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Introduction

Jeff Bezos, the world’s richest man, spoke of the Green New Deal with the 
alpine clarity one would expect from someone steering a company, which if 
it were a country, would rank around 70th in total CO2 emissions: “There 
are a lot of different ideas for what the Green New Deal is,” he said, “and it’s 
probably too broad to say too much about that in particular.”1 Bezos, like all 
corporate magnates, operates in a world of balance sheets and the pressure 
to maximize quarterly earnings. He is well aware that Amazon is part of a 
dizzyingly complex world. Despite perpetual hype and digital chatter about 
the post-industrial economy or other hallucinations of a humanity – or a 
capitalism – severed from the world of things, reality remains concrete. In 
a way, that is an understatement. The footprint of capitalism on the world’s 
resources is heavier and heavier, now vastly exceeding the planet’s capacity 
to regenerate itself. This includes the physical impact, in mines and massive 
energy use, of the not-at-all-ethereal tech-world itself.

Amazon is part of a high-consumption economy based on planned 
obsolescence. It depends on ensuring people buy what Amazon sells: a 
deliberately forged culture of consumption, personal loans and personal 
debt, and manufactures which cannot be repaired except at enormous 
cost. Consumer electronics and worldwide delivery systems need a huge 
network of gas stations and publicly subsidized roads. Nearly instant 
delivery requires a devastated workforce in the core, which will deliver even 
when the Post Office does not. Furthermore, Amazon relies on a certain 
way of organizing the human relationship with the environment. Each item 
for sale on Amazon’s website, its energy-guzzling “cloud” data servers, its 
gossamer logistical systems which enable same-day delivery, is tied with a 
million threads to use of carbon sinks and the atmospheric space for CO2 
emissions. These occur without the permission of humanity. Furthermore, 
lives have been lessened in length and quality by the freedom to pollute, 
especially in the South. Additionally, Amazon needs cheap access to the 
raw materials which are the inputs for the thousands of knickknacks and 
gewgaws which, as they flow from factory to family, rip apart the world in 
which we live, and mound great profit in the pockets of the planet’s Bezoses. 
It relies on poor people in the planet’s Third World remaining poor, and 
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often landless, displaced to slums, forced to work in factories that produce 
what Amazon sells.

A Green New Deal (GND) which imagines replacing delivery vehicles 
which run on oil with those that run on lithium batteries, which imagines 
a continued closed-loop consumer economy based on recycling every bit 
of metal and plastic and replacing natural gas with state-subsidized nuclear 
power, could work for Amazon’s business model and the capitalism in which 
it fits. It would be no problem at all for Bezos – at least in the short term. 

But a People’s Green New Deal based on universal access to renewable 
energy, climate debt payments, de-commodified public spaces, funding for 
the arts, 24-hour public libraries, and food sovereignty in the South and 
the North alike would wreak havoc on Amazon’s supply chain. It would 
empower the laborers who fill its lower rungs. It would chip away at the 
coerced and individualized and debt-fueled consumption on which it rests. 
And it would sever huge portions of people’s needs from capitalist accu-
mulation circuits. Moving to agroecology, or “the application of ecological 
principles and concepts for the design and management of sustainable 
agro-ecosystems,” would further break apart the Amazon-friendly struc-
turing of the world.2 If the People’s Green New Deal enfolded demands for 
political sovereignty in the South, such a plan for planetary just transition 
would burst apart a capitalist system which rests on super-exploitation of 
the Third World, using it as a garbage dump and labor supplier. A People’s 
GND would become eco-socialist: the worldwide decommodification of 
social life and the conscious and conscientious management by the asso-
ciated producers, or revolutionary humanity, of our relationship with 
non-human nature so as to ensure its longevity and well-being.

As Bezos says: it’s probably unhelpful to say too much about the GND 
in general. Angels and devils dwell in the details. Which GND and why 
does it matter? What is at stake in one or the next, who has a stake in one 
or the next, and for whom does it not matter at all? This book is primarily 
about the GND debate in the United States. But the US resembles an island 
only in the most literal sense, and the same debates are happening across 
the imperial states. More importantly, everything the US political elite 
does or does not do occurs and impacts a sharply uneven world – from 
Pentagon budgets and the petrodollar which translate into a fire from the 
sky on Yemeni smallholders, to the decision to demilitarize, to speeds-of-
emissions reductions which submerge or stabilize the Seychelles. And from 
cobalt-laden tech for batteries for fleets of electric cars which rely on the 
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continuing underdevelopment and war-fueled annihilation of the Congo to 
keep their prices cheap, to the decision to quickly move the population of 
the US to free electrified public transport, bicycles, and local work. 

