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Global inequality doesn’t just exist; it has been created.More than four billion people—some 60
percent of humanity—live in debilitating poverty, on less than $5 per day. The standard narrative
tells us this crisis is a natural phenomenon, having to do with things like climate and geography
and culture. It tells us that all we have to do is give a bit of aid here and there to help poor
countries up the development ladder. It insists that if poor countries would only adopt the right
institutions and economic policies, they could overcome their disadvantages and join the ranks
of the rich world.Anthropologist Jason Hickel argues that this story ignores the broader political
forces at play. Global poverty—and the growing inequality between the rich countries of Europe
and North America and the poor ones of Africa, Asia, and South America—has come about
because the global economy has been designed over the course of five hundred years of
conquest, colonialism, regime change, and globalization to favor the interests of the richest and
most powerful nations. Global inequality is not natural or inevitable, and it is certainly not
accidental. To close the divide, Hickel proposes dramatic action rooted in real justice: abolishing
debt burdens in the global South, democratizing the institutions of global governance, and rolling
out an international minimum wage, among many other vital steps. Only then will we have a
chance at a world where all begin on more equal footing.

"Advocates a strategy of development focused less on material consumption and more on
meeting the basic human needs. Accessible to all readers, Hickel's revealing and sometimes
angry critique will spur deeper thought about the inequities of the global economy."― Library
Journal (starred)"Penetratingly explores those forces that perpetuate global inequality and
shreds the notion that the fissure between rich and poor is anything other than intentional."―
Publishers Weekly"Sharply argued. . . . Sure to distress the neoliberals in the audience but a
powerful case for reform in the cause of economic justice."― Kirkus Reviews"An evolutionary
leap in our understanding of inequality and poverty. [The Divide] should be required reading for
anyone hoping to realize a better world."― Alnoor Ladha, Greenpeace"In this iconoclastic book,
Jason Hickel shakes up the prevailing paradigm of ‘development.’ . . . [The Divide] will radically
change the way in which you understand the workings of the global economic system and the
challenges faced by poor countries trying to advance within it."― Ha-Joon Chang, University of
Cambridge, author of 23 Things They Don’t Tell You about Capitalism and Economics: The
User’s Guide"A book that crackles with facts, indignation, and heart. Why hasn’t global poverty
and hunger really declined in the last decades?…Journalists, aid workers, and anybody who
has ever given aid (i.e., nearly everybody) should read this book."― Antony Loewenstein, author
of Disaster Capitalism"The Divide is exceptional, necessary, and essential…Written in a
captivating and easy-to-read style, this book must become the standard text for everyone



studying, working, or interested in development."― Firoze Manji, editor of African Awakening:
The Emerging Revolutions"With passion and panache, Jason Hickel tells a very different story of
why poverty exists, what progress is, and who we are. The Divide is myth busting at its best."―
Danny Dorling, author of Inequality and the 1% --This text refers to the hardcover edition.About
the AuthorJason Hickel is an award-winning professor of anthropology at the London School of
Economics. His research focuses on globalization, development, and political economy, and he
writes regularly for the Guardian, Al Jazeera, and other online outlets. He lives in
London.Jonathan Cowley, an Earphones Award-winning narrator, is a British actor hailing from
Eastbourne, East Sussex, but he currently calls Los Angeles home. He has narrated many
audiobooks and can also be heard on both sides of the Atlantic narrating film trailers and
documentaries. He is also an active television and film actor who has appeared in Grey's
Anatomy, Veep, and WestWorld.--This text refers to the audioCD edition.
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PrefaceBeginningsI grew up in Swaziland – a tiny, landlocked country near the eastern seaboard
of southern Africa. It was a happy childhood, in many ways. As a little boy I ran around barefoot
through sandy grassland with my friends, unhindered by fences or walls. When the monsoon
rains hit we would sail tiny bark boats through the dongas, welcoming the wet. We climbed trees
and plucked mangoes and lychees and guavas to snack on whenever we grew hungry. During
lazy afternoons I would sometimes wander up the hill from our little bungalow along the dirt track
towards the clinic where my parents worked as doctors. I still remember the cool of the polished
concrete floors and the breezy shade of the courtyard. But most of all I remember the queue –
the queue of patients winding out of the door, some sitting on wooden benches, others on grass
mats, waiting to be seen. To me, it seemed that the queue never ended.As I grew older, I began
to learn about things like TB and malaria, typhoid and bilharzia, malnutrition and kwashiorkor –
scary words that were nonetheless familiar and well worn among our family. Later still I learned
that we were living in the middle of the worst epidemic of HIV/AIDS anywhere in the world. I
learned that people were suffering and dying of diseases that could easily be cured, prevented
or managed in richer countries – a fact that to me seemed unspeakably horrible. And I learned
about poverty. Many of my friends came from families that scraped together meagre livelihoods
on subsistence farms subject to the constant caprice of drought, or who struggled to find work
while living in makeshift shelters in the slums outside Manzini, the country’s biggest city.They
were not alone. Today, some 4.3 billion people – more than 60 per cent of the world’s population
– live in debilitating poverty, struggling to survive on less than the equivalent of $5 per day. Half
do not have access to enough food. And these numbers have been growing steadily over the
past few decades. Meanwhile, the wealth of the very richest is piling up to levels unprecedented
in human history. As I write this, it has just been announced that the eight richest men in the
world have as much wealth between them as the poorest half of the world’s population
combined.We can trace out the shape of global inequality by looking at the distribution of
income and wealth among individuals, as most analysts have done. But we can get an even



