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FOREWORD

e For those that don’t have the time to read this manifesto, we will
summarize our movement in 1 sentence. The Xova Movement is a
left-wing activist initiative with a mission to create an ideal world and
future for everyone, and our primary plan for achieving this is to
transition all countries to democratic socialism, which among other
things would include abolishing the ruling class, introducing a
Universal Basic Income, generously funding public infrastructures
and services, transitioning societies to a 4 day workweek,
guaranteeing fair wages for all workers, making businesses optimally
democratic, preventing all future economic downturns, permanently
ending inflation, and decommodifying all goods and services,
including abolishing rent and mortgage interest payments. If you
want to experience the substantially higher quality of life that our
movement’s success will guarantee, please do everything you can to
support our movement. Detailed advice on how to do this can be
found in Chapter 3: Part 4 (p. 585). If you doubt capitalism’s
brokenness or democratic socialism’s viability, please read Chapter 1
(p. 8) of our manifesto. If you want to truly appreciate why the
success of our movement is paramount, please read the “Statistics”
(p. 411) and “Additional crises” (p. 559) sections of our manifesto. If
you don’t have the time to do any of this then please at the very
least vote for democratic socialist political candidates during the next
elections in your country, and ideally only those who have read our
manifesto and support our movement.

For those in any doubt, understand that our movement can genuinely
succeed. First, this manifesto proves irrefutably why our goals are
logically and morally justified. Second, our initiatives, and particularly
our future public protests, are guaranteed to make our movement an
international phenomenon. Third, our movement will quickly gain
widespread support, since its success will improve everyone’s quality
of life. Fourth, our movement will offer generous financial rewards to



those who help us. Fifth, shortly after our first announcement we will
reveal our future initiatives to multiple trusted left-wing public
figures, who will publically attest to the viability of these initiatives.
So please don’t hesitate to support our movement.

e If you decide to stop reading this manifesto part way through, we
would strongly encourage you to at least read the “Technology”
section (p. 444) in Chapter 2. It outlines our plan to utilize
technology to create a utopian future, and one which could be
completed within 30 years. However, our entire manifesto should be
considered essential reading material, since it has been designed to
contain most of the information that populations require as common
knowledge to be able to successfully create and maintain functioning
and prosperous societies, including essential and original ideas
regarding critical thinking, propaganda, ethics, science, technology,
politics, economics, society, culture, global crises, and the future.

e Please remain mindful that our movement is guaranteed to be
misrepresented and smeared by bad faith actors, uncritically minded
individuals, and right-wing propagandists. This is why it is important
that people read this manifesto themselves.

e Please keep an open mind while reading this manifesto. Many of
our ideas are unconventional and unintuitive, but are nonetheless
supported by evidence and reason.

e This manifesto has been modified continuously all the way up to its
release, and was written over the course of about 10 years. If we
had the time we would further refine this manifesto, and re-verify
and update all presented facts. However, we believe starting our
movement immediately is of far greater importance than striving for
perfection. Regardless of any flaws, this manifesto makes it clear
that our overall conclusions are justified, and that our movement
provides the best chance of maximizing everyone’s quality of life.

e Sources for all claims made in this manifesto, as well as corrections
and updates for all facts, will soon be available on the Xova wiki.
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INTRODUCTION

This manifesto is divided into 3 chapters, a glossary, and an
appendix.

Chapter 1 is 135k words long, and is primarily dedicated to
extensively critiquing capitalism. This chapter is designed to convince
even the most ardent supporters of capitalism how fundamentally
broken their system is, so it is unavoidably lengthy due to the
extensive amount of capitalist propaganda that it has to debunk. This
chapter also provides an introduction to democratic socialism which
proves why it is an ideal economic system. Part 1 is particularly
important, since it proves why wealth is unfairly distributed under
capitalism, and why well-funded public infrastructures and services,
and a Universal Basic Income, are irrefutable human rights.

Chapter 2 is 50k words long, and explores the end goals of our
movement, and the steps required to get there. This chapter also
provides justifications for our decisions, and why the success of our
movement is paramount. Part 2 is particularly important, since it
outlines our plan to utilize technology to create a utopian future, and
one which could be completed within 30 years. This section has the
potential to rapidly and radically change the perceptions and long-
term priorities of most people and governments.

Chapter 3 is 5k words long, and details the immediate objectives of
our movement. Part 4 is particularly important, since it explains how
people can support our movement and maximize its success.

The glossary is 20k words long, and provides definitions for essential
political, economic, social, and cultural terms.

The appendix is 50k words long, and is solely dedicated to providing
a comprehensive introduction to critical thinking.



TERMS

The definitions of certain terms that appear in this manifesto have
been simplified or modified for the sake of convenience.

e The term “capitalists” will refer to those who defend and advocate
for capitalism, while the term “ownership class” will be used to refer
to those who own the means of production.

e The term “socialism” will be used mostly throughout this manifesto
even though the expression “socialism and communism” would be
just as applicable in most instances.

e The term "“the lower classes” will refer to all classes below the
ruling class.

e The terms “means of productions” and “goods and services” will
also refer to homes in instances where this would be applicable.
Consequently, the term “price gouging” will also refer to extortionate
rent prices, extortionate mortgage interest rates, and extortionate
house prices, in instances where this would be applicable.

e The term “cartels” will refer to both cartels and natural cartels, the
latter of which refers to economic conditions which possess the same
characteristics produced by cartels but which arise naturally without
any direct collusion between market participants.

e The term “the world’s resources” will refer to raw physical
resources, and will not include human labor, nor the things that
these raw resources can be turned into.

e The term “monopolies” will refer to monopolies and oligopolies.

e The term ‘“externalities” will refer exclusively to negative
externalities, even though the term technically refers to
consequences that can be either positive or negative in nature. This
is also how it is most commonly used in economic discourse.

e The term “finite resources” will refer both to physical resources that
are finite in nature, such as rare minerals, as well as resources that
take a relatively long time to replenish naturally, and often far longer
than what is allowed under capitalism.



e The term “quality of life” will also refer to “standards of living” for
the sake of convenience, even though the latter may be more
accurate in certain situations. Living standards refers specifically to
one’s material conditions, whereas quality of life is a more holistic
description of wellbeing that includes things like living standards,
mental health, physical health, cultural capital, and social capital.

e The term “underdeveloped countries” will refer to both developing
countries and underdeveloped countries, even though
underdeveloped countries are a subcategory of developing countries.
e The term “infrastructures and services” will refer to everything
provided by governments, although we acknowledge that some
people may disagree that these two terms can be used to accurately
cover all things provided by governments.

e The term "“businesses” will refer to privately owned businesses,
which this manifesto is partially dedicated to critiquing, but we
acknowledge that many of these criticisms do not apply to all
businesses, and particularly small family run businesses.

e The term “higher-ups” will refer to those with positions of influence
or power within businesses, namely owners, directors, CEO’s, senior
managers, and shareholders.

e The term “sociopathic” will refer to those who may not technically
be sociopathic but nonetheless exhibit sociopathic behaviors.

e The terms "men” and “women” will be used throughout this
manifesto for the sake of simplicity, even though more descriptive
LGBT+ terms may be more accurate at certain points.

e The term “consequences” will also refer to second-order
consequences, including emergent properties and feedback loops.

e The term “feedback loop” will refer to a positive feedback loop, in
which the consequence of a feedback loop results in more of that
consequence. This contrasts with a negative feedback loop, in which
the consequence of a feedback loop results in less of that
consequence.

e The term “degrees” will refer to Celsius, not Fahrenheit.

To improve reading comprehension, important terms will be
emphasized with quotation marks, rather than by using italics which
is the more formal and conventional approach.



CHAPTER 1:
A CRITIQUE
OF
CAPITALISM

This chapter is divided into three parts. Part 1 will assess
privatization and personal wealth under capitalism from a theoretical
perspective. Part 2 will assess the capitalist system as a whole also
from a theoretical perspective. Part 3 will assess how capitalism has
manifested through its application in the real-world. There will
inevitably be a large degree of overlap between theory and
application, but only when unavoidable.
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THE FUNDAMENTALS

Before critiquing capitalism however, this introduction will first need
to explain foundational information that is necessary for
understanding the rest of this chapter.

Economic systems

This section will define the most important economic systems that
are discussed in this chapter.

Capitalism
Capitalism is a right-wing economic system that is defined by its

prioritization of privatization, free markets, and profits. Under
capitalism the means of production are privately owned, meaning
ownership of the physical resources necessary for producing and
providing goods and services are owned by a small percentage of the
population, rather than everyone in society. Because the means of
production are privately owned under capitalism, this necessitates
wage labor, in which workers have no choice but to sell their labor to
the ownership class in exchange for wages in order to survive and
prosper. All transactions for goods, services, and Ilabor, are
performed through voluntary exchange within competitive free
markets, and all businesses operate primarily in the pursuit of profit.
Under capitalism governments provide light to moderate oversight
and assistance, particularly through creating and maintaining
essential public infrastructures and services, and protecting property
rights and economic freedom through the legal system, law
enforcement, and the military.
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Neoliberalism

Neoliberalism is a far-right ideology and policy model that advocates
for capitalism, but which aims to reduce the role of government to
only providing what is necessary for maintaining and facilitating trade
within competitive free markets. Consequently, under neoliberalism
people receive little to no government assistance, and must meet
their basic needs by finding work within competitive free markets.
Neoliberalism supports policies such as free trade, flexible labor
markets, anti-union measures, the unrestricted flow of capital, tax
cuts for the rich, corporate tax cuts, deregulation of the private
sector, privatization of public services, fiscally conservative state
programs, and austerity measures during times of economic crisis.

Libertarianism

Libertarianism is a far-right ideology that strives to maximize
personal freedom by advocating for minimal to no interference in the
economy or society by the government. This modern definition of
libertarianism can more accurately be termed “right-libertarianism”,
since originally the word libertarianism described a variety of left-
wing political ideologies before it was coopted by the right. However,
because of its more prominent modern-day right-wing definition, the
term libertarianism is rarely used in modern discourse to describe
left-wing ideologies. For this reason this manifesto will only use the
modern right-wing definition.

Libertarians hold little to no faith in conventional governments, and
believe privately run organizations operating within competitive free
markets can fulfill the majority or all of the functions of a
government. Consequently, libertarians always advocate for
capitalism. The form of libertarianism that advocates for the
existence of a government that provides minimal government
services is called minarchism, and these governments usually only
provide services related to law enforcement and national defense.
The form of libertarianism that advocates for the complete
eradication of the government is called “anarcho-capitalism”.
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Anarchism

Anarchism is a far-left ideology founded on skepticism of authority,
and which consequently rejects all hierarchies that cannot be logically
or morally justified. Anarchism is commonly summarized as “the
rejection of all unjustified hierarchies”, or in other words all
hierarchical power structures that allow for subjugation and
exploitation. An anarchist society is consequently one in which the
ability to wield unjustified power over others is minimized at the
structural level. Anarchism is therefore the opposite of
authoritarianism. The term “anarchy” can also refer to a system built
on the principles of anarchism, although this is rarely advocated for,
since in modern societies anarchy is more often used to describe a
state of disorder and lawlessness.

The primary focus of the anarchist movement is to maximize
personal freedom by advocating for the complete abolition of the
Marxist definition of the state, or in other words any government that
is controlled or utilized by the ruling class to suppress and exploit the
lower classes. Anarchists hold no faith in conventional governments,
and believe democratically run organizations operating within
planned economies can fulfill all of the functions of a government.
Consequently, anarchists always advocate for communism.
Anarchists also share many ideals, ideas, and strategies, with
socialists, and have strong historical ties to most other anti-capitalist
ideologies and movements.

Socialism

Socialism is a left-wing political and economic system proposed by
economist Karl Marx. Socialism was originally proposed as the
transitionary economic system between capitalism and communism.
However, today there are various forms of socialism that are finalized
economic systems, and serve no transitionary purpose.

The primary goal of socialism is the emancipation of all humans,
achieved through the end of exploitation, the fulfillment of all human
needs, and the maximization of human freedom and potential. Marx
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believed this could only be achieved through democratizing all
political and economic organizations and systems. Consequently,
socialists disagree with the existence of economic classes, or more
specifically the existence of a working class and an ownership class.
Socialism attempts to rectify this by transferring ownership and
control of the means of production into the hands of everyone in
society, which is a process called socialization. In other words, the
means of production become “public property”. This is distinct from
“personal property”, which includes personal possessions not
required by the wider community to function, such as a person’s
home, car, TV, bed, toothbrush, etc. These remain privately owned
under socialism and protected via personal property rights.

Under socialism, economic activity is directed first and foremost
towards fulfilling the needs of everyone in society, rather than the
desires of those with the most wealth. This is primarily achieved
through the decommodification of all essential goods and services,
meaning that instead of being sold for-profit, they are guaranteed to
all citizens regardless of personal circumstances. Socialist
organizations and systems still have structures, hierarchies, and
leaders, to ensure effective management, but leaders can be voted in
and out of their positions at any time.

The ways in which socialist organizations and systems are structured
can vary greatly. This is true with all economic systems, but is true of
socialism predominantly because there are numerous ways societies
can democratically control the means of production. The following 3
variants of socialism are the most common forms, and here they are
listed from least democratic to most democratic. Important to
understand however is that because economic ideas have evolved
over time, and continue to do so to this day, economic terms can
come to have different meanings over time, and consequently can
mean different things to different people. The definitions provided
here generally adhere to majority consensus, although are not
necessarily agreed upon by everyone.
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1. State socialism

State socialism is a top-down system in which the means of
production are owned and controlled by the government, which
functions to enact the will of the people. State socialism can exist to
transition society from capitalism to socialism, or exist as an end goal
in and of itself. Because resources are allocated centrally by the
government, state socialism is a type of centrally planned economy.
This is distinct from capitalism, which is decentralized and unplanned
due to its reliance on markets. However, in unplanned market
economies, public infrastructures and services that benefit the public
can be considered isolated forms of state socialism. They can be
considered forms of socialism because they are paid for by everyone,
and made freely available to everyone.

The process of transferring something from private ownership to
public ownership is called nationalization. Nationalization however is
different from socialization. Nationalization refers to the transference
from private ownership or control to government ownership or
control. Socialization refers more broadly to workers or members of
society gaining ownership or control. Nationalization can occur
without socialization if the government does not operate to fulfill the
will of the people. Socialization can occur without nationalization if a
country does not have a government.

State socialism is often used interchangeably with the term “state
capitalism”, but they are not one and the same. Under state
capitalism, the government also centrally plans parts or all of the
economy, but economic activity is undertaken in the pursuit of profit.
Under state capitalism the means of production can either be owned
by businesses, with the government having a strong influence over
businesses and resource allocation, or the government can
completely own and control the means of production, in which case
the economy effectively operates like a single giant corporation.
Under state capitalism profits can be used to benefit the public, but
are more commonly used to benefit the ruling class at the expense of
the public. Conversely, under state socialism, all economic resources
are utilized for the express purpose of benefitting the public, rather
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than to generate profits. Because state socialist governments and
state capitalist governments can both wield the same amount of
power via central planning, it is possible for an uncorrupt and
democratic state socialist society to become a corrupt and
authoritarian state capitalist society without strong democratic
safeguards. Because of this high risk, most socialists today are
democratic socialists, not state socialists.

2. Market socialism

Market socialism involves the democratization of all political and
economic organizations and systems. Under market socialism all
businesses are owned and controlled by the workers, usually in the
form of worker cooperatives, but businesses still compete against
one another in an unplanned and competitive free market economy,
and do so in the pursuit of profits. Market socialism includes the
decommodification of essential goods and services, which are
provided by the government. However, because it does not involve
the decommodification of all goods and services, by virtue of
maintaining the profit motive, market socialism is not considered a
true form of socialism by many socialists. Despite this, because
market socialism involves greater democratic control over all
businesses, it is generally still considered more socialistic than state
socialism. Under market socialism, governments are also optimally
democratic, and usually exist in the form of republics, although they
can also involve direct democracy, in which citizens vote directly on
particular issues. Governments exist predominantly to centrally plan
public infrastructures and services, which includes providing strong
social safety nets and regulating businesses.

3. Democratic socialism

Democratic socialism is similar to market socialism, except the
competitive free market economy is replaced with a cooperative
planned economy, in which both centralized and decentralized
planning play a role. The economy takes the form of a network of
worker cooperatives, all cooperating with one another to fulfill the
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needs and wants of everyone in society. Consequently, just like
communism, democratic socialism can be understood as the purest
antithesis of capitalism, because it uses the opposite approach for
capitalism’s 3 most defining features. More specifically, privatization
is replaced with social ownership and control, free markets are
replaced with economic planning, and the prioritization of profits is
replaced with the prioritization of everyone’s needs.

Identical to market socialism and modern capitalist economies, the
government still exists to centrally plan public infrastructures and
services. This system stands in contrast to the Soviet Union and
Mao’s China, in which most or all economic activity was centrally
planned in the form of a command economy. Planned economies
under democratic socialism still utilize many market mechanisms
similar to free markets, but they avoid all the problems of free
markets. Some modern market socialists refer to themselves as
democratic socialists, but this is incorrect. Historically democratic
socialism has always referred exclusively to planned economies, and
for the sake of clarity most socialists agree this distinction should be
maintained.

Because private ownership of the means of production is replaced by
social ownership and collaboration, rather than privatization and
competition, economic classes do not exist under democratic
socialism. However, this does not result in equality of outcome, since
wealth and resources are allocated based on needs and abilities. For
example, certain people can be more privileged than others, such as
possessing more luxury goods or free time, due to having greater
needs or providing more useful labor. However, wealth inequality
would be substantially less than the wealth inequality that exists
under capitalism. This is because the needs of people and societies
are so great, and the resources available to humanity are so limited,
it is not possible to meet the needs of every person on the planet
while simultaneously ensuring extravagant indulgences and lifestyles
for the wealthiest people in society.
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As an aside, an alternative to worker cooperatives are consumer
cooperatives. These are cooperatives comprised of both a producer
council and a consumer council, and involve both workers and
consumers, or their representatives, both taking a direct active role
in decision making, or at least with regards to the goods and services
being produced and provided. Worker cooperatives can also have
consumer representatives, as well as community representatives,
that actively participate in decision making, although workers are
usually still the dominant decision makers in most instances. There
are advantages and disadvantages to these different cooperative
arrangements, and each may be suited for different real-world
situations. However, the remainder of this manifesto will only refer to
worker cooperatives. This is for the sake of simplicity, rather than as
a form of advocacy for this particular type of cooperative.