Any GND aims to change physical production, social power, and how 
humans interact with the environment. GNDs are plans for preserving, 
strengthening, remolding, attacking, or abolishing capitalism. None of 
the GNDs, or programs for degrowth, or programs for green capitalism, 
restrict themselves to just fixing up a mutilated natural world, or imagines 
a simple swap of lithium batteries for roaring internal combustion motors 
or windmills for coal-fueled power plants. GNDs are agendas for govern-
ing, for deciding who gets what and how much, who does not get, or how 
little they get. Since the US economy is connected through its monopolies 
and its military to oppressed nations and classes all over the world, a US 
GND is an agenda for governing the nations of the planet. It could also be 
something else: not an ecological empire but empire’s end, the planet’s other 
nations ruling themselves, including colonized nations struggling against 
settler-colonialism. 

By now the term Green New Deal spans a sweep of proposals, from 
the European Union’s GND for Europe, to the dead-letter Bernie Sanders 
GND, and on to the degrowth-oriented European GND emanating from 
the nursery of cutting-edge political ecology, Lisbon and Barcelona, also 
the urban cores of Europe’s own Third World. Then there are the eco-
socialist plans of Howie Hawkins and the US Green Party, and the Red Deal 
for indigenous decolonization from the US’s Red Nation. Some imagine a 
thorium-and-solar-fueled US military. Some imagine no US military. Some 
plan for a revamped US workshop-of-the-world exporting clean tech to 
the Third World. Some fight for climate reparations steadily erasing the 
economic apartheid between First and Third Worlds, making in its place a 
world with room for many worlds.

Green New Deals which seek to help other nations shift to cleaner forms 
of production are GNDs which are more democratic, humane, and just than 
those which do not, and those which seek to profit from such “help” may 
not change very much at all. GNDs having a worldwide shift to agro-eco-
logical forms of farming based on food sovereignty and far less trade as 
their touchstone, and which argue for local democratic economies built on 
appropriate technologies and sovereign industrialization and local control 
of renewable energy, catering to human needs, are transformative. They are 
not compatible with capitalism. 
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This book clarifies what is at stake in different Green New Deals, whose 
politics they accommodate and reflect, and how big capitalists might 
work with or against distinct GNDs. Most fundamental to each GND in 
the Euro-American sphere, is its relationship to capitalism and imperial-
ism: Are these agendas for governing capitalism, or for destroying it? If 
the answer is the former, pragmatism and realism can become firehoses 
dousing in despair the flames of revolutionary hope. If the answer is the 
latter, as it should be, then questions of “realism” should be dismissed as 
ideological counterinsurgency against those who not merely hope for, but 
need, a better world.

WHY ARE WE TALKING ENVIRONMENTAL POLITICS NOW?

Why now? After all, the Green New Deal is not a new idea. It is an idea that 
has been born, reborn, and born again, aborted and living half-lives for 15 
years. Although it was bandied around in various circles for many years, it 
first emerged in the public sphere in that petri dish for Eurocentric bacteria, 
Thomas Friedman’s New York Times column, wherein Friedman paused 
from calling for blitzkriegs against Iraqi children to call for a Green New 
Deal. Friedman was frank. It was meant to be “geostrategic, geoeconomic, 
capitalistic and patriotic,” because “living, working, designing, manufactur-
ing and projecting America in a green way can be the basis of a new unifying 
political movement for the 21st century.”3 This was GND as meta-frame for 
industrial renaissance, shoring up weak points in the edifice of US power. 
Friedman as the in-house priest of US imperialist neoliberalism was not 
then or ever shy about telling his readers what he thought should happen or 
who would benefit. Nevertheless, 2007 was premature. 2008 saw President 
Barack Obama stumping with mention of a GND for the United States and 
diverting some of the federal recovery budget to alternative power sources.