clearer picture by looking at the divide between different regions of the world. In 2000,
Americans enjoyed an average income roughly nine times higher than their counterparts in Latin
America, twenty-one times higher than people in the Middle East and North Africa, fifty-two
times higher than sub-Saharan Africans and no less than seventy-three times higher than South
Asians. And here, too, the numbers have been getting worse: the gap between the real per
capita incomes of the global North and the global South has roughly tripled in size since 1960.*It
is easy to assume that the divide between rich countries and poor countries has always existed;
that it is a natural feature of the world. Indeed, the metaphor of the divide itself may lead us
unwittingly to assume that there is a chasm – a fundamental discontinuity – between the rich
world and the poor world, as if they were economic islands disconnected from one another. If
you start from this notion, as many scholars have done, explaining the economic
differences between the two is simply a matter of looking at internal characteristics.This notion
sits at the centre of the usual story that we are told about global inequality. Development
agencies, NGOs and the world’s most powerful governments explain that the plight of poor
countries is a technical problem – one that can be solved by adopting the right institutions and
the right economic policies, by working hard and accepting a bit of help. If only poor countries
would follow the advice of experts from agencies like the World Bank, they would gradually leave
poverty behind, closing the divide between the poor and the rich. It is a familiar story, and a
comforting one. It is one that we have all, at one time or another, believed and supported. It
maintains an industry worth billions of dollars and an army of NGOs, charities and foundations
seeking to end poverty through aid and charity.But the story is wrong. The idea of a natural
divide misleads us from the start. In the year 1500, there was no appreciable difference in
incomes and living standards between Europe and the rest of the world. Indeed, we know that
people in some regions of the global South were a good deal better off than their counterparts in
Europe. And yet their fortunes changed dramatically over the intervening centuries – not in spite
of one another but because of one another – as Western powers roped the rest of the world into
a single international economic system.When we approach it this way, the question becomes
less about the traits of rich countries and poor countries – although that is, of course, part of it –
and more about the relationship between them. The divide between rich countries and poor
countries isn’t natural or inevitable. It has been created. What could have caused one part of the
world to rise and the other to fall? How has the pattern of growth and decline been maintained
for more than 500 years? Why is inequality getting worse? And why do we not know about it?
*From time to time I still think back to that queue outside my parents’ clinic. It remains as vivid in
my mind as if it were yesterday. When I do, I am reminded that the story of global inequality is not
a matter of numbers and figures and historical events. It is about real lives, real people. It is
about the aspirations of communities and nations and social movements over generations, even
centuries. It is about the belief, shaken with doubt from time to time but otherwise firm, that
another world is possible.At one of the most frightening times in our history, with inequality at
record extremes, demagogues rising and our planet’s climate beginning to wreak revenge on



industrial civilisation, we are more in need of hope than ever. It is only by understanding why the
world is the way it is – by examining root causes – that we will be able to arrive at real, effective
solutions and imagine our way into the future. What is certain is that if we are going to solve the
great problems of global poverty and inequality, of famine and environmental collapse, the world
of tomorrow will have to look very different from the world of today.The arc of history bends
towards justice, Martin Luther King Jr once said. But it won’t bend on its own.

PART ONEThe Divide

OneThe Development DelusionIt began as a public-relations gimmick. Harry Truman had just
been elected to a second term as president of the United States and was set to take the stage
for his inaugural address on 20 January 1949. His speechwriters were in a frenzy. They needed
to whip up something compelling for the president to say – something bold and exciting to
announce. They had three ideas on the list: backing for the new United Nations, resistance to the
Soviet threat and continued commitment to the Marshall Plan. But none were very inspiring. In
fact, they were downright boring and the media was bound to ignore the speech as yesterday’s
news. They needed something that would tap into the zeitgeist – something that would stir the
soul of the nation.Their answer came from an unlikely source. Benjamin Hardy was a young, mid-
level functionary in the State Department, but as a former reporter for the Atlanta Journal he had
a knack for a good headline. When he stumbled across a memo requesting fresh ideas for the
inaugural address, he decided to pitch his boss a wild thought: ‘Development’. Why not have
Truman announce that his administration would give aid to Third World countries to help them
develop and put an end to the scourge of grinding poverty? Hardy saw this as a sure victory – an
easy way, he wrote in his pitch, ‘to make the greatest psychological impact’ on America and ‘to
ride and direct the universal groundswell of desire for a better world’.Hardy’s bosses shut him
down. It was a risky, out-of-the-blue idea, possibly too new to make much sense to people; it
wasn’t worth experimenting with it in such an important setting. But Hardy was determined not to
let the opportunity pass. He managed to fake his way into the White House, gave a rousing
defence of the idea to Truman’s advisers and – with a little bit of careful manoeuvring by
supporters on the inside – his plan ended up as an afterthought, ‘Point Four’, in Truman’s draft.
Truman approved it.It was the first inaugural address ever to be broadcast on television. Ten
million viewers tuned in on that cold January afternoon, making it the largest single event ever
witnessed up to that time. More people watched Truman’s address than watched the inaugural
addresses of all his predecessors put together. And they loved what he had to say. ‘More than
half the people of the world are living in conditions approaching misery,’ he proclaimed. ‘Their
food is inadequate. They are victims of disease. Their economic life is primitive and stagnant.’
But there was hope, he said: ‘For the first time in history, humanity possesses the knowledge
and skill to relieve the suffering of these people. The United States is pre-eminent among
nations in the development of industrial and scientific techniques . . . our imponderable



resources in technical knowledge are constantly growing and are inexhaustible.’ And then the
clincher: ‘We must embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our scientific
advances and industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of underdeveloped
areas . . . It must be a worldwide effort for the achievement of peace, plenty, and freedom.’Of
course, there were no actual plans for such a programme – not even a single document. It was
included in the speech purely as a PR gimmick. And it worked. The media went crazy – papers
from the Washington Post to the New York Times glowed with approval. Everyone was excited
about Point Four, and the rest of the speech was forgotten.*Why did Point Four so capture the
public imagination? Because Truman gave Americans a new and powerful way to think about
the emerging international order. The dust was settling after the Second World War, European
imperialism was collapsing and the world was beginning to take shape as a collection of equal
and independent nations. The only problem was that in reality they were not equal at all: there
were vast differences between them in terms of power and wealth, with the countries of the
global North enjoying a very high quality of life while the global South – the majority of the
world’s population – was mired in debilitating poverty. As Americans peered beyond their
borders and began to notice the brutal fact of global inequality, they needed a way to make
sense of it.Point Four offered them a compelling narrative. The rich countries of Europe and
North America were ‘developed’. They were ahead on the Great Arrow of Progress. They were
doing better because they were better – they were smarter, more innovative and harder working.
They had better values, better institutions and better technology. By contrast, the countries of the
global South were poor because they hadn’t yet figured out the right values and policies yet.
They were still behind, ‘underdeveloped’ and struggling to catch up.This story was deeply
affirming for Americans; it made them feel good about themselves, proud of their achievements
and their place in the world. But perhaps more importantly, it gave them a way to feel noble too –
it gave them access to a higher, almost cosmological purpose. The developed countries would
stand as beacons of hope, as saviours to the poor. They would reach out and give generously of
their riches to help the ‘primitive’ countries of the South follow their path to success. They would
become heroes, leading the way to a world of unprecedented peace and prosperity.In other
words, Point Four explained the existence of global inequality and offered a solution to it in one
satisfying stroke. And for this reason it wasn’t long before it was picked up by the governments of
Western Europe as well. As Britain and France were withdrawing from their colonies, they
needed a new way of explaining the gross inequality that persisted between themselves and the
people they had ruled for so long. The story of development – that the nations of the world were
simply at different positions along the Great Arrow of Progress – offered a convenient alibi. It
allowed them to disavow responsibility for the misery of the colonies, and it was more palatable
than the explicit racial theories they had relied on in the past. What is more, it allowed them to
shift their role in the eyes of the world: graciously relinquishing imperial power, they would turn to
aiding their fellow man.It was an incredibly beguiling tale to Western ears. It wasn’t just another
story – it had all the elements of an epic myth. It provided a keystone around which people could