Communism

Communism is a far-left political and economic system that can be
understood as a stage beyond socialism. Communism is defined as a
stateless, classless, moneyless society. Consequently, it has the
flattest hierarchy of any economic system in terms of power. The
“state” in this context refers to the Marxist definition of the state.

In most ways communism is identical to democratic socialism. In
both systems personal property rights are protected, the means of
production are socially owned and controlled, there are no economic
classes, there are no competitive free markets, the economy is
planned, and all economic actors cooperate with one another to fulfill
the needs of everyone in society first and foremost. Additionally,
both systems involve the eradication of the state, according to the
Marxist definition. However, under communism all planning is
decentralized, compared with democratic socialism which still allows
for national governments that engage in centralized planning.
Additionally, under communism all major decisions are made via
direct democracy, in which citizens vote on initiatives directly,
compared with democratic socialism in which major decisions can be
made via direct democracy, but by default are made by elected
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representatives who act as trustees, or in other words
representatives who make decisions on behalf of those who elected
them. Just like under socialism, organizations and systems can still
have structures, hierarchies, and leaders, in order to ensure effective
management, and leaders can be voted out of their positions at any
time. Communists are similar to libertarians in that both are anti-
government, with the predominant difference being that communists
advocate for planned economies, while libertarians advocate for
capitalist free markets.

There are two clarifications that need to be made regarding
communism. First, most countries thought of as communist, such as
the Soviet Union and Mao’s China, often had command economies,
rather than planned economies, and are best described as state
socialist or state capitalist depending on interpretation. They were
also nearly always authoritarian. Some had communist aspirations,
but never became stateless, classless, or moneyless, and hence
never became communist. Second, most present-day communists
call themselves anarcho-communists, to more clearly distinguish
their ideology from the authoritarian countries of the past that are
commonly but incorrectly described as communist. Anarcho-
communists refer to themselves as this because they are anarchists,
and the word anarcho is simply the prefix form of the word
anarchism. Most anarcho-communists also reject the idea that any
form of socialism or centralized government is required to transition
from capitalism to communism.

Social democracy
Social democracy refers to a capitalist system with socialist

components, and is often described as a "mixed economy” system for
this reason. These socialist components usually manifest in the form
of public infrastructures and services, which includes providing strong
social safety nets and regulating businesses. These are usually paid
for through taxes on non-essential goods and services, and high
taxes on high income earners. When people refer to the
“Scandinavian model” or the “Nordic Model”, social democracy is
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what they are referring to. In fact, every developed country in the
world is a social democracy, although the public infrastructures and
services provided by each vary greatly from country to country.
When people advocate for social democracy, they are usually just
advocating for worker rights, robust social safety nets, better social
services, and improved public infrastructures, paid for through
progressive taxation.

These definitions are simplified for the sake of convenience, but
provide a solid framework in which to critique capitalism. One of the
most important observations that can be made about real-world
economic systems is that they are rarely the purest form of the
economic systems they are often categorized as.

The following critique will focus primarily on capitalism, but will also
explore socialism in order to demonstrate by comparison how
fundamentally broken capitalism truly is, and to explain how
socialism is not only viable but also the best economic system
currently available. This critique will also not assess capitalism purely
from a theoretical perspective, but within the context of its
unavoidable real-world properties and outcomes. For example, profits
are not merely allowed under capitalism, but are also the primary
goal of most businesses. Any valid critique of capitalism cannot
merely make assessments based on theory or ideological
assumptions, but must also take into account the unavoidable real-
world inevitabilities of capitalism. This critique will therefore assess
capitalism in its entirety, and not merely a theoretical or idealized
version of capitalism.
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Sources of propaganda

Before critiquing capitalism, it is important to understand where the
propaganda that supports capitalism originates from, and how it
perpetuates within society. Perhaps surprisingly, capitalist
propaganda is not just propagated by the ruling class, but is
propagated at every stratum of society, including those who are
victims of the system. Unfortunately the overwhelming majority of
the most influential propagators of capitalist propaganda cannot
easily be reasoned with, either because they are too uncritically
minded to recognize the brokenness of capitalism, or because they
are grifters and propagandists willing to make money promoting a
system they know is causing people to unnecessarily suffer and die.
Many of them are also anti-intellectuals, libertarians,
ultranationalists, ultraconservatives, fascists, theocrats, sociopaths,
climate change deniers, or a combination of these. It should go
without saying that none of these individuals should be listened to
with regards to economics, nor with regards to most other subjects.

e Mainstream media

Most mainstream news organizations are funded by the wealthiest
individuals and organizations in the world, and most news anchors
are among the wealthiest people in society. This means the very
organizations people should be able to rely upon to speak the truth
have every incentive to perpetuate capitalist propaganda. It may also
be no exaggeration to say that the modern mainstream news media
is likely the most sophisticated and successful propaganda machine
in human history.

e Alternative media

Some of the most influential perpetrators of capitalist propaganda in
recent years have been alternative, and mostly independent, right-
wing news organizations and figures that engage in political and
economic commentary. For those interested we will mention here 80
examples of the most influential ones to be aware of. They include
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PragerU, The Daily Wire, Blaze Media (including BlazeTV), The
Reason Foundation (including ReasonTV), Learn Liberty, Turning
Point USA, InfoWars, Breitbart News, The Epoch Times, The Daily
Caller, The Daily Signal, The Federalist, Right Side Broadcasting
Network, The Next News Network, Townhall Media, The Post
Millennial, PJ Media, Censored.TV, True North, Red Ice TV, Project
Veritas, Rebel News, Jordan Peterson, Steven Crowder, Dennis
Prager, Candace Owens, Will Witt, Amala Ekpunobi, Ben Shapiro,
Michael Knowles, Andrew Klavan, Matt Walsh, Jeremy Boreing, Mark
Levin, Dave Rubin, Glenn Beck, Tim Pool, Alex Jones, Charlie Kirk,
Bret Weinstein, Nick Gillespie, Ezra Levant, Mark Dice, Megyn Kelly,
David Freiheit (a.k.a. Viva Frei), Benny Johnson, Adam Carolla, Carl
Benjamin (a.k.a. Sargon of Akkad, The Podcast of the Lotus Eaters),
Steve Turley, Brandon Tatum (a.k.a. The Officer Tatum), Sara
Gonzales, Keith and Kevin Hodge (a.k.a. the Hodgetwins, or the
Conservative Twins), Roman Balmakov, Anthony Brian Logan, Allie
Beth Stuckey, James Lindsay, Konstantin Kisin (Triggernometry),
Lauren Chen, Larry Elder, Jeremy Hambly (a.k.a. The Quartering),
Mahyar Tousi, Brett Cooper, Andrew [Unknown] (Don’t Walk, Run!
Productions), Jesse Lee Peterson, Tyler Zed (Zeducation), John
Stossel, Sean Fitzgerald (a.k.a. Actual Justice Warrior), Michael
Malice, Gloria Alvarez, Jocko Willink, J.P. Sears (AwakenWith]P),
Michael Savage, Seamus Coughlin (FreedomToons and Common
Sense Soapbox), Tarl Warwick, Jason Whitlock, [Unknown] (a.k.a.
Salty Cracker), Douglas Murray, Scott Adams, Mike Rowe, and Dave
Ramsey, to name some of the most prominent examples.

e Academia

It might be assumed that capitalist ideas formed naturally and
evolved over time through academic research. The truth is that most
of these ideas were carefully formulated by a relatively small number
of propagandists largely in response to the growing acceptance and
adoption of Marxist ideas in Western countries during the middle of
the 20™ century. Most of these propagandists, such as Ludwig von
Mises, Friedrich Hayek, Milton Friedman, Karl Popper, and George
Stigler, went on to found the Mont Pelerin Society in 1947, which has
gone down as one of the most influential economic institutions of the
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20" century. It is unlikely their original intentions were noble, but
even if they were, their ideas became the foundation for the pseudo-
intellectual capitalist propaganda propagated by the many capitalist
institutions that followed, including extremely influential think tanks.
Such institutions to be aware of include The Adam Smith Institute,
The Hoover Institution, The Foundation for Economic Education, The
Institute for Economic Studies, The Institute of Economic Affairs, The
American Institute for Economic Research, The Cato Institute, The
Heritage Foundation, The Heartland Institute, The Fraser Institute,
The Manhattan Institute, The American Enterprise Institute, The Ayn
Rand Institute, The Atlas Society, The Ludwig von Mises Institute,
The Federalist Foundation, The Mercatus Center, The Institute of
Public Affairs, The National Center for Policy Analysis, The Center for
Policy Studies, The Institute for Justice, The Institute for Humane
Studies, and literally hundreds of other similarly named
organizations. Despite possessing prestigious and impressive
sounding names, these are among the most economically illiterate
organizations in the world, as well as some as the most dangerous
considering the immeasurable harm they have done to society.

In addition to these institutions, there are also numerous well-known
modern “academics”, like Charles Murray and Thomas Sowell, who
have had a profound influence on society’s understanding of
economics, and yet have also failed to grasp even rudimentary ideas
related to this subject. In fact most economic “academics” that
support capitalism should generally not be considered any more
intelligent than flat-Earthers. The ability to regurgitate technical
language, economic theories, and cherry-picked studies, has given
these supposed experts a superficial veneer of intelligence and
competence that has hidden their fundamental lack of critical
mindedness and economic literacy. It is a testament to their
incompetence that they have influenced the world’s political and
economic systems far more so than any Marxists over the past 70
years, and yet the world today is in an absolutely dire state, as will
become increasingly clear.

e Business owners and investors
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Business owners and investors benefit disproportionately from
capitalism, and many propagate capitalist propaganda through
various means, such as conversations, interviews, books, courses,
and public speaking. Some of these capitalists have also become
culturally prominent entrepreneurs, as well as work and lifestyle
gurus, such as Gary Vaynerchuk (a.k.a. Gary Vee), Patrick Bet-
David, Tony Robbins, Elon Musk, Mark Cuban, Peter Schiff, and Peter
Thiel. The extravagant lifestyles and consumption habits that such
wealthy business owners and investors engage in also provide the
superficial veneer that capitalism is a system that breeds prosperity,
which could be interpreted as its own form of propaganda.

e Advertising

Capitalism has also given rise to an invasive and powerfully
influential advertising industry. This industry has helped give
capitalism the veneer of being a successful and desirable system, and
mostly through overtly immoral actions. These include, but are
certainly not limited to, helping businesses lie about the nature and
quality of their goods and services, encouraging consumers to accept
the dangerous idea that unrestrained consumerism is sustainable,
and distracting people from the immoral practices and abhorrent
abuses committed by these businesses, particularly via humane
washing, greenwashing, redwashing, and pinkwashing.

e The entertainment industry

Films, TV shows, books, computer games, music, etc. regularly
propagate capitalist propaganda. Entertainment media most
commonly does this by portraying imperialist militaries in a positive
light, and by perpetuating anti-socialist and anti-communist
propaganda, including portraying anti-capitalist individuals as
immature radicals that are a danger to society. Even when
entertainment media doesn’t propagate capitalist propaganda, the
stories they tell usually refrain from criticizing capitalism even when
these stories explore problems that are obviously the result of
capitalism. Many famous people within the industry also use their
personal influence to advocate for capitalism.
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¢ Politicians

Many of the most prominent propagators of capitalist propaganda are
politicians, and particularly those whose campaigns are funded by
corporations. Worse still, most politicians in Western countries either
tolerate or support imperialism and neoliberalism, while some are so
grossly uncritically minded they even advocate for libertarianism.

e Society

The general public could also be understood as influential
perpetrators of capitalist propaganda. Through decades of
propaganda, capitalists have managed to convince the masses to
support the very system that exploits them, and to perpetuate
capitalist misinformation and talking points. This propaganda can
perpetuate through private conversations, all the way up to social
media messages posted by extremely influential public figures.

e Consumerism

The quality of life afforded to consumers in developed countries could
also be understood as one of the greatest enforcers of the idea that
capitalism is the best economic system. This has become an easy
belief to accept since the externalities of most goods and services are
intentionally kept hidden from consumers. This problem has been
further exacerbated by the common falsehood that consumerism
under socialism would involve waiting in breadlines and being limited
to a small and dismal selection of goods and services.

The reason capitalism has been so effective at sustaining itself is
because every part of society is saturated with the propaganda
required to maintain it. Worse still, most of this propaganda sounds
reasonable at the surface level. It is only when capitalism is critiqued
in-depth, and all of its consequences are understood, does it become
obvious how fundamentally broken capitalism truly is.
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PART 1:
PRIVATIZATION
AND PERSONAL

WEALTH

Capitalists believe that privatization of the means of production is
justified, and that wealth will always be distributed fairly within
competitive free markets where profits are prioritized. Some
capitalists even believe in this idea to the extent of advocating for a
flat tax rate. This section will demonstrate that even at the
theoretical level this belief cannot be substantiated, and that this is
primarily because of capitalism’s unavoidable consequences.

Within the context of
individual businesses

Within capitalist businesses power resides predominantly in the
hands of the higher-ups, rather than being dispersed among all
workers. This immediately creates extreme power imbalances within
effectively all businesses, which nearly always result in outcomes
that can in no way be considered meritocratic in nature. Consider a
business with one owner and 10 employees. Under capitalism, if the
business accrues $1 million in profits every day, the owner can give
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his 10 employees $100 each and keep the remainder for himself.
This would be immoral because the labor of the 10 employees would
be just as essential for the success of the business as the owner’s
labor. Even if the business owner worked hard to setup their
business, and even if they were more skillful, the labor of each
worker would still be essential, and hence they should still be fairly
compensated. However, because of the gross power imbalances that
exist within capitalist businesses, workers can even suffer unpaid
overtime, and be unable to afford their basic needs, and yet the
higher-ups within their business can make millions of dollars per
year. Some workers may not even be paid at all, but instead be
“paid” through exposure or experience, even when a business can
afford to pay them. The higher-ups of capitalist businesses have no
incentive to do otherwise. Even when they are willing to forgo
compensation themselves, they are still subservient to their
shareholders, and it is still often more profitable for them to expand
their business and keep hiring more workers, rather than pay their
current workers fairly.

In a well-designed economic system power hierarchies would be
flattened as much as possible and all workers would be guaranteed
fair compensation, since they are just as responsible for the success
of any business as the higher-ups. It is an irrefutable human right
that everyone should have influence over the things that affect their
life, which obviously means workers consequently have the right not
to be exploited, and yet this is not afforded to workers under
capitalism. Business owners absolutely deserve financial
compensation for their labor, and the value of their contributions to
society will be explored throughout this manifesto. However, their
contributions are not so great that it can justify their dictatorial rule
within their businesses, nor the subsequent wage slavery they can
inflict upon their essential employees. However, as will become
increasingly clear, under capitalism there is no principle or reliable
mechanism that can mitigate or offset this exploitation.
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Conclusion

The gross power imbalances produced by privatization ensure that
workers will rarely be paid fairly for their essential labor under
capitalism. Instead money can be guaranteed to go predominantly
towards those that just happen to possess the most power, which
always consolidates under capitalism. This has always meant that
even from a theoretical perspective, capitalism was always very
unlikely to be a meritocratic system. Arguing that people are paid
what they are worth under capitalism is effectively circular logic, and
a post hoc justification for gross compensation inequality within
businesses. A well designed economic system would ensure people
are paid what they are worth, and would recognize that this could
only reasonably be achieved by making businesses more democratic.
All of this demonstrates that privatization, and the way wealth is
distributed under capitalism, cannot be justified.

Within the context of markets

Capitalists argue that the unfair power dynamics within businesses
can be counterbalanced by worker choice and power within the
broader context of the free market. More specifically, if an employee
does not like their work arrangements, they can leave for a better
job, start their own business, or use these options as leverage to
renegotiate arrangements with their employer. It is believed that
over time this back-and-forth power play will always culminate in
business owners and workers earning what they deserve. This theory
could never work in practice because it completely ignores the
complexities of the real-world.
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Negotiating
Employees may be unable to negotiate salaries, benefits, working

conditions, etc. with their employer for a number of reasons not
immediately apparent from assessing capitalisms core principles.

e If there is not an abundance of available jobs in the economy, and
particular if workers require multiple jobs, then workers can end up
with zero leverage, since there will be many other desperate people
willing to take their place. This is an unavoidable problem under
capitalism, since low discretionary income, low purchasing power,
economic downturns, increasing automation, and other similar
problems, are inevitable under capitalism.

¢ A significant percentage of the problems experienced by employees
derive from their higher-ups, such as worker abuse, nepotism, and
cronyism. These problems can consequently be difficult or impossible
to fully solve through negotiations no matter how much leverage an
employee has. These problems would be less likely to occur in
democratized businesses.

e Repeated attempts to negotiate one’s salary or working conditions
can irritate those being negotiated with, and even create conflicts.
This can even escalate to employees being excluded from
consideration for promotions, raises, bonuses, or other benefits. The
fear of this alone can be enough to persuade employees to remain
passive, particularly if they have a family to support. Employees may
even be fired for petty reasons as a consequence. This type of work
culture can also deter others from challenging or negotiating with
those above them. The subtle nature of work place politics and
conflicts are often impossible to prove or change, placing employees
in @ no-win situation.

e Unspoken forms of peer pressure can encourage conformity, and
discourage workers from pursuing better personal arrangements. For
example, in businesses and industries where overtime is expected, a
worker may feel pressured not to complain, nor request leniency.
Leaving early may mean their workload has to be picked up by
colleagues, or may cause delays and crunch periods for others,
leading to unspoken hostilities, tense environments, damaged
relationships, and reduced workplace morale. Whatever the reason,
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such complex workplace politics can make negotiating for better
circumstances extremely stressful and problematic, or effectively
impossible.

e If a worker is in their dream job, the fear of losing it will provide
them with a strong disincentive to negotiate or speak out about
issues they are facing.

e In certain competitive industries, if an employee complains or
refuses to perform exploitative work, such as unpaid overtime, they
can be blacklisted within the industry, potentially locking them out of
all future opportunities within a field they may have spent years or
decades training and working in.

e If a worker joins a union, or tries to unionize their workplace, this
can further reduce their bargaining power, or result in them being
fired.

Many of these issues are particularly prevalent in highly competitive
and desirable industries and careers, creating fertile grounds for
worker exploitation. Unfortunately financial insecurity alone can be all
that is needed for workers to be taken advantage of.

