936): The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, San Diego et al.:
Harcourt Inc.

Kimmich, C., Wenzlaff, F. (2012). Exploring preconditions for a stationary economy: The role
of the golden rule and the central bank dilemma. FMM Conference Berlin.

Kopnina, H. (2014). Revisiting education for sustainable development (ESD): Examining
anthropocentric bias through the transition of environmental education to ESD.
Sustainable development, 22(2), 73-83.

Kronenberg, T. (2010a). Dematerialisation of consumption: a win-win strategy? MPRA Paper
No. 25704. Online at http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/25704/ MPRA Paper No. 25704

Kronenberg, T. (2010b). Finding common ground between ecological economics and
post-Keynesian economics. Ecological economics, 69(7), 1488-1494.



Althouse 58

Latouche, S. (2004): Petit Traité de la Décroissance Sereine, Paris: Mille et une Nuits.

Lee, C. C. (2005). Energy consumption and GDP in developing countries: a cointegrated panel
analysis. Energy Economics, 27(3), 415-427.

Lansford Jr, N. H., & Jones, L. L. (1995). Recreational and aesthetic value of water using
hedonic price analysis. Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics, 341-355.

Lambert, J. G., Hall, C. A., Balogh, S., Gupta, A., & Arnold, M. (2014). Energy, EROI and
quality of life. Energy Policy, 64, 153-167.

Laurent E. (2013). "Inequality as pollution, Pollution as Inequality". Working Paper of the
Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality.

Lavoie, M. (2004). Post Keynesian consumer theory: Potential synergies with consumer research
and economic psychology. Journal of Economic Psychology, 25(5), 639-649.

Lavoie, M. (2009a). Etat social, employeur de dernier recours et théorie postkeynésienne. Revue
frangaise de socio-Economie, (1), 55-75.

Lavoie, M. (2009b). Post Keynesian consumer choice theory and ecological economics. Post
Keynesian and Ecological Economics, Cheltenham, Edward Elgar, 141-157.

Lavoie, M. (2014). Post-Keynesian Economics: New Foundations. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Mansfield, C., Pattanayak, S. K., McDow, W., McDonald, R., & Halpin, P. (2005). Shades of
green: measuring the value of urban forests in the housing market. Journal of
forest economics, 11(3), 177-199.

Martinez-Alier, J. (2009): Socially sustainable economic de-growth, Development and change,
40(6): 1099-11109.

Martinez-Alier, J., Pascual, U., Vivien, F. D., Zaccai, E. (2010): Sustainable de-growth: mapping
the context, criticisms and future prospects of an emergent paradigm, Ecological
Economics, 69(9): 1741-1747.

McGlade, C., & Ekins, P. (2015). The geographical distribution of fossil fuels unused when
limiting global warming to 2 [deg]C. Nature, 517(7533), 187-190. Retrieved from
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature14016

McLellan, R., Iyengar, L., Jeffries, B., & Oerlemans, N. (2014). Living Planet Report 2014:
species and spaces, people and places. WWF International, Gland.

Mearman, A. (2009), ‘Why have Post-Keynesians (perhaps) inadequately dealt with issues



Althouse 59

related to the environment?’, in P. Lawn (ed.), Environment and Employment: A
Reconciliation, Abingdon and New York: Routledge, pp. 97- 125.

Nagvi, S. A. A. (2015). Modeling Growth, Distribution, and the Environment in a Stock-Flow
Consistent Framework. WUW Institute for Ecological Economics Working Paper.

Naderi, I., & Strutton, D. (2013). I Support Sustainability But Only When Doing So Reflects
Fabulously on Me: Can Green Narcissists Be Cultivated?. Journal of Macromarketing,
0276146713516796.

Navarro, L. M., & Pereira, H. M. (2012). Rewilding abandoned landscapes in Europe.
Ecosystems, 15(6), 900-912.

Newell, B., D. M. Marsh, and D. Sharma. (2011). Enhancing the resilience of the Australian
National Electricity Market: taking a systems approach in Policy Development. Ecology
and Society 16(2): 15.
[online] URL: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/voll6/iss2/art15/

Nielsen, A. B., Olsen, S. B., & Lundhede, T. (2007). An economic valuation of the recreational
benefits associated with nature-based forest management practices. Landscape and urban
planning, 80(1), 63-71.

Norgérd, J. S. (2013). Happy degrowth through more amateur economy. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 38, 61-70.

Nordhaus, William D. (2008) A Question of Balance: Weighing the Options on Global
Warming Policies, New Heaven: Yale University Press.

Norton, B. G. (1995). Evaluating ecosystem states: two competing paradigms. Ecological
Economics, 14(2), 113-127.

O'Neill, D. W. (2012). Measuring progress in the degrowth transition to a steady state economy.
Ecological Economics, 84, 221-231.

Pettit, Dean & Jerry Paul Sheppard (1992). “It's Not Easy Being Green: The Limits of Green

Consumerism in Light of the Logic of Collective Action”, Queens Quarterly, 99 (3):
328-350.

Piketty, T. (2014). Capital in the 21st Century. Cambridge: Harvard University

Polimeni, J. M., Mayumi, K., Giampietro, M., & Blake Alcott (2012). The Jevons paradox and
the myth of resource efficiency improvements. Earthscan.

Prothero, A., McDonagh, P., & Dobscha, S. (2010). Is green the new black? Reflections on a
green commodity discourse. Journal of Macromarketing,30(2), 147-159.



Althouse 60

Reuveny, R. (2007). Climate change-induced migration and violent conflict. Political
Geography. 26(6), 656-673.

Rezai, A. & Taylor, L. & Mechler, R. (2013). "Ecological macroeconomics: An
application to climate change. Ecological Economics, vol. 85(C), pages 69-76.