organise their ideas about the world, about human progress and about our future.The story of
development remains a compelling force in our society to this day. We encounter it everywhere
we turn: in the form of charity shops like Oxfam and Traid, in TV ads from Save the Children and
World Vision, in annual reports published by the World Bank and the International Monetary
Fund, and every time we see the world’s nations ranked by GDP. We hear it from rock stars like
Bono and Bob Geldof, from billionaires like Bill Gates and George Soros, and from actors like
Madonna and Angelina Jolie, khaki-clad and mobbed by eager African children. We get it in the
form of Live Aid concerts and celebrity fundraising singles like ‘Do They Know It’s Christmas?’,
which somehow manages to crop up every year. Every major university offers degree
programmes in development, and a whole class of professionals has emerged to staff the
thousands of NGOs that have sprung up over the past few decades. Development is
everywhere. And it comes with its own rituals that millions upon millions of people can
participate in: buying TOMS shoes, giving a few dollars a month to sponsor a child in Zambia, or
sacrificing summer holidays to volunteer in Honduras.It probably wouldn’t be a stretch to say
that almost everyone in the Western world has at some point encountered or even participated
in the story of development. It is ubiquitous. And it has become an enormous industry, worth
hundreds of billions of dollars – as much as all the profits of all the banks in the United States
combined.*The development story is so deeply ingrained in our culture that we take it almost
completely for granted. It seems manifestly true. For much of my young adult life I passionately
believed in it. When I left Swaziland for university in the United States, I was confronted by a
completely different world to the one in which I had grown up: a world replete with excess –
enormous houses, giant cars, slick new roads and cavernous shopping malls. But I was unable
to put Swaziland behind me. Casting about for explanations for and solutions to the profound
material differences between the two worlds I straddled, I found answers – and hope – in the
story of development.During my final year of university, I moved to Nagaland, a remote state in a
far-flung corner of north-east India, to work with a local microfinance organisation. I found it
exciting and rewarding – being part of the development story gave me a sense of value and
purpose far beyond anything the corporate world had to offer. It made me feel as though I was
part of something important. It made me feel noble.Eager to continue working in the field, I later
returned to Swaziland to take up a job with World Vision, one of the world’s largest development
NGOs. Based in the village of Mpaka, a dusty outpost on a road that traverses the lowveld
between Manzini and the border of Mozambique, I threw myself into a range of projects –
everything from water systems to healthcare – and once again I felt the rush that came with
being part of the development story. But after my initial excitement faded, I found myself
confronting some difficult questions. We had dozens of projects across that tiny country,
representing millions of dollars of charity and many years of work – and World Vision was only
one of many NGOs tackling the very same problems, bolstered by a steady flow of aid from
donor countries in the global North. But on the whole, nothing really seemed to be changing.
Why did most people in Swaziland remain so poor, despite this effort? It felt as though we were



shovelling sand into a bottomless pit.World Vision had hired me to help analyse why their
development efforts in Swaziland were not living up to their promise. The reason, I discovered,
was that their interventions were missing the point. Their story about the world – borrowed more
or less verbatim from Truman – led them to assume that all that Swazis needed was a bit of
charity to help them out. World Vision went about caring for dying AIDS patients, setting up
income-generation schemes for the unemployed, teaching new techniques to farmers and
paying for children’s education. But, as helpful as these projects were, they did nothing to
address the actual causes of the problems. Why were AIDS patients dying? Over time, I learned
that it had to do with the fact that pharmaceutical companies refused to allow Swaziland to
import generic versions of patented life-saving medicines, keeping prices way out of reach. Why
were farmers unable to make a living off the land? I discovered that it was related to the
subsidised foods that were flooding in from the US and the EU, which undercut local agriculture.
And why was the government unable to provide basic social services? Because it was buried
under a pile of foreign debt and had been forced by Western banks to cut social spending in
order to prioritise repayment.The deeper I dug, the more I realised that the reason poverty
persisted in Swaziland had quite a lot to do with matters that lay beyond Swaziland’s borders. It
gradually became clear that the global economic system was organised in such a way as to
make meaningful development nearly impossible. These findings troubled me. But when I
pointed them out to one of World Vision’s managers, I was told that they were too ‘political’; it
wasn’t World Vision’s job to think about things like pharmaceutical patents or international trade
rules or debt. If we started to raise those issues, I was told, we would lose our funding before the
year was over; after all, the global system of patents, trade and debt was what made some of our
donors rich enough to give to charity in the first place. Better to shut up about it: stick with the
sponsor-a-child programme and don’t rock the boat.Frustrated and disillusioned, I left World
Vision and went back to studying, determined to learn everything I could about the deeper
structural determinants of poverty – not just in Swaziland, but across the global South. I needed
to understand why so much of the world continues to live in grinding poverty, despite decades of
‘development’, while a few countries enjoy almost unimaginable wealth.What I learned along the
way is that the story we’ve been told about rich countries and poor countries isn’t exactly true. In
fact, the narrative we’re familiar with is almost the exact opposite of reality. There is a very
different story out there, if we are willing to listen to it. It will completely change the way we think
about the world. It will change the way we think about why poverty exists. It will change the way
we think about progress. It will even change the way we think about our own civilisation, about
our everyday lifestyles, and about what the world should look like in the future.Anthropologists
tell us that when the structure of a core myth begins to change, everything else about society
changes around it, and fresh new possibilities open up that weren’t even thinkable before. When
myths fall apart, revolutions happen.The Myth Begins to Crumble