Changing jobs
There are numerous reasons why changing jobs may not be a viable

solution in the real-world.

e A worker may not be able to find a job that is less exploitative than
the one they are currently stuck in, especially if the economy is in a
downturn. This is a particular problem in certain industries, and
especially monopolized industries, where exploitative practices are
commonplace.

e Many workers have to sign non-compete agreements which prohibit
them from working with other companies within the same industry,
which are the exact companies they have the skillset for.

e Workers can sometimes feel compelled to stay in their job due to
the detrimental effect that leaving could have on those they work
with. This is a common experience for care and social workers.
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e A worker may not have the time, energy, money, etc. to learn the
skills required to take advantage of better job opportunities.

e If a worker has been unfairly blacklisted within an industry, they
may not be able to find work suited to their skillset.

e Many low skilled workers are unable to afford the time or money
necessary to travel to job interviews, substantially limiting their
options.

e A person may be able to find a better job, but may be unable to
afford the time and money necessary to commute. They may also be
unable to relocate for a multitude of reasons, such as being unable to
afford the cost of moving, or because their children are already at the
best school, or because they and their family have to care for a loved
one, or because they and their family would lose vital social safety
nets, or because they and their family would have to effectively end
important relationships, such as friendships and romantic
relationships.

e A person may be able to find a better job, but may not have
enough money to survive a period of unemployment in-between jobs.

The notion that workers can simply find less exploitative work is
simply not a possibility for many in the real-world. However, the far
greater problem is that even if a worker can find another job, the
original exploitative job position still exist, meaning the original
problem is still not solved. In this sense, the argument that
employees can simply change jobs is effectively nothing more than a
red herring.

Entrepreneurship
Starting a business is also not a reasonable or viable option for many
workers.

e Setting up a business can be a prohibitively difficult endeavor that
most workers simply do not have the desire to commit to. This life
choice does not make such individuals deserving of being exploited.
e A person may not be able to come up with a viable business idea.
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e A lack of time or energy can prevent even the most determined
individuals from starting a business.

e If an entrepreneur has to support a family, this alone may prevent
them from taking the risk of starting a business. This can also include
looking after siblings and parents, which a person may have no
choice over.

e A budding entrepreneur may not have the capital to start a
business, nor be able to get a loan, even if their idea is tenable and
could greatly benefit society.

e The high cost of living and the regular occurrence of economic
downturns, brought about by the reckless actions of corporations and
the financial sector, can make the risk of starting a business an
unwise choice, even if the business would very likely succeed if not
for these problems.

e Even if a person is able to successfully setup a business, their
competitors may be able to undercut them on prices through
economies of scale, or by engaging in unethical practices, forcing the
new business to cut corners to stay profitable. This can include not
being able to pay their workers enough, meaning the original
problem continues to persist even when all those within a business
wish to solve it.

e If a business venture fails, a first time entrepreneur can be set
back so much that future ventures become improbable or impossible.
e Even in developed countries most startups fail, meaning
entrepreneurs more often than not have no choice but to become an
employee and be exploited all over again, except this time likely in a
state of greater financial insecurity.

e It is fundamentally impossible for workers to solve the problem of
exploitation by starting their own businesses, since if everyone
owned their own business there wouldn’t be anyone left to become
employees. In any economy there will always be substantially more
employees than employers, particularly as industries become
increasingly monopolized.

These examples prove why entrepreneurship is an absurd solution for
ending wide scale worker exploitation. Even if an entrepreneur does
manage to overcome all of these problems, and manages to create a
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business that is profitable enough to compensate their workers fairly,
this may never materialize because of further power dynamics. For
example, the CEO may have their job threatened by the board of
directors if they place the wellbeing of their workers above the goal
of maximizing profits. The board of directors in turn may also be
pressured by the investors, who may be unaware or unconcerned
about anything other than the businesses profitability, including the
mistreatment of the workers who produce their wealth. And as
wealth and power inevitably consolidate, exploitation only becomes
more and more likely.

This exploitation has become so normalized that many capitalists
even consider it justifiable for full-time workers of profitable
businesses to earn below a living wage, particularly for low skilled or
entry level jobs. This is also indefensible. First, if a full-time worker is
employed it means the business considers their labor necessary, so it
goes without saying that they should be paid enough to meet their
basic needs. This obviously remains true regardless of how many
other people could perform the same job. It's remarkable that any
capitalist could think otherwise. The only exception would be if a
business was not turning a profit, and everyone within the company
agreed to subsist on lower wages, which is a possibility in worker
cooperatives. Second, refusing to pay a living wage to essential
employees while others within the company earn above a living wage
is essentially placing the indulgences of some workers over the basic
needs of others. This is obviously not morally justifiable. Third, many
people who earn below a living wage obviously do not have the
option to get a job that pays above a living wage for all the reasons
previously explored, so refusing to pay them a living wage is
obviously nothing more than exploitation of the vulnerable. Fourth,
all businesses are aware that their workers may have children, so
refusing to pay a living wage means taking the risk that the children
of their employees will be unable to have all of their basic needs
fulfilled, which is overtly sociopathic. Therefore, arguing that such
workers should not be paid a living wage even when their business
can afford to do so is both illogical and morally indefensible.
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The idea that workers can simply negotiate with employers, change
their job, or start a business, is obviously incredibly unrealistic. In
the real-world, innumerable circumstances can diminish or entirely
destroy a person’s bargaining power. And if this occurs in an
economic system where people must work to secure their basic
needs, including the needs of loved ones, this ensures a baseline of
desperation that can easily be exploited by the ownership class,
particularly during economic downturns. And even if a worker does
have bargaining power, they should never have required this in the
first place in order to avoid being exploited. Everyone already has a
fundamental human right to influence the things that affect their life,
and if capitalism recognized that right then these abuses would rarely
occur. The potential to take advantage of others, particularly the
disadvantaged, would never exist, or would at least be minimized, in
any logically designed and humane and economic system.

Conclusion

Capitalism relies upon the notion of voluntary exchange, but
simultaneously makes this impossible due to power imbalances that
capitalism either creates or exacerbates. The term free markets may
superficially imply freedom from coercion, but these ever escalating
power imbalances guarantee that workers will never be paid what
they deserve, but instead only what they can negotiate within a
system of gross power imbalances. The idea that these power
imbalances can be mitigated through negotiating, changing jobs, or
entrepreneurial endeavors, is astoundingly naive, and completely
ignores the obvious complexities of the real-world. Nor does this
address the root problem that these exploitative power imbalances
should never have existed in the first place, since the economy
should have been democratized from the beginning. That such flawed
defenses are used as a first line of defense for privatization and
personal wealth begins to reveal how simplistic the arguments
defending capitalism really are. All of this further demonstrates that
privatization, and the way wealth is distributed under capitalism,
cannot be justified.
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Within the context of life
circumstances

The previous points demonstrate that, even in a hypothetical world of
total equality, capitalism guarantees a rapid descent into inequality
and exploitation as a consequence of the prioritization of
privatization, free markets, and profits. Unfortunately, these
problems are exacerbated substantially due to naturally occurring
privilege inequalities. Examples of a lack of privilege include, but are
not limited to, the following.

e Being born into poverty.

e Speaking a less common first language.

e Possessing low intelligence.

e Suffering from a physical disability or illness.

e Suffering from mental or emotional problems.

e Lacking parental involvement, including the love, emotional
support, discipline, guidance, etc. this comes with.

Lacking friendships and support networks outside of the family.
Being surrounded by bad role models.

Having a poor-quality education.

e Being born at a more disadvantageous time of year, as evidenced
by the “relative age effect”.

e Living in an unsafe or crime ridden neighborhood.

e Being a victim of discrimination, such as ageism, racism, sexism,
homophobia, and transphobia.

e lLacking access to career opportunities and valuable social
connections.

e Having additional responsibilities outside of one’s control, such as
caring for elderly relatives.

e Suffering a traumatic life event.

Many of these circumstances also exist along the following
spectrums.
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¢ Insignificant to life-changing.

e Anticipated to unexpected.

e Existing since birth to occurring much later in life.
e Temporary to long-term.

e Avoidable to unavoidable.

Many of these life circumstances can irrevocably affect a person for
the rest of their life, and limit their life choices and personal potential
no matter how hard they strive. Many of these dynamics also
correlate strongly with one another, and can interact, overlap, and
exacerbate one another, creating exponentially greater challenges for
people to overcome. This is not to devalue the virtues of hard work,
nor the fact that most people can improve their lives through hard
work. Nor is it to deny the existence of outliers, such as those born
into abject poverty but who work their way up to become
millionaires. However, a person’s life choices are always heavily
influenced or curtailed by circumstances outside of their control, and
this is particularly true for those born in poorer countries. Many of
the world’s multimillionaires and billionaires would have died before
adulthood had they been born in an underdeveloped country, and
practically none of them would have escaped poverty. A well-
designed economic system would attempt to reduce these privilege
inequalities as much as possible.

However, not only does capitalism not recognize this, but it actively
worsens these privilege inequalities by increasing national and
international wealth and power inequality. Worse still, this
consolidation of wealth and power also increases the likelihood of
political corruption and the adoption of neoliberal policies, resulting in
the underfunding of public infrastructures and services, which further
exacerbates privilege inequalities. This corrupting interaction
between political and economic institutions also exacerbates
structural violence, which describes the situation where social,
economic, or political, organizations and systems disempower people
and prevent them from meeting their basic needs. Structural violence
is therefore not merely harmful in and of itself, but the
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disempowerment it causes further ensures that the world’s wealth is
even less likely to be fairly allocated.

Conclusion

The notion that a person’s income and wealth correlate with their life
choices is predominantly untrue on a national scale, and almost
entirely untrue on a global scale. Personal privileges, or a lack
thereof, are the primary determinants of a person’s income and
wealth. Despite this, capitalism is a system that is well optimized for
both causing and exacerbating these privilege inequalities, because it
prioritizes privatization, free markets, and profits, which guarantee
the consolidation of wealth and power into the hands of the ruling
class. Combined with the corrupting effect that the capitalist ruling
class has on the political system, this exacerbates structural violence,
which further empowers the ruling class to exploit the rest of society.
All of this further demonstrates that privatization, and the way
wealth is distributed under capitalism, cannot be justified.

Within the context of global
economic systems

The opportunities to accumulate wealth in modern economies only
exist because of immoral and unsustainable global economic
systems, most of which have been proudly built under the banner of
capitalism. These systems encompass all capitalist processes and
infrastructures, from research and design, to mining and refining
resources, to transportation and communication networks, to
manufacturing and distribution, to marketing and sales, to
maintenance and recycling, and all other steps in-between. All
economic activity within the capitalist system can only occur because
of these global economic systems, which also means it has effectively
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become impossible to participate in the global economy, particularly
in the developed world, without interacting with these systems.

Unfortunately all economic activity within these systems is unethical
in one form or another, and always has been. These systems are
unethical mostly due to externalities, which are the abusive,
destructive, and unsustainable consequences of the economic activity
that occurs within these global economic systems. Put another way,
externalities are the costs of producing, selling, using, and disposing
of a product or service that are not accounted for by businesses, and
therefore are not included in prices. Externalities encompass a wide
array of problems. The most obvious of these is worker exploitation,
including the exploitation of child workers and slaves. Many workers
are also forced to work substantially more hours than should be
necessary for them to meet their basic needs, and because they are
never additionally compensated for this extraneous labor, the time
and work this labor entails are also externalities. Another common
externality is pollution, which includes air pollutants and the toxic
chemicals found in most food and water. Another externality is the
degradation and destruction of numerous natural environments
around the world, as well as the displacement of the natives that live
there. Another externality is unsustainability, which encompasses the
rapid reduction in biodiversity, the acidification of the ocean, the
depletion of the Earth’s freshwater sources, the acceleration of
climate change, and other problems that have become so severe as
to be recognized as existential threats to humanity. Another
externality is the billions of animals that are abused under capitalism
in order to provide cheaper goods and services.

Externalities are not minor problems, but instead constitute costs
that are magnitudes greater than the prices of the goods and
services that are responsible for them. For example, it has been
estimated that the majority of 50 cent fast food burgers would cost
approximately $200 if their production involved zero environmental
damage. This means that for every 50 cent burger, there is
approximately $200 worth of environmental damage occurring
around the world to make this low price possible. If these burgers
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were made entirely ethically and sustainably in all other ways, such
as not involving labor exploitation or animal abuse, they would cost
even more.

This price disparity exists for all consumer goods and services,
particularly for more expensive products. Most electronic devices for
example would cost tens, hundreds or even thousands of times more
if they were made entirely ethically. All economic activity under
capitalism relies upon, sustains, and grows, these essential yet
unethical global economic systems. This means that ethical
consumption is effectively impossible under capitalism. Even those
that want to consume ethically can have tremendous problems
avoiding or offsetting these problems, because of how intricate and
deeply entrenched they are.

This problem is also true for interest earned on savings and
investments. Businesses are only able to make such high profits
because they ignore externalities. If they and their supply chains
operated entirely ethically and sustainably, they would not have the
profits available to offer such high dividends to their investors. This
means that all dividends and all interest on all savings are immorally
obtained. Put another way, this wealth is effectively acquired through
theft. And perhaps the greatest problem is that this theft is invisible.
It occurs out of sight, all across the world, at a billion different
locations and at a billion different moments throughout these global
supply chains. Incidentally, this problem is also true for most
charities that invest money for the purpose of generating further
funds.

Earning money under capitalism is entirely dependent on these global
economic systems. This is also true for those whose economic
engagement is more indirect. For example, hundreds of millions of
people rely on personal electronics, the electronics of other
consumers, and the entire infrastructure of the internet, to earn a
living. This includes rich celebrities, such as sports and film stars,
whose wealth is entirely dependent on these immorally established
and maintained electronic infrastructures. Tragically, practically all
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electronic devices have been created through the exploitation and
inhumane treatment of tens or hundreds of millions of adults and
children across the planet over the past few decades. Most of these
people are either alive today, of have family members and
descendants who are impoverished because of this exploitation.
These electronics could likely not have been created, nor have been
affordable, without such abuses. This problem applies to every
person and company in the world who has ever made money using
computers, the internet, or electronics of any kind. And this only
accounts for electronics, which are only one component of these
global economic systems.

The founders of The Xova Movement believe these essential
infrastructures could best be described as T“externality
infrastructures”, since even though they are not externalities in and
of themselves, they are infrastructures that were created with
externalities. And when people and businesses make money from
these externality infrastructures, they practically never pay
reparations, such as through donating to charities in order to help
the workers that are still alive that built these infrastructures,
including the workers within the supply chains. All wealth
accumulation has therefore only been possible because of global
infrastructures created through decades of the worst forms of
externalities, including human rights abuses, unsustainable resource
exploitation, and environmental destruction. Had these immoral
practices never occurred, then people around the world, particularly
in underdeveloped countries, would not be living in poverty, they
would not be suffering from all the problems caused by resource
scarcity and environmental pollution, and their countries would all
have decent internal infrastructures. It is hence illogical and morally
unjustifiable for the wealthiest people and businesses under
capitalism to declare their wealth their own. And this is true no
matter how peripheral their engagement with the system is, because
all economic activity relies upon these externality infrastructures.

These global economic systems also explain why the superrich
possess so much wealth. The reason CEQO’s can be paid millions of
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dollars every year has nothing to do with them deserving or earning
this money. Businesses can only afford to pay CEQO’s this much
because of externalities within their businesses and supply chains,
and externality infrastructures across the planet. If none of this
exploitation ever occurred, and the entire economy had always been
run completely ethically, the superrich would only possess a fraction
of the wealth they currently do. Under capitalism however wealth will
always be stolen through these global economic systems and
syphoned upwards towards the wealthiest and most powerful people
and organizations in the world. In other words, under capitalism the
benefits are always privatized and the costs are always socialized.

Another unavoidable consequence of these capitalist externalities is
that those that ignore them are the most likely to succeed. This is
because they can undercut the prices of their more ethical
competitors, and their larger profit margins can empower them to
expand more rapidly. In other words, under capitalism, it is those
that are most willing to commit the most sociopathic actions that are
most likely to accumulate the greatest amount of wealth, and
dominate their respective market. Under a socialist system, in which
workers controlled their businesses, this would be substantially less
likely to occur. This is because the majority of people in society are
not sociopathic, and because businesses would not be beholden to
shareholders who care about nothing but profits.

Conclusion

Externalities and externality infrastructures are not unavoidable
consequences of economic activity or progress. They are the direct
and deliberate consequence of increasingly wealthy and powerful
capitalist businesses going to great lengths to exploit people,
animals, and the environment, in order to maximize profits. And the
longer that capitalism perpetuates, the greater the likelihood that the
most sociopathic individuals and businesses will accumulate wealth
and power. All of this further demonstrates that privatization, and the
way wealth is distributed under capitalism, cannot be justified.
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Within the context of public
support systems

The capitalist system can only function because it exists within a
framework of support systems that exist mostly outside of the
capitalist private sector. These are predominantly provided, created,
owned, or run, by governments, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), and volunteers.

Most notable of these public support systems are government funded
public infrastructures and services. These include, but are not limited
to, the following.

e Education systems
e Fire departments

e Search and rescue
e Social services

e Healthcare
Welfare

Law enforcement
Legal systems
Public prisons
Public postal services
Public libraries
Public museums
Public spaces
Public housing
Roads and bridges
Railways

Sea ports

e Airports

e Public transportation
e Electricity grids

e Telecommunication
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e Water systems

e Sewage systems

e Garbage collection

e Environmental preservation
e Regulators

e Weather forecasting services
e Disaster relief

e Publically funded research
e Private sector subsidies

e The military

e Intelligence agencies

For entrepreneurs and businesses to succeed, and especially to
acquire the wealth that many currently possess, the continued
existence of these vast support systems is crucial. For example,
public education ensures businesses can hire the experts needed to
research and develop their products, while public healthcare ensures
workers are healthy enough to work. An anarcho-capitalist society by
contrast would never ensure that every person and business had
access to these public support systems, which is why every
developed country in the world is a social democracy. These public
support systems also empower workers and citizens by enabling
them to protest, which would not otherwise be possible since
privately run businesses could simply prevent protesters from
accessing essential infrastructures and services.