2009 saw Europe push a GND as an agenda for rule, development, 
foreign affairs, domestic reweaving of a frayed social safety net, and other 
politics that sought to impale neoliberalism and mounting CO2 emissions 
with a two-pronged fork: new spending for the people and new investments 
to rapidly ramp down CO2 emissions in favor of new and clean sources 
of energy. It called for “economic, social and environmental solidarity,” 
and a Europe acting “for its citizens” in lieu of “narrow industry interests,” 
alongside a “new economy driven by long-term prosperity, not short-term 
profiteering,” decent minimum living standards, small increases in develop-
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ment aid, and massive R&D. Finally, “Social and sustainable development 
clauses in trade partnerships should therefore be binding.”4 This was an 
early taste of the tendency towards apolitical social management – the gov-
ernance approach – which tries to dissolve contradictions around class and 
colonialism, and capitalism’s inability as a historical system to respect the 
earth-system and the tenuous, delicate, and easily shattered niche it has for 
many billions of humans. Long-term planning and the equally vague call 
for “decent minimum living standards” all gesture towards using the GND 
as a lever to shift the social system to “sustainability,” another voguish word 
adulterated to meaninglessness through technocratic, bureaucratic, and 
academic misuse and overuse. The formerly colonized world and its rights 
to reparations, restitution, and development, summarized in the short and 
brilliant keyword of climate debt, were not present in this early precursor of 
current social democratic GNDs. Rather, they imagined managing South–
North inequalities not by any kind of recognition that the empire of free 
trade produced the world-system, but by whittling away at structurally 
lopsided exchange through this or that melioristic regulatory clause.

The post-2008 recovery, partially based upon small state investment in 
the green industrial sector, silenced those amongst the vanguard capital-
ist class agitating for a new system. Neither egalitarian nor ecological, but 
a new regime with new frontiers of accumulation. Bubbles, quantitative 
easing, and low-level Keynesian spending by the US and China drowned 
out anti-systemic talk at the surface level of politics. 

But 2008 also produced a kind of quiet revolution. It did not collapse the 
structures of capitalism nor make good on the arrears of colonial debt. But 
it jolted the work-a-day hegemony of capitalism. Just ten years after Seattle 
had delegitimized the World Trade Organization, the 2008 Wall Street Crisis 
led many to question whether capitalism was indeed the end of history as 
imagined by its apologists. In 2011 the occupation of Zuccotti Park and 
the US-wide Occupy movement again questioned and actively challenged 
capitalism as a political method of rule. Those who lived through these 
moments and saw the plate-glass shop window of capitalism’s fixity shatter 
in front of us began and continue to organize.

THE POLITICAL MOMENT

The post-2011 period has been often characterized as one of leftist resur-
gence. The catastrophic worldwide advance of imperialism during this 
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period has shattered entire states in the Arab world and emplaced con-
servatives through coup after coup in place of the Latin American radical 
governments which had been the political fortresses, partially conquered 
by the people, within which the Cochabamba meetings could assemble or 
the peasant movement La Via Campesina could grow stronger. These facts 
should make us hesitate to accept the narrative of radical renaissance. A 
more correct description would be a slow attempt to restore the level of 
left practice, theory, and organization achieved in the late 1990s and 2000s, 
including, with stalactite-slowness, some kind of understanding that people 
in the North should oppose imperialism. This has manifested alongside far 
wider unease, taking organizational form, for example, in the Democratic 
Socialists of America, with capitalism as a system of rule and accumulation, 
and far wider acceptance of some sort of socialist alternative. 

An element of that older movement-of-movements was a rupture with 
regulatory-technocratic approaches in the North to dealing with climate 
change. Up until that point it had been the object of neutral policy chatter 
of emissions controls and carbon credits. From 1999 onwards, North and 
South started to surge towards one another. Increasingly, climate debt was 
on the tip of every activist’s tongue, not as a slogan, but as a common-sense 
way to begin to repay the historical value torn from the South. While alter-
globalization, or the idea of a different people’s globalization, at some level 
knew what it was against more than what it was for, whether ideas of worlds 
within which many worlds fit, or Samir Amin’s unity in diversity, it did not 
congeal into a political movement. The disintegrating and moderated forces 
of foundation funding, the political counterinsurgency of Democratic Party 
elite capture, and the rising atmosphere of judicial persecution against those 
who raised the anti-imperialist pennant or dared even to channel funds to 
children in the Gaza Strip, carried out a leveling operation in the post-9/11 
atmosphere of rising domestic repression.5 2016 and onwards has seen, 
for better and worse, a moment in which crises of organizing and theory 
coincide with the rise and defeat of great yet greatly flawed and ultimately 
defeated social democratic avatars Jeremy Corbyn, Jean-Luc Mélenchon, 
and Bernie Sanders. 