OneThe Development DelusionIt began as a public-relations gimmick. Harry Truman had just



been elected to a second term as president of the United States and was set to take the stage
for his inaugural address on 20 January 1949. His speechwriters were in a frenzy. They needed
to whip up something compelling for the president to say – something bold and exciting to
announce. They had three ideas on the list: backing for the new United Nations, resistance to the
Soviet threat and continued commitment to the Marshall Plan. But none were very inspiring. In
fact, they were downright boring and the media was bound to ignore the speech as yesterday’s
news. They needed something that would tap into the zeitgeist – something that would stir the
soul of the nation.Their answer came from an unlikely source. Benjamin Hardy was a young, mid-
level functionary in the State Department, but as a former reporter for the Atlanta Journal he had
a knack for a good headline. When he stumbled across a memo requesting fresh ideas for the
inaugural address, he decided to pitch his boss a wild thought: ‘Development’. Why not have
Truman announce that his administration would give aid to Third World countries to help them
develop and put an end to the scourge of grinding poverty? Hardy saw this as a sure victory – an
easy way, he wrote in his pitch, ‘to make the greatest psychological impact’ on America and ‘to
ride and direct the universal groundswell of desire for a better world’.Hardy’s bosses shut him
down. It was a risky, out-of-the-blue idea, possibly too new to make much sense to people; it
wasn’t worth experimenting with it in such an important setting. But Hardy was determined not to
let the opportunity pass. He managed to fake his way into the White House, gave a rousing
defence of the idea to Truman’s advisers and – with a little bit of careful manoeuvring by
supporters on the inside – his plan ended up as an afterthought, ‘Point Four’, in Truman’s draft.
Truman approved it.It was the first inaugural address ever to be broadcast on television. Ten
million viewers tuned in on that cold January afternoon, making it the largest single event ever
witnessed up to that time. More people watched Truman’s address than watched the inaugural
addresses of all his predecessors put together. And they loved what he had to say. ‘More than
half the people of the world are living in conditions approaching misery,’ he proclaimed. ‘Their
food is inadequate. They are victims of disease. Their economic life is primitive and stagnant.’
But there was hope, he said: ‘For the first time in history, humanity possesses the knowledge
and skill to relieve the suffering of these people. The United States is pre-eminent among
nations in the development of industrial and scientific techniques . . . our imponderable
resources in technical knowledge are constantly growing and are inexhaustible.’ And then the
clincher: ‘We must embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our scientific
advances and industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of underdeveloped
areas . . . It must be a worldwide effort for the achievement of peace, plenty, and freedom.’Of
course, there were no actual plans for such a programme – not even a single document. It was
included in the speech purely as a PR gimmick. And it worked. The media went crazy – papers
from the Washington Post to the New York Times glowed with approval. Everyone was excited
about Point Four, and the rest of the speech was forgotten.*Why did Point Four so capture the
public imagination? Because Truman gave Americans a new and powerful way to think about
the emerging international order. The dust was settling after the Second World War, European



imperialism was collapsing and the world was beginning to take shape as a collection of equal
and independent nations. The only problem was that in reality they were not equal at all: there
were vast differences between them in terms of power and wealth, with the countries of the
global North enjoying a very high quality of life while the global South – the majority of the
world’s population – was mired in debilitating poverty. As Americans peered beyond their
borders and began to notice the brutal fact of global inequality, they needed a way to make
sense of it.Point Four offered them a compelling narrative. The rich countries of Europe and
North America were ‘developed’. They were ahead on the Great Arrow of Progress. They were
doing better because they were better – they were smarter, more innovative and harder working.
They had better values, better institutions and better technology. By contrast, the countries of the
global South were poor because they hadn’t yet figured out the right values and policies yet.
They were still behind, ‘underdeveloped’ and struggling to catch up.This story was deeply
affirming for Americans; it made them feel good about themselves, proud of their achievements
and their place in the world. But perhaps more importantly, it gave them a way to feel noble too –
it gave them access to a higher, almost cosmological purpose. The developed countries would
stand as beacons of hope, as saviours to the poor. They would reach out and give generously of
their riches to help the ‘primitive’ countries of the South follow their path to success. They would
become heroes, leading the way to a world of unprecedented peace and prosperity.In other
words, Point Four explained the existence of global inequality and offered a solution to it in one
satisfying stroke. And for this reason it wasn’t long before it was picked up by the governments of
Western Europe as well. As Britain and France were withdrawing from their colonies, they
needed a new way of explaining the gross inequality that persisted between themselves and the
people they had ruled for so long. The story of development – that the nations of the world were
simply at different positions along the Great Arrow of Progress – offered a convenient alibi. It
allowed them to disavow responsibility for the misery of the colonies, and it was more palatable
than the explicit racial theories they had relied on in the past. What is more, it allowed them to
shift their role in the eyes of the world: graciously relinquishing imperial power, they would turn to
aiding their fellow man.It was an incredibly beguiling tale to Western ears. It wasn’t just another
story – it had all the elements of an epic myth. It provided a keystone around which people could
organise their ideas about the world, about human progress and about our future.The story of
development remains a compelling force in our society to this day. We encounter it everywhere
we turn: in the form of charity shops like Oxfam and Traid, in TV ads from Save the Children and
World Vision, in annual reports published by the World Bank and the International Monetary
Fund, and every time we see the world’s nations ranked by GDP. We hear it from rock stars like
Bono and Bob Geldof, from billionaires like Bill Gates and George Soros, and from actors like
Madonna and Angelina Jolie, khaki-clad and mobbed by eager African children. We get it in the
form of Live Aid concerts and celebrity fundraising singles like ‘Do They Know It’s Christmas?’,
which somehow manages to crop up every year. Every major university offers degree
programmes in development, and a whole class of professionals has emerged to staff the



thousands of NGOs that have sprung up over the past few decades. Development is
everywhere. And it comes with its own rituals that millions upon millions of people can
participate in: buying TOMS shoes, giving a few dollars a month to sponsor a child in Zambia, or
sacrificing summer holidays to volunteer in Honduras.It probably wouldn’t be a stretch to say
that almost everyone in the Western world has at some point encountered or even participated
in the story of development. It is ubiquitous. And it has become an enormous industry, worth
hundreds of billions of dollars – as much as all the profits of all the banks in the United States
combined.*The development story is so deeply ingrained in our culture that we take it almost
completely for granted. It seems manifestly true. For much of my young adult life I passionately
believed in it. When I left Swaziland for university in the United States, I was confronted by a
completely different world to the one in which I had grown up: a world replete with excess –
enormous houses, giant cars, slick new roads and cavernous shopping malls. But I was unable
to put Swaziland behind me. Casting about for explanations for and solutions to the profound
material differences between the two worlds I straddled, I found answers – and hope – in the
story of development.During my final year of university, I moved to Nagaland, a remote state in a
far-flung corner of north-east India, to work with a local microfinance organisation. I found it
exciting and rewarding – being part of the development story gave me a sense of value and
purpose far beyond anything the corporate world had to offer. It made me feel as though I was
part of something important. It made me feel noble.Eager to continue working in the field, I later
returned to Swaziland to take up a job with World Vision, one of the world’s largest development
NGOs. Based in the village of Mpaka, a dusty outpost on a road that traverses the lowveld
between Manzini and the border of Mozambique, I threw myself into a range of projects –
everything from water systems to healthcare – and once again I felt the rush that came with
being part of the development story. But after my initial excitement faded, I found myself
confronting some difficult questions. We had dozens of projects across that tiny country,
representing millions of dollars of charity and many years of work – and World Vision was only
one of many NGOs tackling the very same problems, bolstered by a steady flow of aid from
donor countries in the global North. But on the whole, nothing really seemed to be changing.
Why did most people in Swaziland remain so poor, despite this effort? It felt as though we were
shovelling sand into a bottomless pit.World Vision had hired me to help analyse why their
development efforts in Swaziland were not living up to their promise. The reason, I discovered,
was that their interventions were missing the point. Their story about the world – borrowed more
or less verbatim from Truman – led them to assume that all that Swazis needed was a bit of
charity to help them out. World Vision went about caring for dying AIDS patients, setting up
income-generation schemes for the unemployed, teaching new techniques to farmers and
paying for children’s education. But, as helpful as these projects were, they did nothing to
address the actual causes of the problems. Why were AIDS patients dying? Over time, I learned
that it had to do with the fact that pharmaceutical companies refused to allow Swaziland to
import generic versions of patented life-saving medicines, keeping prices way out of reach. Why