Despite how essential these publically funded support systems are for
both individuals and businesses, most companies go to great lengths
to underfund them. They do this predominantly through avoiding
taxes, evading taxes, ignoring and increasing their externalities,
lobbying to privatize public infrastructures and services, and using
their wealth to fund the campaigns of neoliberal politicians who will
inevitably refuse to spend enough money on these essential support
systems. And they are willing to do this even when these essential
public infrastructures and services are dangerously underfunded, and
destroying the quality of life of their workers and everyone else in
society. Worse still, most large businesses don’t even pay enough in



taxes to cover the repair costs that they are responsible for through
their use of national and international infrastructures. This is not to
deny that most governments are incompetent and corrupt, and
regularly waste taxpayer money. However, the despicable and
greedy behavior of most corporations proves that government
ineptitude is not the reason they go to great lengths to avoid
supporting these public support systems.

A further consequence of this underfunding is that the rest of society
has to bear this financial burden. If public support systems are
underfunded, then citizens may be forced to pay higher taxes. If
governments have to take on debt to compensate for underfunding,
then citizens may have to pay interest on this debt via taxes. If
public housing is underfunded, people may have to spend money on
rent they would have otherwise avoided. If welfare is underfunded,
then citizens may have to take out loans and pay interest on this
debt. If healthcare is underfunded, those in need of help may have to
spend money on things like dental care, eye care, medications, and
therapy. If schools are underfunded, then teachers may have no
choice but to use their own money to buy essential supplies for their
students. And none of this even addresses the quality of life that is
effectively stolen from people as a consequence of these
underfunded public support systems.

Public infrastructures and services are invaluable, but so too is the
work of NGO’s, and the invisible labor of volunteers. These are
essential for supporting the global economy, and yet under capitalism
they are rarely appropriately supported. The work that charities
perform is obviously invaluable for billions of people, including the
workers that businesses rely upon to be profitable. In fact many
workers would not have the time, health, energy, etc. to be able to
work if not for charities. Volunteers obviously provide invaluable
labor to charities as well, but they also provide labor in less
appreciated ways, including labor that is essential for the economy to
function. For example, many digital infrastructures and services,
including the open source software that enables the internet to
function, are provided and regularly updated by a legion of
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volunteers. An innumerable number of parents sacrifice countless
hours and sleepless nights to raise their children, who eventually
grow up to become the next generation of workers. Regardless of the
personal benefits of parenthood, those who raise children are
nonetheless making a vital contribution to the economy. Despite the
invaluable work of these NGO’s and volunteers in supporting people
and the global economy, the wealthy businesses that rely upon them
usually do everything they can to avoid compensating or supporting
them, and the public infrastructures and services that these NGO’s
and volunteers rely upon remain grossly underfunded in most
countries for the same reason.

Conclusion

These public support systems enable businesses to accumulate
extreme wealth, and yet they go to great lengths to ensure these
support systems are underfunded or exploited, even when this harms
the quality of life of the workers and volunteers that make their
wealth possible. This is effectively theft, just with extra steps. This is
the reason why socialists condemn capitalism for always culminating
in “socialism for the rich and capitalism for the poor”. This expression
perfectly summarizes the fact capitalist businesses are only able to
survive and prosper because of well-funded public infrastructures and
services, as well as the contributions of countless NGO’s and
volunteers, and yet everyone else in society, including those who are
responsible for the extreme wealth of these businesses, are expected
to fight for survival in a ruthless system without the support they
need to survive and prosper. All of this further demonstrates that
privatization, and the way wealth is distributed under capitalism,
cannot be justified.
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The irrationality of
privatization under capitalism

Central to capitalism is the belief that the means of production,
including the world’s raw resources, should be privately owned,
rather than owned collectively by society as a whole. However, there
is no logic to the idea that a special elite deserve to own and control
the very means people require to survive and prosper.

The earth does not belong to anyone by default, meaning that if
anyone does wish to lay claim to the earth and its resources, it must
immediately be considered the common inheritance of all humans,
since all humans are equal. There is no trait that any person can
possess that gives then an inalienable right to confiscate the world’s
resources from others, or at least not disproportionately so. Many
gifted individuals certainly possess the intelligence and capabilities
necessary for extracting value from the Earth’s resources in the most
efficient and beneficial way possible, but this does not confer upon
such individuals the inalienable right to confiscate these resources
from others. However, because capitalism advocates for
privatization, the world’s resources have inevitably consolidated into
the hands of a ruling class, who have used their wealth and power to
exploitatively increase their wealth and power.

Worse still, privatization has never been achieved ethically.
Practically all land and other resources were originally acquired
through coercion, exploitation, murder, wars, pillaging, corruption,
unjust laws, and all the other atrocities commonly attributed to
imperialism. Consequently, the majority of assets owned by the
ruling class today are the end result of centuries of the worst kinds of
abuses and injustices. At no point in history have the world’s
resources been reallocated evenly and fairly among humanity. This is
why the majority of the world’s poor live in poverty, and why this will
continue well into the future as long as the world is dominantly by a
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system that irrationally and immorally prioritizes privatization above
all else.

Socialism by contrast is a substantially superior system, because it
recognizes the world’s resources belong to everyone. However, under
socialism these resources would not be distributed to everyone
directly for practical reasons. Instead the equivalent value of all the
resources that could be sustainably utilized by humanity would be
calculated, and then distributed partly in the form of a Universal
Basic Income (UBI), and partly in the form of public infrastructures
and services. The value of these resources would also be calculated
according to how rare they are. Limited and non-renewable resources
would have a higher price, and resources that are plentiful and
renewable would have a lower price. This UBI would also allow
everyone to spend their designated wealth in the way that suits them
personally, which would ensure production within the economy was
still determined by market demand, or in other words aggregate
consumer demand. Capitalism doesn’t allow for this approach,
because of its obsession with privatization. This fact alone proves
how fundamentally and irreversibly broken capitalism is. Even a child
could understand what has been explained here, and yet capitalist
“economists” to this day have still completely failed to conceptualize
or understand these very obvious first principles.

To understand how radically different capitalism and socialism are in
this regard, it is worth looking specifically at housing. Under
socialism, people would either receive completely free high-quality
public housing, or if wealthy enough they could purchase or
commission more expensive homes outright with their savings, or
with money borrowed from their future UBI. And this would also hold
true for many other things people take out loans for. If everyone
received a UBI, and could borrow some of their future UBI for major
purchases, and also had access to well-funded public infrastructures
and services, then very few people today would even be in debt.
Because of this, rent payments and interest payments under
capitalism should be recognized as forms of theft, since they are
forms of unjust wealth extraction that only exist because of
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widespread privatization. Because of this, rent payments and interest
payments could more accurately be described as rent extraction and
interest extraction respectively. It is consequently ridiculous that so
many praise capitalism precisely because of privatization, despite
how obviously harmful this is to society. Very few people believe
public roads and fire departments should be privatized, yet most
people believe privatization should apply to a massive array of even
more essential resources.

The absurdity of privatization is made even more apparent by the
emergence of stock markets, which are an unavoidable consequence
of privatization. The obvious problem is that stock markets allow
individuals and businesses to own and trade the very things that
people need for survival and prosperity. It is assumed that because
investors and traders desire high returns on their investments, they
can be expected to invest in companies that benefit society. The
ridiculousness of this logic should barely need to be explained.
Because investors and traders care only about profits, and are the
furthest removed from a business’s externalities, they are the least
likely to care about whether or not a company, or the privatization of
an asset, is beneficial to humanity. In fact profits align strongly with
externalities, meaning that the most profitable businesses are usually
those that exploit people, abuse animals, or inflict tremendous
damage to the planet, to the greatest extent possible.

The outrageousness of this system is further evidenced by the fact
that most professional stock traders make trades predominantly by
analyzing chart patterns and second guessing the future actions of
other traders, rather than researching the societal value, ethicalness,
or sustainability, of these businesses or assets. Traders that
command large amounts of assets, commonly known as “whales”,
often intentionally skyrocket or plunge prices as a means of
liquidating other traders. In recent years trading has even devolved
to the point where the majority of stock market trades are now
performed automatically via algorithmic trading, in which trading
bots make trades according to pattern recognition, or even news
headlines in the case of more advanced AI. Algorithmic trading also
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includes high frequency trading, in which trading bots automatically
perform millions of trades per day. There are also a host of complex
and convoluted financial mechanisms that further empower traders
to maximize their wealth while providing absolutely no meaningful or
intentional value to society.

The rich can also use their assets as collateral to acquire loans, which
they can then invest and use to steal even more wealth from society.
And none of this even addresses illegal activities like price
manipulation, insider trading, and Ponzi schemes. And worst of all,
many investors and traders are also responsible for causing or
exacerbating economic downturns that devastate the lives of billions
of people. All of these are unavoidable consequences of any
economic system which prioritizes privatization, free markets, and
profits. And these consequences are guaranteed to increasingly
worsen as wealth inevitably consolidates into the hands of the few. If
the means of production were socialized, and hence could be
allocated according to the democratic will of everyone in society,
then businesses and assets could be utilized to serve humanity,
rather than used in abusive, destructive, and unsustainable ways,
and all for the purpose of maximizing profits for the wealthiest people
on the planet. Despite these overt problems, capitalists still seriously
defend this childish and dangerous system of privatization, even
when it devastates the economy and the lives of billions.

Conclusion

Privatization of the means of production, as well as houses, cannot
be justified by any argument. Worse still, when privatization occurs
within a system that also prioritizes free markets and profits, all of
these resources are guaranteed to be consolidated into the hands of
an increasingly small and sociopathic ruling class. In a just society,
everyone would control the means of production, and everyone
would decide how they are utilized or allocated. All of this further
demonstrates that privatization, and the way wealth is distributed
under capitalism, cannot be justified.
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The irrationality of patents
under capitalism

Under capitalism it is not only the means of production that are
privately owned, but also ideas. This is similarly unjustifiable, and
culminates in the same outcome of benefitting the wealthy at the
expense of the masses. The obvious problem with patents is that
knowledge and innovations are never created in a vacuum. All
knowledge and innovations are only possible because of research
conducted by billions of contributors working in various specialized
fields across human history. The fruits of all of this accumulated
research should be freely available for all of humanity to benefit
from. Under capitalism however knowledge and innovations are
unnecessarily privatized and restricted, which slows down progress,
particularly in STEM fields, and artificially limits the quality of life of
everyone on the planet.

Patents are made even more absurd by the fact that many patented
ideas are discovered or created by creative and passionate specialists
who want their contributions to benefit humanity, rather than being
discovered or created by the capitalists who eventually patent their
ideas. In other words, patents disproportionately benefit the
ownership class, rather than those who actually discover and create
them, and often for humanitarian purposes. A common
counterargument is that the ownership class should be allowed to
patent these ideas and financially benefit from them, since it is their
wealth that is being risked in the pursuit of such progress. This is
obviously a flawed argument, because privatization and wealth
distribution wunder capitalism is unjustified. If the means of
production were socially owned, then no individual would be required
to risk anything. In fact this is already the case with publically funded
research. It is completely illogical for capitalists to argue that the rich
should be rewarded, and that progress and societal wellbeing should
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be restricted by patents, because of an avoidable risk introduced by
capitalism itself.

Another problem with patents is that many innovations are simply
the obvious solution to novel problems, or the natural evolution of
preexisting ideas. Consequently, many patents are nothing more
than basic ideas held by those lucky enough to have come up with
them first, rather than being a consequence of strenuous research.
In fact some patents are simply the patenting of phenomenon found
in nature. Other patents are the result of companies buying or
combining preexisting innovations, including ones made through
publically funded initiatives. Many companies also engage in
evergreening, which refers to any economic, legal, or technological
strategy designed to extend the lifetime of a patent. For example,
pharmaceutical companies commonly engage in evergreening by
making minor and insignificant alterations to their existing drugs so
they can prolong their patents, which prevents others from reaping
the benefits of such innovations, and all for the purpose of
maximizing profits. In fact drug patents alone result in the
unnecessary deaths of millions of adults and children every year,
particularly in underdeveloped countries.

Conclusion

Patents are not merely irrational, but they also limit the quality of life
of everyone in society and continue to be responsible for the deaths
of countless people. The hard work required to discover or create a
socially beneficial idea should be financially compensated, but
patents predominantly exist to benefit the ruling class, and at the
expense of everyone else. All of this further demonstrates that
privatization, and the way wealth is distributed under capitalism,
cannot be justified.
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The irrationality of surplus
value under capitalism

Surplus value refers to the money generated from the sale of a
product or service after subtracting the costs of producing and
providing that product or service. Under capitalism this surplus value
is effectively stolen by the higher-ups within most businesses and
distributed by them with little to no input from anyone else. This
constitutes theft because it does not belong to them, which can be
proven by understanding what surplus value consists of. The
founders of The Xova Movement believe surplus value can more
accurately be subdivided into what could be described as “democratic
surplus” and “technological surplus”.

Democratic surplus is the part of surplus value that is given to
businesses by consumers, when purchasing products or services, that
is above and beyond the costs of producing and providing these
products and services. This surplus can be called democratic because
this money is given to businesses by customers democratically
deciding how to spend their money. This can also be called a surplus
because it is money that is given in addition to the money that
covers the costs of producing and providing a product or service. This
surplus belongs to a business’s consumers and to the workers within
a business, and not solely to the higher-ups. It belongs to consumers
because they are handing over money that is in excess of the costs
of producing and providing whatever it is they paid for, which is
obviously unjustified unless they receive something in return. This
surplus also belongs to workers, including any higher-ups that also
provide invaluable labor, because it their labor that is responsible for
producing and providing all goods and services in the first place.

Under an ideal system this money would be used to fulfill the needs
and wants of consumers and workers. This would include things like
upgrading assets, streamlining production, and research and
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development. Under capitalism democratic surplus is often used for
such expenses, but rarely proportionally. Because the higher-ups
have complete control of this wealth, they often give themselves
financial compensation that goes far in excess of what they justifiably
deserve, and they do this at the expense of spending money on
things that would improve the quality of life of consumers and
workers. This regularly involves giving consumers subpar products,
services, and overall experiences, and not giving workers the time
and resources they deserve and need in order to have a reasonable
quality work life. Under capitalism businesses regularly break
national and international laws, or cross clear moral boundaries, if it
means they can steal more democratic surplus. This form of theft
could be described as democratic surplus extraction. And none of this
even addresses price gouging, in which higher-ups charge customers
far in excess of a democratic surplus, or in other words they charge
customers far in excess of what would be necessary to ensure that
their business has what it requires to fulfill the needs and wants of
consumers and workers in the future.

However, before democratic surplus can even be determined by any
business, the first form of surplus value that must be calculated is
“technological surplus”, which refers to the value added by
technology and technical knowledge during the production,
distribution, and sale, of a product. Consequently, this also includes
the value added by the world’s infrastructures, which only exist
because of technology and technical knowledge. Technological
surplus belongs to all humans, because it is only through the
contributions of billions of humans, across the planet and across
human history, that the technology and technical knowledge
necessary to create technological surplus have been made possible.
Because of this, the yields of technology and technical knowledge
should always have been distributed freely to everyone within
society. However, because of its irrational obsession with
privatization, under capitalism technological surplus is stolen by the
ruling class, in what could accurately be called technological surplus
extraction. The existence of technological surplus is one of the most
important arguments justifying wealth redistribution, including the
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funding of public infrastructures and services, and yet it remains one
of the most underrepresented ideas in all of economics.

The value of technological surplus can better be understood with an
example. If 200 years ago a group of inventors produced an
agricultural invention that allowed 1 farmer, who previously only
used very primitive tools, to produce the yields of 10 farmers, then
any farmer that used this invention could not take credit for all 10
units produced with this invention. Instead they could only take
credit for the 1 unit they could have otherwise produced without this
piece of technology. The remaining 9 surplus units would belong to
everyone in society. Once again, the reason this technological surplus
belongs to everyone is because all technologies and technical
knowledge are only possible because of the contributions of countless
people throughout history. And the more advanced the technology,
the more people throughout history will have been responsible for its
eventual development. Therefore, if humanity is predominantly
responsible for all innovations, then all of humanity should benefit
from them.

And this is also true of infrastructures. The overwhelming majority of
technologies today are only possible because of adjacent
technologies that make up global infrastructures which would also
not exist without the contributions of billions of people. For example,
even producing, transporting, and selling, something as simple as a
pencil requires numerous industries, each requiring specialized
equipment and knowledge, and each relying upon countless other
industries which equally rely upon specialized equipment and
knowledge. The existence and utilization of all technologies, and the
goods and services they provide, are only possible because of global
infrastructures created by technology and technical knowledge. In
other words, technological surplus exists not only because of
technologies and knowledge contributed by countless specialists
vertically across time, but also horizontally across the planet.

It is only reasonable then that this technological surplus be
distributed equally to everyone in society. If a particular semi-
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autonomous machine required the accumulative efforts of 10 million
people across human history to create, and could only be built and
utilized by relying upon infrastructures and technologies spread
across the planet, then it would not be justifiable for the last and
living person to finalize this particular iteration of this invention to
receive the overwhelming majority of the wealth created by it.
Obviously the inventor responsible for creating the latest iteration of
any technology should be compensated for their labor, but all
technological surplus should be distributed among the rest of
humanity, since all technologies are only possible because of the
accumulative efforts of humanity. Similarly, those who use technical
knowledge to benefit the world, such as surgeons, engineers,
scientists, etc. should be compensated for their hard work in learning
and utilizing such complex specialized knowledge, but they cannot
take credit for the knowledge itself, since it only exists because of
the accumulative efforts of humanity.

If technological surplus had been distributed equally to everyone in
the world, then all economically caused poverty would have been
eradicated since the beginning of the agricultural revolution, and
maybe even before this. The purchasing power of this technological
surplus would also have increased more rapidly if technological
advancements had been prioritized in areas related to essential
needs, since increased efficiency would have brought down prices for
essential goods and services, meaning people would have greater
discretionary income and purchasing power.

Similar to the world’s resources, technological surplus would be given
to everyone indirectly. This could be achieved via two different ways,
or a combination of both. The first would be to work out the cost of
the labor that would be required to produce a product without
technology, which would then constitute the monetary value of the
technology surplus of this product when it is produced with
technology. In other words, if a product cost $100 to produce without
technology, but only $10 with technology, then when made with
technology it would still be sold for $100, but $90 of this would
constitute technological surplus. The combined value of the
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technological surplus of all products that can be sustainably produced
in an economy would then be divided equally between everyone in
society in the form of a UBI and public infrastructures and services.
This approach would be more complicated to implement but would
also be more accurate, since in the case of the UBI every person
would benefit equally, and in the case of public infrastructures and
services people would benefit generally equally but not entirely, since
obviously different people make use of public infrastructures and
services to different extents.