This rise-and-fall has also occurred as huge swathes of even domestic 
populations in the capitalist core are prepared for a more radical, trans-
formative message – one that includes building with rather than ignoring 
the needs of the social movements and left governments of the South, and 
which accepts that we in the North also have a unique burden in carrying 
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through worldwide social transformation, specifically in preventing our 
own governments from imposing by violence their political values on other 
countries.

These forces have emerged simultaneous to a climate crisis that has 
broken through into public view. As a result, many forces are seizing on 
the climate-development-social welfare nexus as a way of packaging their 
agendas. Against this background, newly elected Congressperson Alexan-
dria Ocasio-Cortez (“AOC”) joined with Senator Ed Markey to introduce 
a non-binding resolution calling for a Green New Deal. With quite a bit of 
marketing, a millennial fluency in social media, and the lurking institu-
tional backing of the Justice Dems project, an effort, linked to the Sanders 
candidacy, to put progressive candidates into office, and which plucked 
out Ocasio-Cortez and crafted her candidacy, she introduced the GND, a 
concise nearly bullet-point piece of non-binding legislation. I will have more 
to say later, but for now, what is important to keep in mind are four things. 
One, Markey/AOC welded climate crisis to social crisis: the 40 years in the 
desert of “wage stagnation, deindustrialization, and anti-labor policies” 
appeared alongside the need to keep the climate below 1.5°C of warming.6 
Greening social policy or painting environmentalism red is not new, but 
here became part of setting the stage for a transformative policy package. 
And grounding social policy in emergency ecological crisis adds urgency, 
even makes for an emergency. Two, the legislation calls for a “new national, 
social, industrial, and economic mobilization,” along the lines of World War 
II. Three, the legislation is not socialist. It does not claim that the people or 
the working class are in antagonism with capital. It instead calls for “trans-
parent and inclusive consultation…and partnership with…businesses,” 
and calls for directing “adequate capital… [to] businesses working on the 
Green New Deal mobilization,” alongside a murky call for public “appropri-
ate ownership stakes and returns on investment” in such capital grants. And 
four, while it speaks of the “historic oppression” of the poor and low-income 
workers, it calls for resolving that oppression while keeping the fundamen-
tal property structures of the country intact.7 What has been remarkable, 
then, is how much people have made of what little was said, and further-
more how little attention has been paid to what the legislation actually told 
us. Capital grants to businesses is exactly the existing policy of US capital-
ism. To green it is to call for the greenwashing of capitalism. To enfold those 
policies in warm comfort blankets like “frontline communities” may hide 
the aims for accumulation at their core but does not change what is inside.
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POLITICIZING CLIMATE POLITICS

This book does not defend the AOC/Markey Green New Deal, nor the 
forces behind it, which need to be addressed forthrightly. Whether that 
GND has advanced the conversation is a different question, and I am not 
very sure: at the moment, the forces in the driver’s seat of environmental 
policy are green capitalist/post-capitalist transition agendas, and many who 
wish to “push left” the AOC/Markey GND may well end up disorganizing 
resistance to the broader ruling-class agenda by embracing a false opposi-
tion to it. On the other hand, the Red Nation’s Red Deal and the Democratic 
Socialists of America Green New Deal Principles, each anti-imperialist, 
anti-capitalist, and in favor of climate debt settlement, stake out far more 
radical positions.8 I write here then primarily about what the AOC/Markey 
GND explicitly states, and affirm that a more radical GND is possible. But 
possibility only emerges when we have greater clarity about what else is on 
the table and whether those forces can be allied to us – “us” being people 
who believe in certain universals: everyone in the world deserves free and 
more or less equal access to electricity, health, education, culturally appro-
priate food, housing, and reasonable and un-alienated work.

The existing debate about the Green New Deal and climate change tends 
to follow one of several depoliticizing, opportunist, or reformist analyti-
cal approaches. In saying reformist, I do not mean to stake out a position 
against reforms. Decommodification of production and consumption, or 
making it so that things we make can be made outside of the schedule of pri-
orities imposed by what “the market will value,” and the things we need we 
get automatically by virtue of living in a community rather than something 
we must have money for, is a good goal, wherever and whenever possible. 
And making sure that doing so does not damage the non-human environ-
ment is a good goal, whenever possible. Clean technology grants, including 
know-how and turning intellectual property rights into the commons of 
humanity as one form of climate reparations are good things. Reforms are 
not the same as reformism. 