were farmers unable to make a living off the land? I discovered that it was related to the
subsidised foods that were flooding in from the US and the EU, which undercut local agriculture.
And why was the government unable to provide basic social services? Because it was buried
under a pile of foreign debt and had been forced by Western banks to cut social spending in
order to prioritise repayment.The deeper I dug, the more I realised that the reason poverty
persisted in Swaziland had quite a lot to do with matters that lay beyond Swaziland’s borders. It
gradually became clear that the global economic system was organised in such a way as to
make meaningful development nearly impossible. These findings troubled me. But when I
pointed them out to one of World Vision’s managers, I was told that they were too ‘political’; it
wasn’t World Vision’s job to think about things like pharmaceutical patents or international trade
rules or debt. If we started to raise those issues, I was told, we would lose our funding before the
year was over; after all, the global system of patents, trade and debt was what made some of our
donors rich enough to give to charity in the first place. Better to shut up about it: stick with the
sponsor-a-child programme and don’t rock the boat.Frustrated and disillusioned, I left World
Vision and went back to studying, determined to learn everything I could about the deeper
structural determinants of poverty – not just in Swaziland, but across the global South. I needed
to understand why so much of the world continues to live in grinding poverty, despite decades of
‘development’, while a few countries enjoy almost unimaginable wealth.What I learned along the
way is that the story we’ve been told about rich countries and poor countries isn’t exactly true. In
fact, the narrative we’re familiar with is almost the exact opposite of reality. There is a very
different story out there, if we are willing to listen to it. It will completely change the way we think
about the world. It will change the way we think about why poverty exists. It will change the way
we think about progress. It will even change the way we think about our own civilisation, about
our everyday lifestyles, and about what the world should look like in the future.Anthropologists
tell us that when the structure of a core myth begins to change, everything else about society
changes around it, and fresh new possibilities open up that weren’t even thinkable before. When
myths fall apart, revolutions happen.The Myth Begins to CrumbleOne of the reasons that the
development story has been so compelling to people is that it has at its core a narrative of
success – a bit of heartening good news in a world full of bad. Thanks to the generous aid of rich
countries, the story goes, we have made remarkable strides in our fight against global poverty,
and human want will soon be relegated to the dustbin of history. This hopeful story has inspired
people for many decades and won the development industry millions of eager recruits. But in
recent years public enthusiasm seems to have waned; people are beginning to pack away the
streamers and quietly exit the party. Development agencies have produced report after report of
hand-wringing analysis about the fact that people no longer believe that development is working.
Drawing on survey data, the UK development umbrella group Bond recently reported that
‘efforts to eradicate poverty appear to many members of the public to have failed, and
scepticism about the effectiveness of aid and global development initiatives has
risen’.Development agencies find this trend difficult to understand. As far as they’re concerned,



development has been an outstanding success, scoring improvements in areas like child and
maternal mortality and inching us towards a world without poverty. And indeed there have been
some impressive achievements. For example, the number of children dying from preventable
causes has declined from 17 million in 1990 to less than 8 million in 2013. And the likelihood of
mothers dying during childbirth has declined by 47 per cent during the same period. These
statistics are certainly worth celebrating. But the development industry wants the public to
believe that these gains are tantamount to the overall success of the development project, and
the public just aren’t buying it. There may be some small wins around the edges, they feel, but
on the whole things don’t appear to be getting much better, and may even be getting worse. The
development industry has repeatedly failed to deliver on its grand promises to End World
Hunger or Make Poverty History – so why give them any more money? Why let them encourage
false hope?And they’re right. Take hunger, for example. In 1974, at the first UN Food Summit in
Rome, US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger famously promised that hunger would be
eradicated within a decade. At the time there were an estimated 460 million hungry people in the
world. But instead of disappearing, hunger got steadily worse. Today there are about 800 million
hungry people, even according to the most conservative measures. More realistic estimates put
the figure at around 2 billion – nearly a third of all humanity. It is hard to imagine a greater symbol
of failure than rising hunger, especially given that we already produce more than enough food
each year to feed all 7 billion of the world’s people, with plenty left over for another 3 billion.What
about poverty? For many years, the development industry has told us that absolute poverty has
been steadily declining. In 2015, the United Nations published the final report of the Millennium
Development Goals – the world’s first major public commitment to reduce poverty – claiming that
the poverty rate had been cut in half since 1990. This official good-news narrative ricocheted
through the media and was repeated endlessly by NGOs. But it is very misleading. First, almost
all of the gains against poverty have happened in one place, China. Second, the good-news
story relies on proportions instead of absolute numbers. If we look at absolute numbers – the
original metric by which the world’s governments agreed to measure progress – we see that the
poverty headcount is exactly the same now as it was when measurements began back in 1981,
at about 1 billion. There has been no improvement over thirty-five years.And that’s according to
the lowest possible poverty line. In reality, the picture is even worse. The standard poverty
measure counts the number of people who live on less than a dollar a day. But in many global
South countries a dollar a day is simply not adequate for human existence, to say nothing of
human dignity. Many scholars are now saying that people need about four times that in order to
have a decent shot at surviving until their fifth birthday, having enough food to eat and reaching
normal life expectancy. So what would happen if we measured global poverty at this more
realistic level? We would see a total poverty headcount of about 4.3 billion people. That’s more
than four times what the United Nations would have us believe, and more than 60 per cent of
humanity. We would also see that poverty has become worse over time, with more than 1 billion
people added to the ranks of the poor since 1981. Imagine the entire population of the United