The second way of distributing technological surplus would be to
simply reduce the prices of products. So in the above example, the
product in question would be sold for $10 instead of $100. This
approach would be less complicated to implement, since even though
both systems would require every business that uses technology to
calculate the value of their technological surplus, the first system
would also require governments to collect this information, which
could be logistically challenging, and could even lead to overly
bureaucratic systems in countries without advanced
telecommunication infrastructures. That said, this second system
would unavoidably be less accurate and fair, since similar to public
infrastructures and services, people would not benefit equally. This is
because some people purchase far more products that require more
technology to produce, meaning these people would benefit
disproportionately from technological surplus. For the sake of
simplicity, only this second form of technological surplus distribution
will be discussed for the remainder of this manifesto, even though
under an ideal political and economic system the first form of
technological surplus distribution would be utilized.

Technological surplus, including the equal right everyone has to this
surplus, is one of the most obvious ideas in all of economics, and yet
capitalism is so incredibly broken that it embraces privatization,
which achieves the opposite. This is also why it is so ridiculous when
capitalists condemn socialists as self-entitled freeloaders that want
something for nothing. Wanting a free UBI and freely provided public
infrastructures and services is not equivalent to wanting something
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for nothing. This is because the something in question has always
been the world’s resources and technological surplus, which have
always belonged to everyone. It is testament to the ubiquity and
effectiveness of capitalist propaganda, and strong evidence of
capitalist realism, that so many people are unaware of something so
obvious.

If every country had utilized the world’s resources and technological
surplus appropriately over the past few decades or centuries,
practically nobody in the world would be living in poverty today. If
technology and economies had been streamlined, every person on
the planet today would have all of their basic needs taken care of
with the labor of a relatively small percentage of the world’s
population. It is a dismal testament to the foolishness of prioritizing
privatization, free markets, and profits, that even with over a century
of ongoing exponential technological progress, billions today live in
poverty, and millions die every year, because they cannot meet their
most basic needs. Even in developed countries, people’s quality of
life is pitiful compared to what it otherwise should be. In fact over
the past 50-70 years, the cost of living has increased substantially,
quality of life has stagnated or declined in most essential areas, and
personal savings have been decimated. This is the absolute opposite
of what should have been occurring, since technological
advancements and productivity have been skyrocketing during this
time. It is therefore absurd for the wealth created by technology to
go to the small percentage of the world’s population that just so
happens to own the means of production, particularly considering
this wealth and power consolidation is the end result of millennia of
human rights abuses.

Because the world’s resources and technological surplus can be used
to provide everyone with a UBI and public infrastructures and
services, this also negates the problem of negative and positive
rights, which is a fallacious argument perpetuated by capitalists. A
negative right is one which can be freely fulfilled without inherently
requiring the actions of others, such as free speech and access to
clean air. A positive right is one that inherently requires the actions
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of others to fulfill, such as an education and healthcare. Capitalists
argue that only negative rights should be guaranteed, because it is
unfair to force people to provide for the positive rights of others. As
should be obvious, socialist policies that ensure positive rights do not
require forcing people to work against their will. The world’s
resources and technological surplus could always have been used to
financially incentivize and compensate those who are willing to
specialize and work in professions that fulfill the positive rights of
others. And people have always been willing to work for money
because everyone desires to improve their quality of life. Fulfilling the
positive rights of others using this socialist approach has been
possible for thousands of years, which further proves how incredibly
primitive and irrational defenses of capitalism truly are.

To make matters even worse, businesses can also increase the
amount of technological surplus and democratic surplus they can
steal by coercing consumers into buying goods and services they
don’t need. The founders of The Xova Movement believe this practice
can accurately be described as “coerced consumption”. In most
instances this practice acts like a multiplier effect, since these
additional purchases multiply the amount of wealth that can be
stolen by the ruling class via technological surplus extraction,
democratic surplus extraction, price gouging, etc. The following list
comprises of the most common examples of coerced consumption.

e Planned obsolescence, which occurs when products are intentionally
designed and built with artificially reduced usability lifespans. This
includes software updates that are intentionally designed to slow
down consumer devices, such as mobile phones.

e Skimpflation, which occurs when the quality of a product is reduced
while the price is maintained. Skimpflation is often a direct
consequence of planned obsolescence, but can also occur without
planned obsolescence being the intention.

e Encouraging consumers to purchase product insurance which
should legally or ethically be covered by businesses by default.

e Refusing to give consumers the right to repair their own products
or choose their own repair services, and instead force consumers to
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use unnecessarily expensive repairers that favor the original business
in some way.

e Perceived obsolescence, which occurs when businesses strive to
convince consumers that their current possessions are out-of-date or
out-of-fashion. In some instances perceived obsolescence can even
make new purchases an effective necessity, such as children who
know they will more likely be the target of bullying unless they keep
up with current fashion trends.

e Shrinkflation, which occurs when the quantity of a product is
reduced while the price is maintained.

e Businesses embracing competition, and consequently forcing
consumers to unnecessarily purchase multiple yet effectively identical
products or services in order to access certain content or features.
For example, gamers have to purchase multiple game consoles if
they want to play all games, and in many cases they also have to
unnecessarily purchase multiple peripheries, such as game
controllers and VR headsets, for the same reason.

e Businesses rejecting standardization, which can force consumers to
purchase unnecessarily expensive products, or multiple yet
effectively identical products. An example of the former would be
hardware that uses unnecessarily unique designs so that consumers
are forced to purchase unnecessarily expensive proprietary hardware
when upgrading their original purchase. An example of the latter
would be charging cables for phones and tablets, which can be
different even for phones and tablets of the same generation.

e Intentionally designing products or services to be addictive.
Common examples of this include medical opiates, which are
unnecessarily or excessively given to those in need of medical care,
and computer games, which are often designed and monetized for
the purpose of exploiting both adults and children.

Conclusion

It is a testament to the sheer idiocy of capitalist "economists” that for
centuries they have completely failed to formulate or understand the
very obvious and simple concepts of democratic surplus and
technological surplus. Marx formulated the idea of surplus value over
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two and half centuries ago, and the concept of technological surplus
is just as old. Democratic surplus, democratic surplus extraction,
technological surplus, and technological surplus extraction, are
merely our own refinements of these concepts.

If the means of production were socially owned, then technological
surplus could have been used to ensure the basic needs of every
person in society, and democratic surplus could have been used to
further fulfill the needs and wants of consumers and workers.
However, under capitalism not only are the ruling class able to steal
this wealth for themselves, they have managed to multiply this theft
via various forms of coerced consumption. All of this further
demonstrates that privatization, and the way wealth is distributed
under capitalism, cannot be justified.

The irrationality of
compensation under capitalism

The problem of determining how much a worker’s labor is worth is
one of the more difficult challenges in economics. This is because,
unlike something like the cost or quantity of physical resources, the
worth of a person’s labor is far more subjective. The founders of The
Xova Movement believe this problem can most accurately be
described as the "“compensation calculation problem”. The word
“compensation” is more accurate than “wage”, because workers can
also be paid in other ways, such as bonuses and stock options.
Compensation is also different to income, since compensation only
relates to work, while income is a broader term that can also include
things like interest on savings and rent received by landlords.
Capitalists believe that theirs is the most effective and just system
for determining fair compensation, but this is untrue for two main
reasons. First, the amount of money that many businesses have
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available to distribute to employees is grossly inflated due to various
forms of theft, such as those already described.

Second, under capitalism compensation is not determined by any
large-scale societal consensus, but instead through an innumerable
number of individual interactions within free markets. This not only
results in compensation becoming detached from any relevant metric
that could be used to determine fair compensation, but wealth and
power consolidation in the economy also means that compensation
across professions and across the planet will unavoidably become
grossly unequal over time. Worse still, under capitalism it is always
those that are the most willing to behave sociopathically that are the
most likely to end up with the greatest amount of power, and
therefore the highest compensation packages. This explains why
dangerous and inept CEO’s, who work for businesses that exploit
workers and destroy the planet, can be paid millions of dollars every
year, while full-time essential workers may not even earn enough to
live above the poverty line.

When higher-ups refuse to pay their workers fairly, and instead keep
this money for themselves, this can be understood as yet another
form of theft, and one that could best be described as “compensation
extraction”. This is different from “wage theft”, which occurs when a
worker is not paid the entirety of the compensation previously agreed
upon, or which is guaranteed to them by law. Both compensation
extraction and wage theft are pervasive problems under capitalism,
even in developed countries, and these problems have obviously
worsened over time as wealth and power have inevitably
consolidated into the hands of those most willing to abuse others.
Even though compensation extraction was obviously always
inevitable under capitalism, and even though this was always going
to result in gross compensation inequality, capitalists continue to
spent inordinate amounts of time and energy trying to justify these
obscene outcomes. The remainder of this section will explore and
debunk these justifications.
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One of the most common defenses of excessive compensation
packages is that business owners risk their own wealth when creating
or sustaining a business. This is completely nonsensical. First, it is
necessary to reiterate that this argument assumes that the wealth
entrepreneurs risk is rightfully theirs. Many businesses are started by
millionaires and billionaires who earned their wealth unfairly through
the various forms of theft already described. Alternatively they may
have inherited their wealth from others who also acquired their
wealth through such means. Worse still, many entrepreneurs don't
risk any of their own wealth, but the wealth of investors, making
their excessive compensation even more unjustifiable.

The second reason why financial risks are not a valid justification for
ongoing value extraction is that, even if an entrepreneur does risk
wealth they acquired morally, it is only this initial investment they
are risking. Once an entrepreneur breaks even, and has also been
fairly compensated for their labor, they are no longer risking their
own finances, and therefore there is no risk left to compensate. The
counterargument would be that they deserve additional and
potentially ongoing compensation since consumers and workers
benefit from the ongoing existence of the business, and the business
would not exist if not for this original risk. However this is flawed
because of the following reasons.

The third reason why financial risks are not a valid justification for
ongoing value extraction is because financial risks shouldn’t even
exist. Financial risks only occur because of privatization, free
markets, and the profit motive, meaning risk is effectively an
unnecessary flaw introduced by capitalism itself. Under socialism
ventures would be funded naturally and democratically through
government run banks that provide interest-free loans. And because
of increased democratization, the public could even directly vote on
which projects to allocate resources to. Ventures could also be
funded directly through crowdfunding, although similar to many
modern forms of crowdfunding, people would not own the companies
or projects they fund, since this would introduce privatization again
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and all the problems that this comes with. Alternatively, business
ventures could operate as offshoots of existing worker cooperatives.

Capitalism also introduces additional unnecessary risks by forcing
people to work to survive. If an entrepreneur’s business fails, they
and their families can even end up destitute and homeless. Such
risks would never have existed if everyone had access to their share
of the world’s resources and technological surplus. An additional risk
is that businesses are more likely to fail under capitalism for a
multitude of reasons. For example, the prices of the goods and
services they rely upon will always be unnecessarily high, the
discretionary income and purchasing power of the consumers they
rely upon will always be unnecessarily low, and recessions that
unnecessarily cause businesses to fail are a common occurrence
under capitalism. In other words, capitalism needlessly and
unjustifiably introduces the problem of risk, then unnecessarily
exaggerates that risk, and then irrationally rewards people for
dealing with that risk.

The fourth reason why risk is not a valid reason for ongoing value
extraction is that workers also take on personal risks, but are never
financially compensated like owners and investors. A worker may
have to upend their family and move in order to take a job, but there
is no guarantee that they won't lose their job for reasons outside of
their control. A worker may have no choice but to decline a far better
job offer days after accepting a job, because of contracts that
wouldn’t exist, or would be more lenient, under a socialist economy.
Workers may unexpectedly be forced to work under new conditions
mandated by the employer, including conditions which are
unnecessarily physically, mentally, and emotionally taxing. In
extreme cases workers may have no choice but to engage in labor
which is life-threatening, or has a high chance of causing lifelong and
debilitating physical or psychological harm. Workers may also
experience abuse at the hands of those above them, and be less able
to remediate their situation than if they were working in a more
democratized organization. Despite this, workers are never
compensated for these risks.
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Even with regards to the risk of a business failing, employees can
suffer just as much as the owners and investors. If a business has to
make cut backs, it is often the workers who are the first to suffer pay
cuts or job losses, even though the success of a business is often
determined more by the actions of the owners than the lower
workers. Most of the goodwill cultivated by a dedicated worker,
including their unpaid overtime, may come to nothing when the
business folds. This can potentially waste years of the workers time
and energy that could have resulted in promotions and perks had the
business succeeded. An entrepreneur also has the advantage of
creating a business that caters to their interests, whereas many
workers have no choice but to work in full-time jobs they hate, or at
least have no passion for. Additionally, many entrepreneurs and
investors do not risk suffering a detrimental loss in their quality of
life if their businesses fail, either because they were wealthy to begin
with or because they never used their own money in the first place.

So the financial risks that entrepreneurs take on only exist because
of privatization, and even then these are the only risks that are ever
given attention by capitalists. Workers on the other hand are rarely
financially compensated for the risks they take, and they often have
no choice but to suffer never-ending exploitation. It is therefore
illogical to argue that entrepreneurs and investors are entitled to
excessive compensation because of financial risk. And this
incidentally also applies to landlords and for-profit mortgage lenders,
as well as the renters and mortgage borrowers who are financially
exploited for no other reason than the unnecessary privatization and
commodification of an essential asset. However, unlike many
businesses owners and investors, all landlords and mortgage lenders
offer absolutely nothing of value to society, since under socialism
what is currently offered by landlords could be provided for free, and
what is currently offered by mortgage lenders could be provided for
free or without interest.

Another common argument is that entrepreneurs are entitled to
greater compensation because they create jobs. This is the basis of
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supply-side economics. This argument is overtly untrue, because it
has always been consumer demand that is most responsible for
creating jobs. This is the basis of demand-side economics. A person
with $100 can create a job and hire a person to fulfill it, but that job
will only exist for a few hours if there is no demand for what they are
offering, or if people don’t have the money to purchase what they are
offering. In the long-term, businesses need consumers to purchase
goods and services to stay in business, and as demand increases,
businesses must hire more workers to meet that demand. Under
socialism, job creation would therefore already occur naturally, since
everyone in society would receive a UBI, and because everyone’s
discretionary income and purchasing power would be maximized. To
pay entrepreneurs for creating jobs is therefore completely irrational.
Entrepreneurs should certainly be fairly compensated for their labor,
including the labor required to hire new workers, but to compensate
them for being “job creators” has never be justified.

This point can be proven even further. Even if entrepreneurs didn't
exist, and no new businesses or innovations were ever created, jobs
would still be created, and everyone could still be employed, because
consumers would simply spend more money on existing goods and
services. This would include essentials, such as buying nutritious
food, home renovations, paying off debt, etc. as well as non-essential
pursuits and indulgences, such as cinema trips, dining out,
massages, concerts, vacations, etc. This has always been true, since
people have always been guaranteed to spend money in order to
improve their quality of life. This would subsequently necessitate the
creation of more jobs to meet demand. Entrepreneurs may be able to
create new types of jobs through the creation of new types of
businesses, but they cannot take credit for creating and sustaining
jobs in and of themselves. The fact that this “job creators” argument
can be refuted so easily, and yet is repeated ad nauseam as
justification for worker exploitation and excessive compensation
packages, reveals how shallow capitalist propaganda truly is.

In fact, rewarding business owners for creating jobs is more irrational
than even this. First, business owners don’t hire people as a noble
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act done out of generosity. They do so in order to steal from workers
and society as much wealth as possible in all the ways previously
stated. Second, business owners are generally the most responsible
for reducing the number of jobs in the economy. This is because their
wide range of exploitative behaviors massively reduce the
discretionary income and purchasing power of consumers. And
because this means fewer goods and services are demanded by
consumers, businesses subsequently dont need to hire as many
workers. The demand-side economics idea of creating jobs by
providing tax breaks for the rich and corporations is irrational and a
complete waste of money for this reason. Additionally, business
expenses are tax-deductible, meaning higher taxes also incentivize
business owners to invest into their businesses, which nearly always
entails hiring more workers. The owners of wealthy businesses also
reduce the number of jobs in the economy by buying automation
technologies, and subsequently keeping all technological surplus for
themselves.

Third, the working class always spends a larger percentage of their
income than wealthy business owners. 100 working class people can
be guaranteed to spend a larger percentage of their income than 1
person with the same income as these 100 people. Wealthy business
owners usually invest their money back into the economy by keeping
their money with banks, but this is also true of the working class.
Some wealthy business owners fund businesses directly, but this still
cannot create as many jobs as this money being spend by the
multitude of people whose discretionary income and purchasing
power is massively reduced because of their exploitation. And even
when wealthy business owners do spend money as consumers, they
often use their wealth to buy expensive assets that require the
existence of very few jobs comparatively, such as buying expensive
vacation homes, artwork, jewelry, etc. Many wealthy individuals also
make such purchases as a means of reducing their taxes. In recent
history wealthy individuals have even been spending exorbitant
amounts of money on completely useless Non-Fungible Tokens
(NFTs), and many useless cryptocurrencies, like Bitcoin. These too
create far fewer jobs compared to if this money was spent by less

66



wealthy consumers on traditional goods and services. So even the
number of jobs that wealthy business owners create, by spending
their own money outside of their business, pales in comparison to the
jobs that would be created if their businesses didn't engage in all the
exploitative practices that reduce the discretionary income and
purchasing power of consumers.

Fourth, the jobs that exist as a consequence of business owners do
not necessarily provide any value to society. This obviously includes
the jobs that exist within their own businesses, but can also include
the jobs within the businesses they interact with, such as accounting
firms that help with tax avoidance and evasion, and advertising firms
that help with public relations after their businesses are exposed for
engaging in unethical behavior. For wealthy business owners, these
valueless jobs also include those created as a consequence of their
personal expenditure. This includes jobs involved in the production
and sale of expensive cars, yachts, luxury apartments, mansions,
etc. and jobs that involve servicing the wealthy at expensive cruises,
luxury hotels, prestigious clubs, etc. This can also include jobs that
exist to maximize the personal wealth of rich business owners, such
as tax accountants, investment fund managers, and property
developers that build properties just so the rich can use them as
wealth generating assets. Due to there always being a limited
number of workers in the world, this means this allocation of
resources always comes at the expense of producing and providing
goods and services that improve the quality of life of everyone else in
society. It is ridiculous to compensate business owners for
commissioning the construction of luxury apartments for the rich and
powerful, or for buying a luxury apartment themselves, when such
workers are desperately needed to build affordable homes and to
repair crumbling infrastructures.