I mean by “reformism” analyses and political programs which refuse 
to consider that the world we live in and which we analyze and which we 
want to take part in liberating exists within an ongoing and world-span-
ning history of class struggle occurring in a divided world.9 An analysis 
that refuses to consider that the Sana’a or Sheikh Jarrah slum dweller has 
an interest in ensuring that any “Great Transition” ensures their own lib-
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eration, and does not account for how accumulation on a world scale rests 
on the wreckage of Yemen and the wealth wrested from Sri Lankan tropical 
monocrops, is flawed. It leads to reformist politics by aiming only for com-
promise. In this sense, the somber hard-headed pragmatic notion of realism 
quietly states that certain kinds of suffering and oppression ought not to be 
dealt with for now. These are all symptoms of opportunism: to politicize 
climate questions, but only so far. These plans are not eco-socialist. 

The common thread of opportunist, reformist, and social demo-
cratic approaches is a blind faith in technology, a kind of magical catalyst, 
stardust sprinkled on the current system and capable of transforming it 
into a just and sustainable world ecology. I examine this in much more 
depth and length in Chapter 2, where I discuss green modernization as the 
fundamental mythology and political practice of domination in an age of 
climate crisis. Green modernization theory, the touchstone of much of the 
Great Transitions’ literature, the subject of Chapter 1, which covers plans 
to rework accumulation so as not to wreck the climate, accomplishes a 
similar project for an age when technology and the ideology of technol-
ogy must be rethought and more to the point, reimposed, as a component 
of the inevitable march of progress towards a green horizon. Modernization 
theory, including and especially green modernization theory, the subject of 
Chapter 2, rests on a foundation made of quicksand: the myth of progress, 
the idea that things overall have gotten better and will continue to get 
better. This is perhaps most apparent in ideas for various geoengineering 
gewgaws, which stand in for immediate, sharp, socialist transformations 
in core living patterns alongside immediate payments of ecological debt. I 
reject the approach of urging the poor to pay the cost of empire as a way of 
life, a point of convergence between non-revolutionary GNDs.

A PLANETARY GREEN NEW DEAL?

In thinking through a planetary GND which can accommodate the demands 
of the majority of the Earth, we should start with earlier proposals that 
came from the majority world and were touchstones for climate activists 
before “GND” became a household term and a common shorthand for 
climate-change politics. This takes us back over a decade, to when the Coch-
abamba people’s process took place, setting the framework for climate debt 
discussions. The process emerged from the 2009 success of the peoples of 
the South. Radicalized states like Cuba, Venezuela, and Bolivia blocked the 
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United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change from adopting 
the Copenhagen Accord. In response, in January 2010 Evo Morales, Bolivia’s 
president, called for “the organization of the World People’s Referendum on 
Climate Change,” to “analyze and develop an action plan to advance   the 
establishment of  a Climate Justice Tribunal,” and to “define strategies for  
action and mobilization to defend life from Climate Change and to defend 
the Rights of Mother Earth.”10 Climate writer Naomi Klein, whose ideas 
and role I consider later in this book, once called the Cochabamba process 
which produced the following points of unity “the most transformative and 
radical vision so far” (she is silent about these points of unity c. 2021).11 
The Cochabamba agreement was based on a “project for the Universal Dec-
laration on the Rights of Mother Earth” which stated, “Mother Earth and 
all beings are entitled to all the inherent rights recognized in this Declara-
tion,”12 including:

• The right to live and to exist;
• The right to be respected;
• The right to regenerate its bio-capacity and to continue its vital cycles 

and processes free of human alteration;
• The right to maintain their identity and integrity as differentiated 

beings, self-regulated and interrelated;
• The right to water as the source of life;
• The right to clean air;
• The right to comprehensive health;
• The right to be free of contamination and pollution, free of toxic and 

radioactive waste;
• The right to be free of alterations or modifications of its genetic 

structure in a manner that threatens its integrity or vital and healthy 
functioning;

• The right to prompt and full restoration for violations to the rights 
acknowledged in this Declaration caused by human activities.