States and then triple it. That’s how much global poverty has grown over the past few decades.
These numbers represent almost unimaginable human suffering.And all the while, inequality has
been exploding. In 1960, at the end of colonialism, per capita income in the richest country was
thirty-two times higher than in the poorest country. That’s a big gap. The development industry
told us that the gap would narrow, but it didn’t. On the contrary, over the next four decades the
gap more than quadrupled: by 2000, the ratio was 134 to 1. We can see the same pattern if we
take a regional view. The gap between the United States (the world’s dominant power) and Latin
America, sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia and the developing countries of the Middle East and
North Africa has roughly tripled between 1960 and today. This is hardly a tale of ‘catching up’.
And of course global inequality is even worse at the level of individuals. In early 2014, Oxfam
reported that the richest eighty-five people had come to accumulate more wealth than the
poorest 50 per cent of the world’s population, or 3.6 billion people. The following year things had
already become worse – and so too the year after that. And in early 2017, as the World
Economic Forum met in Davos, Oxfam announced that the richest eight people had as much
wealth as the poorest 3.6 billion.It would be difficult to overstate how devastating these facts are
to the success narrative that the development industry seeks to propagate. No story can survive
very long when it runs so obviously against the grain of reality. Eventually something has to
give.The industry is scrambling to respond to this existential crisis. NGOs, watching their donor
base recede, are working around the clock to turn the tide of defection. Many of them have hired
expensive public relations agencies to help them combat negative perceptions and get people
back on board with the old story. The stakes are high, for if the story of development collapses,
so too will our certainties about the present order of the global economy. If people begin to
accept that, despite many decades of development, poverty has been getting worse rather than
better, and the divide between rich and poor countries is growing rather than closing, then it will
become clear to all that there is something fundamentally wrong with our economic system –
that it is failing the majority of humanity and urgently needs to be changed. The official success
story has helped keep people on board with our existing system for a long time. If that story falls
apart, so too will their consent.Why Are Poor Countries Poor?When I first started teaching at the
University of Virginia in 2005, I would begin my classes each term by asking students to
brainstorm answers to the question: Why are poor countries poor? Their responses were more
or less the same each year. You can probably guess them. There were always a few who thought
it had something to do with people being lazy, having too many children or holding ‘backwards’
cultural values. Others guessed that it had to do with corruption or bad governance or poor
institutions; or perhaps with environmental problems like poor soils unsuited to productive
farming and climates that incubate tropical diseases. And some believed that poor countries
were poor because they just were. Poor countries are just naturally poor, they assumed, and no
one is really to blame for it. After all, poverty is the normal first stage of development. Poor
countries are like children; they just haven’t grown up yet. They haven’t developed.It is a line of
thinking that comes straight out of Truman’s speech. After all, the story that he spun into being



calls us to see the countries of the world as a series of unconnected individuals, like runners on
a track racing in their own separate lanes. Some runners are behind, others are ahead; some
runners are fast, others are slow. Maybe it has to do with institutions or governance or climate –
but regardless of the reason, the important thing is that they are each responsible for their own
achievement. So if rich countries are rich, it’s down to their own talent and hard work. If poor
countries are poor, they have no one to blame but themselves. This approach encourages us to
think with a kind of ‘methodological nationalism’ – to analyse the fate of each nation without ever
looking beyond its borders.It was a somewhat strange move on Truman’s part. By casting the
fates of poor countries and rich countries as separate and unconnected, his story ignored the
obvious relationships between them. It airbrushed away the long and fraught history of
entanglement between the West and the Rest, along with the political interests at stake. Truman
wasn’t ignorant of that history. He knew that the United States had been violently intervening in
Latin American countries since the 19th century in order to secure access to the continent’s raw
materials. Indeed, the US military was invading and occupying states like Honduras and Cuba
even as late as the 1920s and 1930s – during Truman’s own career – at the behest of American
banana and sugar companies.And of course, European powers had been controlling vast
regions of the South since as early as 1492. Indeed, Europe’s Industrial Revolution was only
possible because of the resources they extracted from their colonies. The gold and silver they
siphoned out of the mountains of Latin America not only provided capital for industrial
investment; it also allowed them to buy land-intensive goods from the East, which freed them to
transfer their own labour power from agriculture to industry. Later, they came to rely on sugar and
cotton – produced by enslaved Africans – that was shipped in from their colonies in the New
World, grain from colonial India and natural resources from colonial Africa, all of which provided
the energy and raw materials they needed to secure their industrial dominance. Europe’s
development couldn’t have happened without colonial loot.But it came with devastating
consequences for the colonies. The plunder of Latin America left 70 million indigenous people
dead in its wake. In India, 30 million died of famine under British rule. Average living standards in
India and China, which had been on a par with Britain before the colonial period, collapsed. So
too did their share of world GDP, falling from 65 per cent to 10 per cent, while Europe’s share
tripled. And mass poverty became an issue for the first time in history, as European capitalism –
driven by the imperatives of growth and profit – prised people off their land and destroyed their
capacity for self-sufficient subsistence. Development for some meant underdevelopment for
others. But all of this was carefully erased from the story that Truman handed down.*Point Four
was originally articulated for Western audiences – it explained global inequality in a way that
absolved Western nations of any culpability. But during the 1950s and 1960s the governments of
the United States, Britain and France realised that it could have power beyond their borders as
well, and they began to wield it as a weapon in their foreign policy arsenal.They were worried
about the progressive ideas that were bubbling up across the global South in the aftermath of
colonialism. The leaders of the new independent nations were rejecting Truman’s story about