Another popular defense of excessive compensation is the influence
higher-ups have on the overall direction or success of their
businesses. If the decisions of an executive have a 400 times greater
influence on a company than those of the lowest ranked workers,
then the reasoning goes that they should receive a 400 times greater

67



share of the profits than those workers. This is illogical for many
reasons. First, businesses can only afford to pay their higher-ups
hundreds of times more than their lowest paid workers because of
the various forms of theft previously described. If all businesses
made their wealth entirely ethically, they would never be able to
afford to pay their higher-ups hundreds of times more than their
other workers. Second, many higher-ups are paid in stock options,
but the prices of shares rarely reflects the societal value of a
company, particularly when externalities are accounted for. Share
prices are also often inflated due to capitalist problems like stock
market hype, stock market bubbles, investor greed, and stock
buybacks.

Third, massive organizations and projects in both the public sector
and private sector are setup and run perfectly well by leaders and
managers that are paid substantially less than those with excessive
compensation packages within the private sector. If excessive
compensation didn’t exist, then those who are currently paid them
wouldn’t refuse to work because very few people in these positions
are satisfied not working and living a subsistence lifestyle. This alone
demonstrates how unnecessary excessive compensation is within the
private sector. Fourth, higher-ups can receive excessive
compensation and severance packages even as their company is
failing as a consequence of their actions. Fifth, businesses can often
succeed or fail for reasons outside of any higher-ups control, such as
the decisions of others within the company, unexpected consumer
trends, the actions of competitors, and unforeseeable changes in the
wider economy. Sixth, the decisions made by higher-ups are based
on the expertise and research of those beneath them, and yet these
workers rarely receive compensation that is proportional to what
their higher-ups receive.

Seventh, the labor of those at the bottom of the economic ladder is
often far more essential than the labor of these higher-ups. If the
COVID-19 pandemic has taught us anything, it is that the most
essential workers in society are also among the lowest paid. If most
business higher-ups stopped working, the economy would likely
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continue to function reasonably well, or at least better than if all of
the lowest paid workers in society stopped working. If all public
transportation workers, grocery store workers, truck drivers, postal
delivery workers, sewage workers, etc. stopped turning up for work,
this would immediately crash the global economy, and the resulting
pandemonium would quickly lead to mass starvation and societal
breakdown. And this doesn’t even address business owners who
receive excessive compensation despite performing no labor of any
kind and despite being fully repaid for their initial investment. It is
therefore illogical to argue that higher-ups deserve excessive
compensation because of the disproportionate influence they have on
their businesses. Despite this, under capitalism the compensation of
these higher-ups is rarely proportional to their labor and the value
they contribute, nor is it proportional to the compensation of those
beneath them, many of whom are even more essential to their
businesses and the economy.

Another popular defense of excessive compensation is the additional
stress higher-ups may experience, but this is also irrational. First, not
only can all workers experience stress from work, but lower paid
workers are far more likely to experience stress due to the greater
threat that unemployment poses to them and their loved ones.
Conversely, not only do all well-paid higher-ups never have to worry
about this problem, but many of them experience no stress at all
from their work life. Second, even higher-ups that do experience
stress from their increased responsibilities likely only experience this
stress because of capitalism. Under socialism every person in society
would have their basic needs fulfilled under all circumstances,
meaning that even if the higher-ups in a business failed to the extent
that their business went under because of them, this would not place
them or their workers in jeopardy. Third, businesses would also be
far more likely to succeed under socialism because consumers would
have more discretionary income and purchasing power. Fourth,
workers would vote on far more decisions if businesses were
democratized, which would further reduce the responsibilities and
burdens of these higher-ups. In summary, the argument that higher-
ups should be excessively compensated because of the stress of their
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job is completely illogical, particularly considering most potential
stress derives entirely from capitalism.

Another common justification for giving higher-ups excessive
compensation is the belief that they are the ones responsible for
creating desirable goods and services. This is also an irrational
argument. First, most goods and services are only created because of
the hard work of dozens or hundreds of specialists, such as
professional researchers, designers, engineers, and scientists.
Additionally, most of these workers are only paid while they are
creating the product or service, whereas the higher-ups continue to
receive compensation from these products or services for as long as
they are being sold. Second, the ability to imagine new goods and
services is not a justification for financial compensation. Everyone is
capable of imagining goods and services that could improve the
quality of life of themselves and others. In fact in a socialist society,
where all ideas and feedback would be publically shared in a
collaborative economy, substantially more ideas would be created
and refined. Higher-ups should receive compensation for any labor
they exert in bringing a product or service to market, but they should
not be compensated for their ability to imagine a product or service
any more than any other worker.

Another common fallacy purported by capitalists to justify excessive
compensation is the trend defined by the Pareto Principle, which
states that 80% of consequences come from 20% of the causes. In
other words, despite all aforementioned arguments, extreme
compensation inequality is justified by capitalists because of their
belief that approximately 80% of all productivity is the result of
approximately 20% of the workforce within any given organization or
economy. According to this logic, it should therefore be expected that
20% of workers will accumulate most of the wealth under any fair
economic system, and that the top 20% of this 20% will accumulate
even more. Similar to every other argument presented here,
productivity does not correlate enough with one’s value to society to
justify the excessive compensation that higher-ups receive within
capitalist businesses and economies.
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The first reason the Pareto Principle argument is flawed is that the
wealthiest higher-ups under capitalism aren’t necessarily the most
productive in any meaningful way. Productivity has no correlation
with providing genuine long-term value to a business or society, as
previously demonstrated. Second, many higher-ups work fewer hours
and are less productive than those beneath them. Third, increased
productivity under capitalism usually means increased responsibility
for causing externalities. In fact these externalities are often grossly
immoral and done intentionally, meaning these higher-ups are often
the least deserving of compensation, let alone such extreme forms of
compensation. Fourth, even if productivity did correlate with one’s
value to a business or society, this still would not justify the extreme
compensation inequality within businesses, within supply chains, and
across the planet. This is because the world has a finite amount of
available resources at any given time, meaning there can be no
guarantee that there are enough resources in the world to meet the
needs of every person on the planet while simultaneously allowing for
the extravagant lifestyles of the wealthiest higher-ups in society. As
Mahatma Gandhi said, “The world has enough for everyone’s need,
but not enough for everyone’s greed.” The Pareto Principle is a
description of a naturally occurring phenomenon that sometimes
occurs in the world, but is in no way a justification for gross
compensation inequality.

Another common defense of excessive compensation is that higher-
ups have unique skillsets. Workers obviously deserve financial
compensation for being skilled, but the problem is that this is only
true when their labor is socially valuable, which is not a correlation
that exists under capitalism. Many highly educated and experienced
higher-ups are responsible for the worst externalities imaginable, and
many are also often responsible for bankrupting their own
businesses. Worse still, research has shown that under capitalism the
highest paid higher-ups are actually less skilled than their lower paid
peers. Recent research has shown that the highest paid CEOs
generally perform worse than lower paid CEOs, and that experienced
CEOs perform worse than those without CEO experience or with less
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recent CEO experience. Under capitalism many highly skilled workers
also receive substantially less compensation than their higher-ups
who are substantially less skilled or qualified for their job, and who
are of substantially less value to their business or society.

Another argument for excessive compensation is that higher-ups
generally work harder than everyone else. This is a ridiculous
argument. Research has proven the already well known phenomenon
that there is a negative correlation between hours worked and
worker compensation, and that this is true both between countries
and within countries. Additionally, it is common knowledge that those
at the bottom of the economic ladder generally perform the greatest
amount of physical labor. In fact, not only is it extremely common for
manual laborers to experience physical exhaustion and pain during
the course of their work, but many even develop lifelong physical
ailments, disabilities, and chronic pain, which starts developing in
their 20’s and 30’s. Higher-ups by contrast are nowhere near the
hardest workers in society. In fact, if the highest paid jobs in society
were also the most difficult, such as care work, sewage work, or coal
mining, most current higher-ups would still likely choose far less
challenging professions even if this meant less compensation.
Despite this, many capitalists still argue that such higher-ups are the
hardest working people in society, and therefore deserve to be
among the most highly compensated workers in society.

Even when entrepreneurs in particular have to work exceptionally
hard to setup their businesses, such hardships are not deserving of
additional financial compensation because they only exist because of
capitalism. First, in a socialist economy, most entrepreneurial ideas
could simply be researched and developed within preexisting worker
cooperatives, which would already have the infrastructure, tools, and
human capital, necessary to bring such ideas to fruition. Second, if
an entrepreneur did decide to setup an entirely new business, they
could be loaned the necessary startup capital from socialist
government run banks, none of which would require repayment, let
alone with interest. This would make the process of setting up a
business substantially easier. Third, the safety net of a UBI would
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free up workers to easily join new businesses, which combined with
the support of adjacent businesses, would ensure most
entrepreneurs would have the workers and support necessary to
minimize the hardships of creating a business. In summary, setting
up businesses is predominantly difficult because capitalism makes it
difficult. It is therefore only rational for entrepreneurs to be
compensated for their labor, and not for the difficulties that only
come with setting up a business under capitalism. Just like so many
other issues, capitalism creates a problem, and then financially
compensates people for dealing with that problem.

The most ridiculous aspect of all of these illogical capitalist
arguments regarding worker compensation is the fact that
compensation was always easy to determine, at least at the
theoretical level. Worker compensation should always have been
determined first according to value, and second according to
difficulty. Value in this context effectively refers to how essential a
worker’s labor is to society. Value would generally increase as a
consequence of a worker’s education, experience, skill level, and the
rarity of their capabilities, although rarity could be avoided in most
cases by providing financial incentives to those willing to develop
such capabilities. Difficulty in this context refers to how physically,
mentally, and emotionally taxing, satisfying, challenging, or
hazardous, a worker’s labor is. Difficulty in this context also refers to
how difficult this labor would be for an average person to perform,
since obviously someone who is highly proficient at their job, due to
years or decades of education and experience, may find their work
relatively easy.

Under this system the compensation of higher-ups would always
have been less than the compensation of coal miners, since if their
compensation was equal, very few higher-ups would willingly become
a coal miner considering how exhausting and physically harmful such
labor can be. So in summary, in spite of what capitalist arguments
may lead people to believe, it is actually relatively easy to determine
worker compensation. Despite this, capitalism is a system that
utterly fails to determine compensation according to these metrics.
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Conclusion

It was obvious even thousands of years ago that worker
compensation should always have been determined according to
value and difficulty. Under capitalism however worker compensation
was hever going to be determined according to these metrics,
because capitalism is neither a planned nor democratic economic
system. Instead compensation is determined through an innumerable
number of free market interactions all occurring within a system that
prioritizes privatization and profits, which in practice was always
going to guarantee that compensation would be determined primarily
by those that just happened to have the most wealth and power. Not
only was this always going to result in grossly unjustifiable
compensation outcomes, but this problem was obviously going to
worsen as wealth and power predictably consolidated into the hands
of those most willing to behave sociopathically.

Despite these obvious problems, capitalists have nonetheless
attempted to post-hoc rationalize these grossly unjustifiable
compensation outcomes by using irrational arguments like financial
risk, “job creation”, influence, responsibility, and the Pareto Principle.
And even when value and difficulty are recognized as appropriate
metrics, capitalists still fail to recognize that their system is
fundamentally incapable of appropriately applying these metrics.
Worse still, capitalists have even resorted to using vague and
manipulative non-sequiturs to justify the most egregious forms of
exploitation, such as multibillion dollar corporations who refuse to
pay their workers enough to escape poverty and death. The
widespread idea that the needs of essential workers, and the children
they potentially provide for, are less important than the indulgences
of extremely wealthy higher-ups, is strong evidence of capitalisms
power to indoctrinate people with illogical and immoral beliefs. And
none of this even addresses the fact that businesses can only afford
to give their higher-ups such excessive compensation packages in
the first place because of numerous forms of theft, including the
most immoral externalities in existence. All of this further
demonstrates that privatization, and the way wealth is distributed
under capitalism, cannot be justified.
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The irrationality of money
under capitalism

In addition to money being irrationally distributed under capitalism,
even the concept of money has been made irrational under
capitalism. Money was originally created as a socially accepted proxy
for the value of goods and services. So instead of goods and services
being valued against one another, they could instead be measured
according to a singular common metric. This is both logical and ideal
from a theoretical perspective, but for most of human civilization this
has not materialized in the real-world, and under capitalism this
problem has only worsened. This is because even at the theoretical
level, money was always guaranteed to be nothing more than an
abstraction under capitalism, or in other words a figment of society’s
collective imagination. Most money under capitalism is what Karl
Marx described as “fictitious capital”, or in other words money that is
not representative of tangible assets. This is distinct from “real
capital”, which includes physical assets and workers, and “money
capital”, which is representative of physical assets and labor.

Approximately 97% of all money in the world is fictitious capital. This
is predominantly a consequence of fractional reserve banking, in
which banks are allowed to lend out, and subsequently profit from,
magnitudes more money than they actually hold in reserve. Worse
still, because this fictitious money can also be deposited in other
banks, this money can also be lent out many times over, creating an
escalating feedback loop which exacerbates this fictitious capital
problem even further. This type of lending wouldn’t be a problem if
done in moderation and in a controlled fashion, since in a socialist
economy the same thing would effectively occur any time someone
borrowed some of their future UBI, which would be possible,
justifiable, and sustainable, if done correctly. However, because
fictitious capital under capitalism is created in excess and without
any form of economic planning, it creates an economic paradox,
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since it is inevitable that financial institutions will lend out more
money than can ever be repaid.

The first reason is because it is impossible to achieve endless growth
in a system of finite resources. The Earth does not have enough
physical resources, particularly rare minerals, to create the products
that would need to be sold and profited from in order to pay back all
current and future loans. The only remaining means of generating
income would subsequently be performing labor. This is also
unfeasible because of the second reason, which is that all jobs will
become automated in the future. Even within the next few years
millions of workers will become permanently unemployable, and
within a few decades all jobs will be performed by machines and Al
In other words, all money currently being created by financial
institutions not only constitutes fictitious capital, because it is not
representative of actual economic resources, but worst still it will also
never be representative of actual economic resources at any point in
the future, because there will never be enough physical resources
and human labor in the future for this fictitious capital to represent.

This type of fictitious capital consequently makes the global economy
entirely unsustainable, because there will never be enough physical
resources created and sold, and there will never be enough human
labor performed and compensated, to pay back the loans that are
only made possible because of fictitious capital. Because of this, the
founders of The Xova Movement believe this type of money could be
accurately referred to as “unsustainable fictitious capital”. This is
distinct from “sustainable fictitious capital”, which under socialism
would constitute money that enters the economy in the form of
loans, but which is capable of being paid back in the future. This is
because it would be representative of a person’s future UBI, and
because a UBI would be representative of the world’s resources that
can be sustainably utilized, sustainable fictitious capital would
therefore also be entirely sustainable. The fact that fictitious capital
created under capitalism is unsustainable is not by accident, but a
direct consequence of the ruling class attempting to maximize their
own wealth with complete disregard for anything or anyone else. This

76



means that unsustainable fictitious capital, as it manifests under
capitalism, is also another way that the ruling class acquires wealth
that is not justifiably theirs.

To make matters worse, monumental amounts of unsustainable
fictitious capital is regularly wiped out by devastating recessions
caused by the ruling class. This further proves how money under
capitalism is not representative of anything meaningful, which
completely defeats the purpose of money. So not only is fictitious
capital under capitalism completely unsustainable because it is
created recklessly without any form of economic planning, but some
percentage of it is also regularly destroyed recklessly without any
form of economic planning. This destruction of unsustainable
fictitious capital doesn’t come anywhere near close enough to reverse
the problem of its unsustainability, but instead only serves to destroy
the lives of the lower classes, and further enrich certain members of
the ruling class.

The advent of cryptocurrencies has further compounded the
absurdity of money within the capitalist system. Many traders and
investors in cryptocurrencies have become superrich within a few
short years, allowing them to spend this money even though it is not
representative of anything tangible within the economy.
Consequently these traders can earn more in one year than the
majority of workers, who provide invaluable labor to society, earn in
a lifetime, and can then spend this money and make the world even
more unsustainable. Additionally, much of this wealth has gone
missing from the economy, predominantly because owners have
forgotten the codes and passwords required to access their
cryptocurrencies. It has been estimated that about 20% of all
Bitcoins have already been lost, which at time of writing amounts to
over $260 billion. And Bitcoin only represents about half of the
cryptocurrency market.

Despite the incredible magnitude of these problems, an even greater
problem caused by money under capitalism has been the bizarre and
incorrect conceptualization of national debt. First, if the world’s
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resources and technological surplus had been distributed evenly
among the global population, then most nations would never have
needed to take on loans and accrue debt in the first place. This
makes the debt of underdeveloped countries particularly obscene,
since not only have they been plunged into poverty through centuries
of capitalist imperialism, but they now have to pay interest on debt
that they should never have required. And this argument is also true
for personal debt, since if everyone received their share of the
world’s resources and technological surplus, no one would have ever
needed to get into debt in order to meet their essential needs, and
fewer people would likely be in debt from purchasing non-essential
goods and services, since everyone would have more discretionary
income.

The second incorrect conceptualization of national debt is when this
debt is created as a result of quantitative easing or printing money.
Despite its stigma, creating money from nothing is absolutely
essential in any economy. This is because money is a necessary
proxy for representing the Earth’s physical resources, and because
new resources are always being discovered, mined, grown, and
utilized, new money has always needed to be created. Money should
obviously be tradable for labor, and for the physical goods that are
made from the Earth’s physical resources, but money itself should
have only ever been representative of the Earth’s physical resources,
in order to ensure the Earth’s resources are utilized sustainably.

The problem therefore has never been that governments can
effectively create money from nothing. The first problem is that
money created under capitalism is often unsustainable fictitious
capital, since not only is it never created to be a proxy for physical
resources, but the amount of money created always far exceeds the
world’s resources that this money should represent. The second
problem is that money under capitalism is never taken out of
circulation once resources are utilized, which is exactly what should
happen if money represented resources. Both of these problems
mean that in practice more physical resources end up being utilized
than is sustainable. If the masses did not suffer from the economic
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illiteracy that capitalism always causes, they would realize that
unsustainability, and not “national debt”, is the actual problem with
creating money under capitalism. Creating money does not create
national debt, but is instead an essential part of any economy.