Forms of development which dump detritus in reservoirs and fill the air 
with waste and carbon dioxide, nuclear power, willful genetic tampering, 
infringement on cultural autonomy, and perhaps above all, industrial 
processes which spill out and over biomes’ capacities for remediation would 
be banned. The document states:
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Under capitalism, Mother Earth is converted into a source of raw 
materials, and human beings into consumers and a means of production, 
into people that are seen as valuable only for what they own, and not for 
what they are. Capitalism requires a powerful military industry for its 
processes of accumulation and imposition of control over territories and 
natural resources, suppressing the resistance of the peoples. It is an impe-
rialist system of colonization of the planet.

It argues for interlocking forms of restitution:

• Restore to developing countries the atmospheric space that is 
occupied by their greenhouse gas emissions. This implies the decolo-
nization of the atmosphere through the reduction and absorption of 
their emissions;

• Assume the costs and technology transfer needs of developing 
countries arising from the loss of development opportunities due to 
living in a restricted atmospheric space;

• Assume responsibility for the hundreds of millions of people that 
will be forced to migrate due to the climate change caused by these 
countries, and eliminate their restrictive immigration policies, 
offering migrants a decent life with full human rights guarantees in 
their countries;

• Assume adaptation debt related to the impacts of climate change on 
developing countries by providing the means to prevent, minimize, 
and deal with damages arising from their excessive emissions;

• Honor these debts as part of a broader debt to Mother Earth by 
adopting and implementing the United Nations Universal Declara-
tion on the Rights of Mother Earth.13

These are the planks of a southern platform for ecological revolution. 
They go well beyond the climate, to protecting Mother Earth as a whole, 
including creatures like insects which face huge threats.14 They are the 
means to include the South in a just transition. And they are absent or 
underemphasized in most northern Green New Deals. And if any GND is 
a sweeping agenda for governing society, who is enfolded in any platform 
and who is excluded will define who counts and who ought to have their 
full humanity respected. The right to live is a mammoth demand that spills 
over from calls for eliminating ecological debt, into all the things that are 
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needed in order to live – freedom from bombs and access to abundant food 
and shelter. Such breadth is not an obstacle to a wider process of change. 
Instead, the Cochabamba agreement is a reminder that to create a world 
where everyone counts, we need to set our sights to revolutionary horizons. 

How can such radical demands connect with a GND in the core, which 
is right now on track to be – but need not be – elitist, separatist, and exclu-
sionary? A GND need not lock in underdevelopment, ecologically unequal 
exchange, or the historical appropriation of carbon sinks. A GND need not 
rest on borders brimming with barbed wire and motion sensors. And a 
GND need not be a document aimed at bridling rather than breaking cap-
italism, rife with earnest evasive technocratic policy advice, a back-pocket 
policy guide for capitalists if the hydra of humanity keeps regrowing new 
heads faster than the forces of repression can decapitate it. 

Unfortunately, far too much of the current back-and-forth on the GND 
does accept such compromises in the name of pragmatism. Or it accepts 
most of them, or some of them, or is silent on reparations, or most perni-
ciously, makes reparations an afterthought, because (although sometimes 
this goes unsaid) debt repayments on the scale demanded by the Bolivian 
government are not “feasible.” “Feasible” is the watchword of reaction and a 
talisman of oppression. It is the immaculate rhetoric of “objective” judgment 
and pragmatism, but is very often a cipher for identifying sacrificial victims 
for a great society that is only capacious enough to hold so many. This book 
aims to expand the scope of what is understood to be feasible. In so doing, 
I take as a point of departure four facts. One, existing GND proposals are 
broadly Eurocentric and rest on continued global inequality. Two, they are 
not ambitious enough to deal with the broader Earth-system’s crisis. Three, 
many people in the core are ready for something more radical. Four, if the 
GND political debate and mobilization, which must be explicitly distinct 
from riding any specific legislation, is to be considered an agenda for 
governing and managing the future, it should ensure that the needs of the 
most oppressed and exploited are woven into its weft from the beginning.

Technical blueprints, discussions, drawing boards, and policy debates 
which foreclose climate debt, ecological debt, and reparations are not part 
of a transformative GND. They are more of the same. And any idea for a 
GND which does not bring “back the national question to the development 
agenda,” in the words of agrarian researchers Sam Moyo, Paris Yeros, and 
Praveen Jha, simply cannot advance the struggle for liberation in its many 
colors and shades.15 