global inequality. Drawing on insights from thinkers such as Karl Marx, Aimé Césaire and
Mahatma Gandhi, they pointed out that underdevelopment in the global South was not a natural
condition, but a consequence of the way Western powers had organised the world system over
hundreds of years. They wanted to change the rules of the global economy to make it fairer for
the world’s majority. They wanted to stop foreign states and corporations from plundering their
resources, to take control of their own abundant raw materials and to build their own industries
without Western interference. In short, they wanted justice – and they saw this as a basic
precondition for development.As far as the Western powers were concerned, this was a
dangerous movement that had to be stopped, for it threatened to disrupt their economic
dominance. They needed a way to defuse the anger of the people. And they found it in the work
of American economist Walt Whitman Rostow. Rostow – an academic who moonlighted as a
foreign policy adviser to President Dwight Eisenhower – argued that underdevelopment was not
a political problem, but a technical one. It had nothing at all to do with colonialism or Western
intervention, but rather to do with internal problems. If poor countries wanted to develop, all they
needed to do was accept Western aid and advice, implement free-market policies and follow the
West’s path to ‘modernisation’. By telling a story of poverty that focused on domestic policies,
Rostow’s theory not only sought to pull people’s attention away from the unfairness of the global
economic system, it erased that system from view.Rostow published his theory in 1960 in The
Stages of Economic Growth. He advertised the book as a ‘non-communist manifesto’ and it
quickly became popular at the highest levels of policy in the US government. During the 1960s
and 1970s, the government peddled Rostow’s theory across the global South as a containment
strategy – a way of depoliticising the question of global inequality. It proved to be such a
promising tool that President Kennedy hired Rostow into a senior role at the US State
Department, and President Johnson later promoted him to national security advisor. Following
Truman’s lead, Rostow turned the development story into a public-relations exercise, although
this time it was targeted not only at American ears, but also at the rest of the world.However,
Rostow’s story failed to work as planned. Across the global South, newly independent countries
were ignoring US advice and pursuing their own development agenda, building their economies
with protectionist and redistributionist policies – trade tariffs, subsidies and social spending on
healthcare and education. And it was working brilliantly. From the 1950s through the 1970s,
incomes were growing, poverty rates were falling and the divide between rich and poor countries
began to close for the first time in history. And we shouldn’t be surprised; after all, global South
countries were using the exact same policies that Western countries had used during their own
periods of economic consolidation.
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David Zetland, “It's hard to overcome corruption and exploitation. Jason Hickel’s book (subtitled
“Global Inequality from Conquest to Free Markets” in the US and “A Brief Guide to Global
Inequality and its Solutions” in the UK) delves into questions that matter to me, in my post-
colonial woke state. In some case, I agreed with Hickel (meaning he’s not wrong); in others, I
disagreed (meaning he’s wrong).First, where he’s not wrong (i.e., “I agree with him but maybe
we’re both wrong”): The colonial period — and a current reality of post-colonial theft by corrupt
locals and global elites — was and is terrible for many people now living in “developing”
countries. Hickel is right to point out that these countries have been attacked, undermined and
stripped of wealth, choice and opportunity. He is right to trace the flow of stolen money from
“poor” countries to private bank accounts in “rich” countries (the UK and US being top
destinations). He is right to explain how various development agencies are more interested in
“hitting KPIs” than actual development.When he’s wrong, it’s the basic stuff. The World Bank isn’t
conspiring to rob the poor; they’re just ideological and incompetent, slaves to the “raving
scribblings of some forgotten economist”. The WTO is not trying to (or capable) of exploitative
trade regimes. It’s enamored of GDP statistics, fine-tuned rules, and a lack of imagination. These
organizations (the IMF, UN, et al.) are the bastard children of quarreling “great powers” who try to
dominate but mostly mess things up. Should Hickel complain of their harms? Yes, indeed. Does
he attribute causality (and thus solutions) correctly? No, I think not. That doesn’t mean trust the
World Bank. It means that countries — and citizens — need home-grown solutions. That doesn’t
mean trust politicians. They often cause the problems they blame on others (Donald Trump is a
gift: a political disaster of random oversized id.)I had these mixed feelings about the book while I
was reading, but I ended up liking the book for its passionate — and often carefully considered
— critique of the world’s current order. I agree with Hickel in the main (historic and present
exploitation often buried under “sorry we killed you, but we meant well!” propaganda), and most
of my remaining criticisms center on his optimistic solutions and ideological critiques.From here,
I’ll add notes in order of topics’ appearance.In 1949, Truman defined “development” as the path
towards “fixing” countries of the Global South (GS) damaged by decades or centuries of
colonialism by the Global North (GN). This idea implies GS should pursue GN policies and
goals. The invention of “underdeveloped” gave space for the existence of a permanent
underclass that would be served by charity and photojournalists, but not actual reform.Hickel is
right that development aid is a drop in the bucket compared to bad policies and right to question
the bona fides of aid organizations that fail to lobby for structural change. (He notes, correctly,
that they would go out of business if they reached their professed targets.) He’s also right that
absolute poverty (headcount) matters, and that it should be counted via “lack” rather than an
arbitrary (and miserly) $1/day “budget”. So, yeah, there are 4.3 billion poor people, which shows
how unequal and messed up the world is.Hickel says “something is fundamentally wrong with
our economic system” (p 13), but I think it’s the political system (in which I include colonial



institutions). Perhaps we mean the same thing, as I’ll admit that bad politics can lead to an unfair
economic system, but does he mean the same, or does he trust in the (aggregate) honesty of
politicians? I don’t.Hickel says that newly independent counties were doing well with their post-
colonial policies until their old masters used the World Bank, trade, etc. to derail them. I think
progress was more uneven, and their need for advice thus great. I think that GN tried to impose
colonial policies but also that GS made some big mistakes. I agree that GS people suffered but
GN suffered as well from bad policies (as they are with respect to mismanaged social welfare).I
now think humans are lucky to survive their stupidity and greed. A few years ago I thought
stupidity and greed rarer. I changed my mind based on the fact that our mistakes are
aggregating into larger problems, as more dumb spills into more lives.GS “pay” $billions per year
to GN via corruption, theft and exploitation. That’s one reason they stay poor. Hickel claims that
“unfair trade” strips much more, via underpaid wages. I don’t agree with that one (wages reflect
productivity more than bargaining power in global trade), I do agree that the GS is heavily
(self-)exploited via pollution, weapons sales, resource exploitation, etc.Statistical assumptions
explain why either 300 million or 900 million Indians are “poor.” but which figure is right?
Speaking of explanations, Hickel is sometimes too quick to dismiss the wealth-creating potential
of markets, e.g., ignoring China’s entrepreneurs.Inequality is so bad that average global income
would need to be $1.3 million/person to raise wages for the poorest above $5/day (holding
inequality constant). There’s a crying need for redistribution but — surprise — no political
support from the beneficiaries of this scandal.Today, we define “great powers” as those who
have invaded, conquored and exploited others (UK, FR, ES, PT, BE, US, RU), not made their
diverse subjects wealthy (Ottoman, Mogul, Roman and Austro-Hungarian empires). In this
definition, we allow the victors to write exploitation into “inevitable history” rather than question
that definition of “empirical success.”Most colonial wealth was from theft, not productivity. That’s
not success. (It’s the same with wealth of the industrial revolution, as the resulting cost from
climate disruption might ruin our current prosperity.)Hickel uses massive statistics to impress
readers on the magnitude of theft and destruction. I’d put those statistics in terms of, say, the
average GN citizen back in the day, or today. The waste was terrible, but it’s ahrd to see in the
000000000000s!Hickel quotes Polanyi, who opposed the commodification of land and labor as
impoverishing the poor who lived on the commons. (Hickel calls this the birth of capitalism, but
capitalism is millennia older.) I disagree with this IF the poor have free will, but not if their
commons is stolen and they are forced into wage labor. That’s not a reason to hate markets for
land or labor, but a good reason to hate (political) theft and exploitation.It’s hard to overstate the
horrors and evil of colonialism, but the income gap between rich and poor growing from 3:1 to
35:1 makes vampires jealous.Hickel says GS counties made a lot of post-colonial progress, but
then he cites the Peróns of Argentina with approval, so I’m less impressed. I agree though, that
GS countries should hide from GN exporters while they grow their industries (under intra-GS
competition, in my opinion).Hickel and I have different definitions of “neoliberal” (he says they
like to subsidize business; Hayek and Friedman are rolling in their graves), but we agree that GN