This situation demonstrates how unimaginably broken capitalism
truly is. In an economic system that was even slightly competently
designed, money would be created by governments sustainably, and
would operate as a tool for allocating and utilizing the world’s
resources, or more specifically labor and the means of production. In
other words, governments would use this money to sustainably and
perpetually fund a UBI and public infrastructures and services. This
has always been the most logical way of funding governments and
maintaining a strong economy, compared to taxes which have always
been a woefully inadequate solution by comparison. Even under
capitalism this is ideal, since modern democratic governments have
proven themselves to be far superior to free markets at fulfilling the
basic needs of everyone in society. However, this is prevented under
capitalism for three main reasons. First, many governments can’t
produce their own money. Second, many economically illiterate
politicians refuse to do so, even when they can, because of their
irrational fear of “national debt”. Third, even when governments do
create their own money, this often causes inflation, which is a
problem under capitalism but is avoided under democratic socialism.

This incredibly economically illiterate understanding of the nature of
money has created a ridiculous situation where capitalist economies
are unable to effectively allocate resources, even though this is the
primary goal of money within every economy. To put this another
way, money is imaginary, while physical resources are real, and yet
these resources cannot be allocated to meet people’s needs because
of what is effectively a figment of society’s collective imagination.
The absurdity of this problem cannot be overstated. Preventing
resources from being allocated to where they need to be allocated,
because of the proxy used to represent these resources, is quite
possibly the stupidest manmade problem in all of human history. This
alone proves how astonishingly broken capitalism truly is.
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Conclusion

Money under capitalism has little resemblance to its intended
purpose or potential. Because of privatization, wealth and power will
always become increasingly consolidated under capitalism, which
ensures money will always inevitably be produced and allocated for
the benefit of the ruling class. And because capitalism prioritizes
unplanned free markets, the creation of money will always produce
unsustainable outcomes. Worse still, under capitalism governments
are unable to produce the money that is required to allocate the
world’s resources effectively. All of this further demonstrates that
privatization, and the way wealth is distributed under capitalism,
cannot be justified.

Part 1: Privatization and
personal wealth: Conclusion

Under capitalism, the allocation of the means of production and
wealth is completely illogical, and was obviously always going to
result in terribly unjust outcomes. Gross power imbalances within
businesses and free markets ensure that workers don’t have control
over the fruits of their labor. The resulting unjustified income and
wealth inequalities were always guaranteed to be exacerbated by
personal life circumstances that culminate in privilege inequalities,
which are not appropriately accommodated for under capitalism.
Over time these two problems are also exacerbated by the corrupting
effect the capitalist ruling class has within political systems, which
also exacerbates structural violence. The three problems of power
imbalances, privilege inequalities, and structural violence, provide
the personal and environmental conditions necessary for the ruling
class to engage in various forms of theft, namely in the form of
privatization, rent extraction, interest extraction, technological
surplus extraction, democratic surplus extraction, compensation
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extraction, wage theft, price gouging, coerced consumption,
externalities, externality infrastructures, tax evasion, unethical tax
avoidance, underfunded support systems, and unsustainable fictitious
capital. These are predictable consequences of capitalism, and were
obviously always going to result in the means of production and the
world’s wealth increasingly consolidating into the hands of the ruling
class.

There is even a strong case to be made that there is a negative
correlation between one’s wealth and the value one contributes to
society. The wealthiest under capitalism are generally those that are
the most sociopathic in nature, since these are the people that are
most likely to engage in the various forms of theft previously
described, which invariably involve the abuse of humans and
animals, and the destruction of the planet. Conversely, the most vital
workers in society, such as teachers and nurses, are often paid
dismally by comparison, while volunteers and parents, who make
vital contributions to society, are not even given a UBI. Even most
unemployed and homeless drug addicts do not abuse humans and
animals, nor do they cause significant environmental damage. So
instead of capitalism being a meritocracy, it is more often than not
the opposite. This problem is what the founders of The Xova
Movement have decided to call the “inverse compensation problem”,
since under capitalism there will always be a general negative
correlation between one’s compensation and the value and difficulty
of one’s labor, which have always been the only sensible metrics for
determining compensation.

This is why the claim that taxation is theft is so hypocritical and
nonsensical. First, under capitalism practically all wealth is derived
through theft. Second, taxes are justified when the revenue from
those taxes is applied appropriately, because they can reduce or
reverse capitalisms flaws. For example, taxes can be used to
redistribute wealth, fulfill the basic needs of all adults and children,
build essential infrastructures, regulate businesses, and offset certain
externalities. Some capitalists even try to argue that businesses and
the wealthy only try to avoid and evade taxes because taxes are too
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high, or because of government incompetence. This is obviously
ridiculous, since the majority of the ruling class will always try to
maximize profits and their personal wealth regardless of what
governments do. If this wasn’t true then most businesses and
wealthy individuals would use most of their wealth to offset their
externalities and help the poor.

The argument that taxation is tantamount to theft also highlights one
of the greatest ironies of capitalism. One of the most prominent
criticisms that capitalists direct against socialism is the notion that it
involves giving people “free stuff”. Not only is “free stuff” justified,
since the world’s resources and technological surplus belong to
everyone, but the wealth and quality of life that capitalism affords
the richest people in society is entirely due to “free stuff” in the form
of theft. To argue that the superrich are entitled to their wealth is
flagrantly absurd and deceitful, since the majority of the forms of
theft previously described have always been widely known. The
hypocrisy of superrich capitalists, who declare that they deserve to
own the means of production, and who declare that their wealth is
rightfully their own, is almost too extreme to put into words.

Socialism can obviously never be perfect, because humans will never
be perfect, but it is clearly the superior economic system with
regards to privatization and personal wealth. Under socialism the
means of production are socially owned rather than privately owned,
which means the various forms of theft previously described are far
less likely to occur, and profits are no longer prioritized above all
else. This is because most people in society are not sociopathic, and
because under socialism workers would not be coerced by a board of
directors and private investors. Combined with economic planning,
this also means that compensation could be determined by the
metrics of value and difficulty, and that everyone could receive their
fair share of the world’s resources and technological surplus in the
form of a UBI and public infrastructures and services. All of this
means that ownership of the means of production, and distribution of
the world’s wealth, would be determined according to logic and
morality, rather than the desires of the ruling class.
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PART 2: THE
SYSTEM

Capitalists believe that theirs is the best system for ensuring the
highest quality of life for everyone in society. However, as will
become increasingly clear, capitalism is incapable of achieving this
because it is an overtly broken and contradictory system. The only
reason the masses are not aware of this is because of the widespread
propagation of capitalist propaganda. This section will demonstrate
that all arguments defending the capitalist system are flawed even at
the theoretical level, and that this is primarily because of capitalism’s
unavoidable consequences.

“Capitalism prioritizes profits
because this benefits

everyone”

Instead of prioritizing everyone’s needs and wants directly, capitalists
argue that prioritizing profits above all else is the best way to create
a just and prosperous world, in which everyone’s needs and wants
are fulfilled, and in the most effective and efficient way possible. The
problem with this view is that it ignores how the consequences of
such a system inevitably creates a “hierarchy of priorities” that is
detrimental to society as a whole. This hierarchy can broadly be
divided into three tiers.
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Tier 1: Profits
Tier 2: Consumers
Tier 3: Externalities

Profits are not prioritized under capitalism because it benefits
everyone in society, but because this is necessary for businesses to
survive and prosper in a competitive free market, and for the ruling
class to maximize their wealth. The livelihoods of business owners
and workers are always at risk under capitalism, necessitating that
even businesses wishing to operate ethically must prioritize profits in
most cases. Workers can desire their businesses to make a profit in
cases where they too will benefit, although this is not the case for
most workers under capitalism.

Consumers are a secondary priority because they are the principle
means by which profits are generated, although even then many
consumers are ignored or deprioritized if they are not wealthy
enough. However, once an industry has been predominantly
monopolized, or dominated by cartels, the concerns of all consumers
within that market can largely be disregarded. Additionally, many
financial investors predominantly generate profits by manipulating
the market via financial instruments and mechanisms, and so
consumers are not even a secondary priority for such profiteers.

Externalities effectively cover everything else within society that is
affected by economic activity that is not accounted for by businesses.
However, if the wellbeing of consumers can effectively be
disregarded by businesses, then the negative consequences inflicted
upon consumers can also be recognized as externalities. Externalities
will nearly always be maximized under capitalism because addressing
them is costly, meaning addressing them will always come at the
expense of profits and consumers.

Tier 1: Profits
The prioritization of profits within an economic system that also
prioritizes privatization and free markets effectively guarantees
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certain outcomes. These can broadly be summarized as the
consolidation of wealth and power into the hands of the most
unethical businesses within an economy, and the eventual
monopolization that this consolidation can be guaranteed to give rise
to. The following is a detailed summary of why this occurs.

e Unethical businesses attempt to maximize their profits via
exploitation at every stage of the supply chain. This namely involves
the exploitation of workers, animals, and the environment. Ethical
businesses conversely have higher costs, meaning higher prices,
placing them at an innate disadvantage.

e Unethical businesses are better able to attract investors, since they
can ensure higher returns on investment. Therefore it is these
businesses that are most likely to receive startup capital, or be able
to expand their operations.

e Unethical businesses often pay their workers the bare minimum
possible, and do so in the knowledge that the resulting poor
consumer base will have even less discretionary income, and thus
may have little choice but to purchase the affordable yet unethical
goods and services they provide.

e Unethical businesses often underpay their workers and overcharge
consumers, which can prevent workers from accruing savings, and
consequently make it difficult or impossible for them to go on strike.
e Large businesses can afford to spend money protecting and
improving their public image. This can obviously include traditional
advertising, but can also include donating to charities and other
organizations to encourage or bribe them to avoid criticizing them in
the future. Many businesses also spend a nominal amount of money
on ethical or environmental initiatives, and then spend hundreds or
thousands of times this amount advertising this.

e Large businesses are better able to increase their market visibility,
namely through marketing, but also by having more stores or
products on shelves.

e Large businesses are able to invest more into research and
development.

e Large businesses have larger consumer bases, meaning they have
more data available for refining their goods and services.
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e Large businesses can sometimes use their profits to buy-back their
own stocks, which artificially inflates the value of these businesses.

e Large businesses can sell their products for a loss in order to
undercut and eventually bankrupt their competitors. This is called
anti-competitive pricing.

e Large businesses may be able to buyout the means of production
within their supply chains. This can reduce their costs substantially,
and give them an opportunity to exploit competitors who also use
these supply chains, providing them an even greater advantage over
their competitors. The practice of buying out businesses lower down
or higher up a supply chain is called “vertical integration”.

e Large businesses can merge with or buyout their competitors,
including engaging in hostile takeovers, giving them greater market
share, and making it even more difficult for new competitors to come
to market. They can also hire the workers and purchase the
equipment of competitors that have gone under. The practice of
buying out competitors is called “horizontal integration”.

e lLarge businesses can benefit from economic downturns and
recessions in the long-term. Not only are they more likely to out
survive their smaller competitors, but they can buy out their
competitors once they are weakened.

e Large businesses, unlike worker cooperatives, can often easily fire
employees in order to maximize their profits, giving them an
advantage over smaller or ethical businesses.

e Large businesses and industries can dominate their respective
markets to such an extent that boycotts against them become
impractical or impossible.

e Large businesses are more likely to be able to monopolize
industries, which can subsequently make it unfeasible for potential
competitors to enter the market, particularly if they plan to operate
ethically. When barriers to entry become so high that it effectively
becomes impossible for competitors to enter a market, this is called a
“natural monopoly”.

e Large businesses can increase the prices of their goods and
services once they have monopolized a market, further increasing
their wealth and power. This is particularly true for essential non-
elastic goods.
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e Large businesses that have monopolized the market can exploit
those within their supply chains who have no choice but to sell
through them. For example, large businesses can threaten to move
their operations elsewhere as a means of coercing these businesses
into giving them unreasonable discounts.

e Large businesses can afford to move some of their operations
overseas to countries that have cheaper labor and lax regulations,
given them an advantage over smaller or ethical businesses.

e Large businesses in deadlock with each other may form cartels to
conspire against consumers for mutual gain. This most commonly
manifests as price gouging.

e Large businesses may artificially create scarcity to increase
demand, in order to keep prices as high as possible, which can be
more profitable under certain circumstances.

e Large businesses can afford to buy larger quantities of supplies and
store them for later use, which can be cheaper than buying them at a
later date when the price is higher due to inflation. This can also put
their smaller competitors at a major disadvantage when there are
supply chain shortages.

e Large businesses can take advantage of economies of scale, such
as being able to purchase commodities at a discount by buying them
in large quantities.

e Large businesses in newer industries can possess the wealth and
influence necessary to create and fund their own industry regulators
before the government can step in. These regulators are nearly
always designed to be as ineffective as these businesses can get
away with.

e Large businesses can engage in planned obsolescence so that their
products break or become obsolete soon after their warranty has
expired, ensuring future profits via further warranties, repairs,
repurchases, and upgrades.

e Large businesses can afford to patent their many innovations, even
if those innovations are markedly obvious solutions or immoral in
some other way. Other businesses may either have to work without
these innovations, pay the patent holders for wusing these
innovations, or spend time, energy, money, etc. creating alternative
solutions.
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e Large businesses can hire the experts necessary to avoid and
evade taxes.

e Large businesses are more likely to possess the power to harass,
imprison, torture, or murder, those who try to stop their unethical
practices. This is especially true for protestors and union leaders in
underdeveloped countries.

e Large businesses are more likely to pursue risky or immoral
endeavors because the higher-ups and the business itself can afford
the legal teams necessary to avoid being convicted if prosecuted. If
governments are underfunded as a consequence of capitalism then
they can also lack the funds necessary to go after such businesses.
When these businesses are taken to court by groups with limited
finances, these businesses can prolong proceedings with illegitimate
technicalities until the prosecuting party runs out of money.

e Large businesses can bring a litany of false or petty lawsuits
against smaller businesses, causing them to go bankrupt, or at least
suffer from considerable financial strain and psychological stress.

e Large businesses can save money by investing in automation
technologies. This can also make worker strikes less and less likely to
occur or be effective as time progresses.

The following is a brief summary of the negative consequences that
are the fault of governments.

e Large businesses are more likely to have the wealth, power, and
connections, necessary to lobby or bribe politicians.

e Large businesses are often given tax breaks and other incentives
by governments for moving to particular regions or countries, giving
them a further advantage over their competitors.

e Large businesses have the funds necessary to influence or bribe
government run industry regulators.

The prioritization of profits within capitalist free markets effectively
guarantees all of these consequences. The claim peddled by
capitalists that problems Ilike monopolies, cartels, nepotism,
cronyism, exploitation, destruction, unsustainability, etc. would never
occur if only governments stopped interfering is obviously absurd. It
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ignores the complex consequences of capitalism in favor of an
idealized conceptualization of how capitalists want their system to
work. This conclusion is further supported by the law of increasing
entropy, which effectively describes the tendency of the physical
world to move towards states of increasing disorder. By using
computer models to simulate different economic models, research
has shown that the law of increasing entropy guarantees that
capitalist free markets will always move towards the ever increasing
consolidation of wealth and power, which obviously from a human
perspective effectively describes a state of increasing disorder.

It is also self-evident that governments are only partially responsible
for reducing competition and exacerbating the creation of
monopolies. And this only occurs when governments are corrupt,
which can easily be averted with a number of safeguards, such as
highly educated populations, well-financed independent journalists,
fithess-for-duty tests for political candidates, democratically initiated
spontaneous elections, optimally democratic voting systems, strong
anticorruption measures, democratized economic institutions, and
the fulfillment of everyone’s basic needs. It has obviously never been
ideal to substantially reduce or entirely eradicate the role of
governments in society, and to leave the fulfillment of everyone’s
needs and wants to capitalist free markets, which is what neoliberals
and libertarians advocate for, and what capitalism always leads to. In
fact the greatest problem with governments under capitalism is that
they were always far more likely to become corrupt, and work
against the interest of the majority of society, because of the ever
increasing wealth and power that capitalist businesses and industries
were always inevitably going to acquire.

Tier 2: Consumers

A consequence of capitalist businesses prioritizing the desires of
consumers, combined with many other problems that are guaranteed
under capitalism, is that externalities are far more likely to occur.
There are a number of reasons for this, most of which prevent
consumers from making informed choices or consuming ethically.
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e Zero information. There may not yet exist information regarding
the long term consequences of particular goods or services on the
market. For example, the chemicals used in the production of certain
products may be harmful to people, animals, or the environment,
although there may not yet be enough research or data to determine
this. However, because capitalist businesses prioritize profits above
all else, they rarely err on the side of caution.

e Unavailable information. Businesses often go to great lengths to
hide important information from the public if they believe this could
affect their profits.

e Intentional misinformation. Consumers may perform extensive
research into products and companies, but may come to invalid
conclusions because of lies propagated by businesses and industries.
This can also occur as a consequence of underfunded or corrupt
regulators, or paid reviews on consumer websites.

e Intentional obfuscation. Businesses may provide consumers with all
the information necessary to make an informed decision, but may
deliberately mislead consumers through deceptive tactics. For
example, companies have been known to rebrand ingredients in their
products, requiring extra research on behalf of consumers to
understand what would otherwise have been self-evident.

e Esoteric knowledge. Information may exist regarding the unethical
nature of goods, services, or businesses, but may require an
unreasonable amount of specialist knowledge to understand.

e Poor literacy. Some consumers may not have the literacy skills
necessary to read, research, or understand, important information
related to goods, services, and businesses.

e Practical restrictions. Consumers may not have the time or energy
necessary to research goods, services, and businesses, let alone their
incredibly complex supply chains.

e Poor memory. A person may make a conscious decision to consume
more ethically after becoming aware of an issue, but then simply
forget about their new resolution soon afterwards.

e Irrational thinking. Many people are susceptible to reaching
fallacious conclusions even when they have access to all necessary
information.
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e Poor comprehension. A person may have robust reasoning skills but
be unable to treat information with an appropriate level of gravity
and seriousness. For example, many people only stop eating meat
after seeing footage of animal abuse within the farming industry,
even if they were already aware of this abuse beforehand through
non-visual or less explicit means.

e Bystander effect. People may be fully aware of an issue related to
consumerism, but take no responsibility for their contribution to this
issue because of the false assumption that others will address it,
such as governments, regulators, NGOs, and other citizens.

e Prisoners dilemma. Consumers are often unwilling to consume
ethically because doing so can incur a great cost to themselves, while
achieving no meaningful changes in the broader economy because
other consumers refuse to do likewise.

e Personal selfishness. There are many consumers who possess the
knowledge and ability to consume ethically, and know or believe that
doing so will achieve positive outcomes, but are simply too selfish to
modify their lifestyle or make sacrifices.

e No alternatives. A person may wish to consume ethically, but
ethical alternatives may simply not exist. This additionally can make
boycotting companies impossible when the goods and services they
provide are necessities, like food, health products, and utilities.

e Low availability. Certain ethical goods or services may exist but
may suffer from limited availability.

e Poor finances. Consumers may desire to consume ethically, but
may be unable to afford this lifestyle. This is partly because people
always have reduced discretionary income and purchasing power
under capitalism, but also because consuming ethically is effectively
always more expensive. This is mostly because ethical goods and
services are more costly to produce and provide, but also because
the rarity of ethical goods can make it necessary to purchase them
online or from abroad, which can make them prohibitively expensive
due to shipping costs and import taxes.

e Decreasing motivation. Combined with the traditional stressors of
modern life, people often struggle to remain motivated to consume
ethically when the majority of society remains apathetic. The
unconventionality of ethical consumerism can even attract derision,
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fueling feelings of isolation and lethargy. This is a sentiment often
expressed by vegans who struggle against societal apathy towards
animal cruelty.