Rockstrém, J., W. Steffen, K. Noone, A. Persson, F. S. Chapin, III, E. Lambin, T. M.,
Lenton, M. Scheffer, C. Folke, H. Schellnhuber, B. Nykvist, C. A. De Wit, T. Hughes, S.
van der Leeuw, H. Rodhe, S. Sorlin, P. K. Snyder, R. Costanza, U. Svedin, M.
Falkenmark, L. Karlberg, R. W. Corell, V. J. Fabry, J. Hansen, B. Walker, D. Liverman,
K. Richardson, P. Crutzen, and J. Foley. (2009). Planetary boundaries: Exploring the Safe
Operating Space for Humanity. Ecology and Society 14(2): 32.
[online] URL: http://www. ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss2/art32

Rapke, 1. (2015). Complementary system perspectives in ecological macroeconomics—The
example of transition investments during the crisis. Ecological Economics.

Rothman, D., (1998). Environmental Kuznets curves real progress or passing the buck?: a case
for consumption-based approaches. Ecological Economics 25(2), 177-194.

Ryoo, S., & Kim, Y. K. (2014). Income Distribution, Consumer Debt and Keeping up with the
Joneses. Metroeconomica, 65(4), 585-618.

Siche, J. R., Agostinho, F., Ortega, E., & Romeiro, A. (2008). Sustainability of nations by
indices: Comparative study between environmental sustainability index, ecological
footprint and the emergy performance indices. Ecological Economics, 66(4), 628-637.

Solow, R.M. (1973). Is the End of the World at Hand?, Challenge, 16(1): 39-50.

Solow, R.M. (1974). The Economics of Resources or the Resources of Economics, The
American Economic Review, 64(2): 1-14, Papers and Proceedings of the Eighty-sixth
Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association.

Sorrell, S. (2009). Jevons’ Paradox revisited: The evidence for backfire from improved energy
efficiency. Energy Policy, 37(4), 1456-1469.

Spash, Clive L. & Ryan, A., (2010). "Ecological, Heterodox and Neoclassical Economics:
Investigating the Differences," MPRA Paper 26292, University Library of Munich,
Germany.

Spash, C.L., Ryan, A. (2012). Economic schools of thought on the environment: investigating
unity and division, Cambridge Journal of Economics, 36: 1091-1121.



Althouse 61

Stern, D. I. (2014). The environmental Kuznets curve: A primer. Centre for Climate Economics
& Policy, Crawford School of Public Policy, The Australian National University. CCEP
Working Paper no. 1404.

Stiglitz, J. E. (2008). Toward a general theory of consumerism: Reflections on Keynes's
Economic possibilities for our grandchildren. L. Pecchi & G. Piga (red.), Revisiting
Keynes: Economic possibilities for our grandchildren, 41-86.

Stiglitz, J.E., Sen, A., Fitoussi, J. (2009): Report by the Commission on the Measurement of
Economic Performance and Social Progress. Paris: The Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress.

Stockhammer, E. (2013). Rising inequality as a root cause of the present crisis. Cambridge
Journal of Economics. doi: 10.1093/cje/bet052

Stockhammer, E., & Wildauer, R. (2015). Debt-driven growth? Wealth, distribution and demand
in OECD countries. Kingston University Economics Discussion Paper 2015-2.

Taylor, Lance (2009) Energy Productivity, Labor Productivity, and Global Warming. in Jonathan
M. Harris and Neva R. Goodwin (eds.) Twenty-First Century Macroeconomics:
Responding to the Climate Challenge, Northhampton MA: Edward Elgar.

Telles, Tiago Santos, Guimaraes, Maria de Fatima, & Dechen, Sonia Carmela Falci. (2011). The
costs of soil erosion. Revista Brasileira de Ciéncia do Solo, 35(2), 287-298

Trainer, T. (2010). De-growth is not enough. The International Journal of inclusive democracy,
6(4), 1-14.

UNEP (2011), 'Towards a Green Economy: Pathways to Sustainable Development and Poverty
Eradication', (Nairobi: United Nations Environment Programme).

Vercelli, A. (1998), ‘Sustainable development, rationality and time’, in S. Faucheux, M.
O’Connor and J. van der Straaten (eds), Sustainable Development: Concepts, Rationalities
and Strategies, Dordrecht, Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 259- 76.

van den Bergh, J. C., Faber, A., Idenburg, A. M., & Oosterhuis, F. H. (2006). Survival of the
greenest: evolutionary economics and policies for energy innovation. Environmental sciences,

3(1), 57-71.

Van den Bergh, J. (2011): Environment versus growth. A criticism of “degrowth” and a plea for
“a-growth”, Ecological Economics, 70(5): 881-890.

Van den Bergh, J. C. (2012). Effective climate-energy solutions, escape routes and peak oil.
Energy Policy, 46, 530-536.



Althouse 62

Veblen, T., & Almy, C. (1899). The theory of the leisure class: An economic study in the
evolution of institutions. Macmillan & Company, Limited.

Victor, P. A., & Jackson, T. (2013). Developing a demographic sub-model and an Input-Output
Structure for the Green Economy Macro-Model and Accounts (GEMMA) Framework.
Centre for International Governance Innovation and Institute for New Economic
Thinking.

York, R. (2006). Ecological paradoxes: William Stanley Jevons and the paperless office. Human
Ecology Review, 13(2), 143.

Young, C.E.F. (2011). Growth potential of the green economy in Brazil. Politica Ambiental, vol.
8, p. 88-97.

Young, C.E.F. (2015). Green Growth and Social Inclusion: Possibilities and Challenges for the
Brazilian Economy. Crecimento Verde Inclusivo Series. Working Paper no. 176.