countries supported terrible GS leaders.Hickel thinks various debt crises are aimed at exploiting
the GS, when they are basically organized theft by elites. I agree with him that indebted
countries (e.g., Greece in 2009) should just go bankrupt. I disagree with him that they would
have an “easy time” thereafter in the markets.Hickel mixes a few too many conspiracy theories
into his text. He’s got a good survey of anti-capitalism without an appropriate skepticism of their
claims. His command of macroeconomics, use of data, and understanding of Adam Smith and
free trade is sometimes way off. Thus, he assumes victims where there are suicides and threats
in good ideas. He sees GS countries as powerless but also purposeful when the opposite is
true, as we can see by the “wages of corruption.”Hickel loses credibility with excessive claims on
the damage of land grabs and climate change. That undermines his effectiveness only because
he continues to miss other driving factors (political greed at many levels).Hickel ends his book
with ideas for helping the poor via structural adjustment. He begins with global debt forgiveness
and then moves to global democracy, just wages and recapturing the commons. I agree with
these (in theory) but see little hope empirically in a world that is as exploitative as the one he
described. OTOH, I am happy to agree that we should dump GDP for GPI, lower consumption,
pursue UBI, etc. At the end of this chapter of fantasies, I had no more wishes left in my magic
wand — except perhaps that the rich would agree to Hickel’s changes. Here’s the first step.My
one-handed conclusion is that you should read this book, first, for its description and criticism of
the way the world’s poorer people have been made and kept poor. Second, you should read it for
a list of good ideas for a better future. Third, don’t read it for its explanation of economics,
markets or corruption. People are far more creative — and calculating.”

Bathsheba, “essential reading. Everybody should read this book.Only by gaining the intelligence
and hope Hickel offers can we as a people hope to address the overwhelming issue of galloping
consumerism that chimes with Climate Change and the widening division between the world’s
poorest and the world’s wealthiest. Hickel is a professor of anthropology at the London School of
Economics and his courage in this tell-all book is only tempered by the fact that he is not, as he
says, the leader of a “developing” country.The network of corruption webbing Western
governments is nothing short of sticky evil and the various attempts at disentanglement by a few
brave leaders over the past seven decades have led to their untimely deaths. After reading this
book I am more than ever convinced that galloping consumerism is the greatest threat to our
survival. As Hickel points out if we continue to consume and produce on this scale we will run
out of resources long before the end of the century. And consider the waste. Already our planet
is groaning under mountains of landfill and toxic waste. Chiming with this is the ticking timebomb
of Climate Change.Our lifestyles and our insane focus on increasing GDP with no end in sight is
killing us.To quote Hickel Page 265, “If Ancient Egypt had started with one cubic metre of
possessions and grew them by 4.5% per year, by the end of its 3,000-year civilisation it would
have needed 2.5 billion solar systems to store all its stuff. It doesn’t take a scientist to realise that
endless exponential growth is absurd, in the true sense of the word. To imagine that we can



continue on this trajectory indefinitely is to disavow the most obvious truths about our planet’s
material limits. As Sir David Attenborough once so eloquently put it, “Anyone who thinks you can
have infinite growth on a finite planet is either a madman or an economist.”‘Hickel also says on
Page 264, “Today, nearly every government in the world, rich or poor alike, is focused
obsessively on the single objective of increasing GDP growth.”It’s a grim picture. Our world is
built on an unsupportable model of greed. Only a fool would believe that nations toppling other
nations in the name of industry is sane and yet we have been trained to believe that war is
justifiable and accruing more money than we can spend in a lifetime is commendable and
patenting healing drugs is not a crime against humanity and allowing our neighbours to starve
while we glut and waste resources is fine as long as we donate our spare change to charity.It’s
madness.Fortunately Hickel offers viable solutions: Debt Resistance, Global Democracy, Fair
Trade, Just Wages and Reclaiming the Commons. All of which are doable if the will is there. And
I would posit that as the climate deteriorates the will to heal our planet will strengthen.I implore
you to read this book and face the confronting truth about our current crop of leaders and the
rotten-to-the-core banking system that keeps poverty firmly in place and also take heart as
Hickel leaves us with the hope that awareness is approaching critical mass thinking faster than
we realise, due in no small part to the efforts of Sir David Attenborough and the unique Greta
Thunberg.Everybody should read this book!”

Sasha Alyson, “A highly readable look at the colonial legacy. Five hundred years ago, living
standards on all inhabited continents were broadly comparable. If anything, Asians and native
peoples in the Americas probably had somewhat better lives than Europeans.Today, a world
largely reshaped to make greater profits for Europeans and their descendants is rushing toward
environmental disaster, and those in control still prefer to plan bigger profits than to take action
to prevent that disaster.Jason Hickel is a skilled writer who aptly pulls together these two
themes. In the post-colonial period, the newly independent nations began by making solid
strides toward overcoming the colonial legacy -- until the West found ways to snap them back
into place with loans, trade agreements, and other policies that were presented as being helpful,
but were anything but.Much of the story is depressing, but Hickel also offers thoughtful, realistic
ideas about what can be done. If asked to name the two best books I've read this year, I would
put this, along with Anand Giridharadas's Winners Take All (which introduces the term
MarketWorld for the dominant ideology that Hickel has described), at the top of the list.”

Michelle, “Thought provoking book. I found this to be one of the most thought provoking books
I've read in a long time, probably one of my favourites alongside Sapiens for affecting my view of
the world. Jason Hickel pulls no punches and makes his points without counter balancing or
acknowleding the other side, which can be frustrating (eg he describes rising absolute numbers
of people in poverty without mentioning population growth at all). However, he can be forgiven in
a book that is so against the prevailing dogma of GDP growth and the causes of inequality. It's a



fascinating read that will open your eyes even if you do not agree with everything he says.”

thull, “A “must read”. I will certainly revisit this book with regularity. Hickel provides a well argued
thesis and why our approach to development is the way it is and why we urgently need to do
things differently.”

Brian, “Very interesting perspective. Some very interesting ideas, but also an occasional taste of
the slightly loopy - at least, according to my current views.”

VS, “A great protective on the last 2 centuries!. Very interesting viewpoint! Quite an eye opener in
many areas.”

The book by Jason Hickel has a rating of  5 out of 4.7. 117 people have provided feedback.
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