People have limited power as workers to hold businesses to account,
which means the greatest power people possess to address
externalities exists within their role as consumers. However, despite
what capitalists like to claim, consumers are an atrocious safeguard
against externalities. Not only are consumers not rational actors, but
even when consumers do try to consume ethically this can be
impossible, as expressed by the popular adage “there is no such
thing as ethical consumption under capitalism”. Consumers “voting
with their wallets” was obviously always such an incredibly
precarious, indirect, and slow way of holding businesses to account
that it's astounding capitalists ever attempted to make this
argument.

This is mostly not the fault of consumers though. In fact it is
ludicrous that the burden of ethical consumption was ever placed on
consumers in the first place. A half competent economic system
would ensure all goods and services were ethical by default. Even
under capitalism this is mostly achieved not by consumers, but by
governments, and particularly their laws and regulators. The ideal
system would obviously be a socialist system, in which all political
and economic organizations and systems are optimally democratic.
This is because most people in society are not sociopathic, unlike
most CEO’s and directors who either are sociopathic, or are forced to
behave sociopathically in order to appease shareholders. Ethical
consumerism is therefore a grossly ineffective system for preventing
or offsetting externalities. It is only when people are able to
consciously vote directly on issues and for political candidates,
without being clouded by immediate consumer desires and without
experiencing all of the problems previously mentioned, that
externalities can be adequately addressed.
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Tier 3: Externalities

The prioritization of profits and consumers under capitalism
guarantees that everything else in society will either be ignored or
exploited. These externalities include a multitude of problems, but
can be loosely organized into a few categories.

¢ Adults and children, and mostly outside of their roles as consumers.
e Pollution of water, air, and land.

e Environmental destruction.

e Long-term sustainability.

e Animals, both within industries and within nature.

e Future generations, who will inherit fewer resources and the burden
of dealing with these problems.

These externalities cause suffering either by affecting humans and
animals directly, or by forcing humans to waste time, energy,
money, etc. on addressing them. Worse still, these externalities are
substantially more costly to address than preventing them from
occurring in the first place. For example, the costs of safely storing
toxic waste are substantially lower than the costs of cleaning up and
storing toxic waste.

Conclusion

Capitalism will always culminate in all of these disastrous outcomes,
because they are an unavoidable consequence of any system that
prioritizes profits first and consumers second. Capitalists like to argue
that the consolidation of wealth and power, and the inevitable
monopolies that result from this, are either not a problem, or can be
blamed on government interference. Both of these arguments are
patently absurd. Capitalists also like to argue that the best outcomes
for everyone in society are achieved either by consumers engaging in
voluntary exchange within free markets, or by pro-capitalist and
neoliberal governments overseeing increasingly influential and
powerful businesses and industries that always strive to underfund
and corrupt governments. Both of these arguments are patently
absurd. Capitalists also like to argue that externalities are not a



serious problem, or that they will always be addressed by free
markets. Both of these arguments are patently absurd.

With all of this considered, capitalism can effectively be described as
a system that is well optimized for ensuring an unethical race to the
bottom. Worse still, this was always obvious. Prioritizing profits
above all else has never had even the vaguest semblance of
possessing the potential to create a just and prosperous world. And
prioritizing consumer desires could obviously only ever achieve a just
and prosperous world to a minor extent, particularly considering
capitalist businesses can ignore and exploit poor consumers, and can
effectively disregard the wellbeing of all consumers once industries
have been monopolized or dominated by cartels.

“Capitalism improves people’s
quality of life over time”

Putting aside the fact that capitalism obviously doesn’t benefit those
in underdeveloped countries because of imperialism, even those in
developed countries are not guaranteed an ever improving quality of
life. In fact those that live in developed countries are currently
experiencing an ever decreasing quality of life, despite what capitalist
propaganda would have people believe. This is inexcusable
considering everyone’s quality of life should have been improving
substantially in line with the accelerating progress that has been
occurring in STEM fields. This is perhaps especially true with regards
to automation technologies, which are capable of lowering the costs
of goods and services, as well as saving people massive amounts of
time.

50-70 years ago in the developed world, a family could afford a
house, a car, vacations, and all other essentials, with just one parent
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working a single job they would likely have until retirement. In some
developed countries a new house could cost less than an average
citizen’s yearly income, meaning many first time home owners could
buy their first house outright within a few years. Today it is more
common, all else being equal, for both parents to be employed, while
having to do a variety of precarious short-term jobs throughout their
careers, and yet still be less able to afford a home, a car, vacations,
and other essentials, than even those who lived 50-70 years ago.
Many adults are even too poor to have children in the first place.
Many full-time workers today also can’t afford a mortgage, and those
that can regularly have to spend most or all of their work life paying
off their mortgage. Many full-time workers who can’t afford a
mortgage can also barely afford rent, and often have to live in poor
conditions because landlords rarely have an incentive to properly
maintain or upgrade their properties. Many workers today also have
to take longer commutes and work longer hours, and many also
receive fewer workplace perks and benefits. Many people also have
lower or decimated retirement savings through no fault of their own,
forcing many to work well into retirement. Many more have to take
on crushing debt just to meet their most basic needs, again through
no fault of their own. Many also take on student loan debts that are
orders of magnitude greater than those taken on by students in the
past. Many individuals and families also have less free time, are more
stressed, are more chronically exhausted, and have an overall lower
quality of life, than those who lived 50-70 years ago. Unsurprisingly,
people alive today also have lower economic mobility than previous
generations. In recent years life expectancy has even been declining
in some developed countries. All of this has culminated in increased
alienation, an increased sense of pessimism about the future, and
increased rates of loneliness, anxiety, depression, self-harm, and
suicide.

This is particularly disconcerting with regards to younger
generations, who should be enjoying all the fruits of technology and
technological surplus, and should be looking forward to the incredible
future that technology could make possible. Instead, most young
adults are fully aware that they are more financially insecure and
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have a lower quality of life than previous generations, and in some
developed countries this also includes an increased likelihood of
having no choice but to live with one’s parents, which can be
extremely problematic when such relationships are strained or
abusive. Younger generations are also pessimistic about the future
because they know that they are now going to have to suffer from
and solve increasingly dangerous existential threats, such as climate
change, ecological collapse, and resource scarcity. Younger
generations are also aware that the beauty of the natural world,
which has taken billions of years to evolve, is being destroyed at an
incredible rate. And even more depressing, younger generations are
also aware they have little power to solve these problems because of
the increasing wealth and power that capitalism is enabling the ruling
class to accumulate.

This situation becomes even more obscene when contemplating what
could have been achieved under socialism. 50-70 years ago it would
have been possible for a small percentage of farmers, builders,
manufacturers, etc. to utilize technology to build enough houses, and
produce enough nutritious food, to house and feed the rest of the
population. These workers could have been paid generously for their
labor, and everyone could have received these free of charge, since
they could have been paid for via the world’s resources and
technological surplus. And this would have also been possible to a
lesser extent even thousands of years ago. Yet even with exponential
advancements in technology, many people today struggle to house
and feed themselves and their children. This is made even more
absurd by the fact that even slaves throughout history were often
given shelter and food.

This inability for people to meet their needs and wants under
capitalism is often caused by artificial scarcity, since this empowers
businesses to engage in price gouging. Businesses also further
exacerbate this problem by throwing out and destroying perfectly
usable goods. And this doesn’t just include perishable goods like
food, but also non-perishable goods, like electronics. This is partly
done to increase scarcity and drive up prices, but also to increase
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storage space for goods that are more profitable. Some businesses
even destroyed protective masks during the COVID-19 pandemic
because of this reason. Other businesses also engage in this practice
out of fear that their brands will lose their prestigious reputation if
their goods are sold at a discount. This practice equates to the
unnecessary destruction of tens of billions of dollars’” worth of usable
goods every year. And none of this even addresses the fact that
many businesses outright refuse to provide their goods and services
to less profitable or unprofitable customers, such as those with little
money and those living in less densely populated areas.

Even when consumers do have the opportunity to purchase goods
and services, this does not mean they do so with pleasure. Many
purchases for luxury goods and services are done begrudgingly
because consumers know they are being exploited. It could even be
argued that the incredible stressors of everyday life, that are caused
or exacerbated by capitalism, can effectively turn most non-essential
goods and services into essential ones. Many people would likely
suffer from intolerable stress and situational depression if not for
certain “non-essential” consumer comforts, like films, games, sports,
alcohol, etc. An ideal economic system would be one in which all
luxury goods and services were as affordable as possible, which is
antithetical to any system that prioritizes privatization, free markets,
and profits.

Another capitalist vice that reduces people’s quality of life is patents.
Not only is innovation stifled under capitalism, as will soon become
clear, but even the innovations that do exist have been prevented
from benefitting everyone in society because of the unnecessary
existence of patents. This has been a particularly prominent problem
in the pharmaceutical industry. Patents within the industry have
effectively been responsible for the deaths of hundreds of millions of
adults and children, and the unnecessary pain and misery of many
more, and all for the sake of maximizing profits and enriching the
obscenely wealthy ruling class. This has occurred despite the fact
that all of these medical breakthroughs were achieved, or could have
been achieved, through government funding alone. And the
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pharmaceutical industry is just one of many industries that for all
intents and purposes have used patents to worsen or destroy the
lives of billions throughout the history of capitalism.

Conclusion

Capitalists commonly argue that even if their system may not be
perfect, at least everyone’s quality of life can be guaranteed to
improve over time. This is an absurd argument, and the fact that it’s
untrue is even more absurd. Not only has the quality of life of those
in developed countries been entirely dependent on the imperialist
exploitation of underdeveloped countries, and not only is the quality
of life of those in developed countries abysmal compared to what
would be possible under socialism, but the quality of life of those in
developed countries has actually been markedly decreasing in most
essential areas of life over the past 50-70 years. This is made even
more absurd due to the fact that the quality of life of everyone on the
planet should have been increasing at an exponential rate in
conjunction with the exponential progress that has been occurring in
STEM fields. And all of this is predictable at the theoretical level,
because all of these are predictable outcomes of any system that
guarantees ever increasing wealth and power consolidation into the
hands of those most willing to behave sociopathically.

“Capitalism is the least violent
economic system”

Capitalists always propagate the idea that theirs is the least violent
economic system, particularly in contrast to socialism and
communism. This is believed to be true because capitalism is
founded on the non-aggression principle, or in other words mutual
consent, in which all economic transactions are conducted
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voluntarily. This is another example of a capitalist argument that
relies entirely upon an idealistic interpretation of theory. This idea is
obviously flawed because it ignores naturally occurring phenomenon,
like power imbalances and privilege inequalities, and unavoidable
consequences, like the inevitability of wealth and power consolidation
under capitalism. This simplified form of analysis is also applied to
alternative economic systems, resulting in further invalid conclusions.
When assessed in detail, it becomes apparent that capitalism is an
inherently violent system, and that socialism and communism are the
most peaceful systems possible.

Under socialism and communism power is dispersed among everyone
in society, since all political and economic organizations and systems
are democratized. And of course flattening hierarchies to the most
practical extent possible has always been the best way of ensuring
violence is reduced to the greatest extent possible. Additionally,
socialism and communism would also be capable of creating the
conditions necessary for reducing violence, such as eradicating
poverty and gross wealth inequality, maximizing everyone’s quality
of life and economic mobility, and creating highly critically minded
and educated populations through well-funded education systems.

Under capitalism conversely wealth and power will always become
consolidated into the hands of those most willing to abuse others,
either because they are sociopathic, or because they are inevitably
coerced into sociopathic behaviors by shareholders. Those who
possess this consolidated wealth and power can consequently be
guaranteed to use every unethical means at their disposal to protect
and increase their wealth and power. This can be achieved in the
form of hard power, such as physical barriers, the police, security
guards, etc., as well as soft power, such as cultural norms, social
stigma, and the legal system. In the case of fascism, which is an
inherently capitalist ideology, hard power can also take the form of
vigilantes and militia groups. Regardless of the form of power used,
violence will always be an inevitable outcome under capitalism.
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One of the main reasons capitalism is not universally acknowledged
as a violent system however is because most violence inevitably
becomes “streamlined” into the form of structural violence. Structural
violence is not immediately apparent as a form of violence because it
is deeply entrenched within the political, economic, social, and
cultural environments that people are forced to live within. In other
words, because this violence surrounds and pervades every facet of
society, citizens are likely to become acclimatized to it, or even lack
awareness of it, and come to assume this is the only way the world
can operate. No better example of this exists than people’s lack of
awareness of their fundamental right to the world’s resources and
technological surplus. When people lack access to essentials, such as
nutritious food, housing, healthcare, etc. which could all be paid for
by the world’s resources and technological surplus, this is a form of
structural violence. In fact the theft of the world’s resources and
technological surplus could be understood as the foundation of
practically all structural violence, as well as one of the oldest and
most pervasive forms of structural violence, going all the way back to
the beginning of human civilization. And because structural violence
is inevitable under capitalism, it should not be surprising that it was a
Marxist who came up with the term “social murder” to describe
instances where structural violence results in death, which is
obviously a common consequence of structural violence.

Structural violence doesn’t just include people be unable to afford
basic necessities. For example, structural violence can also include
legal consequences. If a homeless person freezes to death on the
streets, and this is at least in part because they were unnecessarily
fired from their job for the benefit of shareholders, then there are no
legal consequences. However, if that same person steals warm
clothes from the multibillion dollar clothes company they were
previously exploited and fired by, or even if they just sleep in the
wrong location, then this person can suffer legal consequences.
Structural violence can also include capitalism’s more indirect
consequences, such as unnecessary stress and air pollution, which
can also cause people to unnecessarily suffer and die prematurely.
These indirect consequences also include existential threats, which
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will obviously harm future generations, but are also increasingly
harming current generations, such as with climate change, ecological
collapse, and resource scarcity.

Structural violence can also be understood as a structural form of
propaganda, since people end up becoming indoctrinated by their
very mode of existence and the systems they operate within. This
problem has effectively culminated in capitalist realism, where people
now assume that all social and economic problems caused or
exacerbated by structural violence, such as crime and poverty, are
unavoidable facts of life, rather than problems created by an
economic system enforced by the ruling class. One of the best
examples of this capitalist realism is the contrast in how billionaires
and activists are perceived. If a billionaire achieves their wealth
through overt forms of theft, they are considered deserving of their
wealth, even by a sizable number of the working class they are
obviously exploiting. However, if activists riot in the streets or
employees damage their place of employment, as a means of
protesting, many people would consider these people deserving of
being arrested and prosecuted, without giving a second thought to
the idea of arresting the billionaire for their substantially worse acts
of theft and destruction. This is perceived as morally justifiable
because the activists and workers are breaking the law, and their
actions are overt. Conversely, the billionaire is not breaking the law,
and their exploitative actions are less overt because these actions are
merely the system operating as designed. The activists are perceived
as a danger to society, while the billionaire is considered a
respectable and invaluable citizen. Consequently, when the rich steal
from the poor, this appears justified, because it is “business as
usual”, but when the poor fight back and try to reclaim their stolen
wealth, it is called “violence”.

The way that capitalism masks structural violence is exacerbated by
media organizations and capitalist governments. Activists who
protest capitalist exploitation are often condemned by the media as
reckless, uncivil, extremists, or even terrorists. Even when activists
protest peacefully, they are blamed for the mildest of
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inconveniences, and can even be blamed for creating social divisions
or exacerbating social tensions. Capitalist governments, and
particularly their intelligence agencies and task forces, are also
increasingly targeting and oppressing activists who oppose
capitalism, including classifying them as terrorists. All calls for civility
are nothing more than the ruling class suppressing and stigmatizing
the working class for fighting against oppression, which is a tactic
that has always been used by the ruling class. Even during economic
downturns when conditions are at their worst, the media and
capitalist governments rarely draw attention to the problems of
capitalism that cause civil unrest in the first place. Even when victims
lose their homes, and freeze to death on the streets, even in
countries with many vacant homes, the media and capitalist
governments never recognize this as murder caused by structural
violence, but instead a problem of “personal responsibility”, or of “too
much government interference”.

Structural violence also highlights the absurdity of the claim that
capitalism is a non-violent economic system because it protects
private property rights. First, socialist and communist economies also
protect private property rights. The difference is that they believe the
means of production, which are the very means of survival and
prosperity, should be democratized and used to benefit everyone.
Second, private property rights don’t count for much if most people
in the world are too poor to afford essential property. In fact private
property rights count for less than nothing if they are used
predominantly to protect the ruling class as they use violence to
exploit the rest of society, including stealing the world’s resources
and technological surplus for themselves. If capitalism is so broken
that people can freeze to death on the streets because they can't
afford their own property, then it becomes obscene to argue that
capitalism is a non-violent economic system because of “private
property rights”.

The widely accepted narrative that socialism and communism are
violent by their very nature, and that capitalism is the least violent,
only appears true because of reductionist assumptions and shallow
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anecdotal evidence. The truth is that socialist and communist
countries are easily capable of being even less violent than the
Nordic countries, which are likely among the most peaceful countries
in human history, and obviously don’t have governments that are on
the verge of starving, torturing, or mass murdering their citizens.
The reason most people don’t realize this is because socialism and
communism are conflated with brutal and murderous regimes, like
the Soviet Union and Mao’s China. In reality such regimes were often
authoritarian, class-based, corrupt, undemocratic, scientifically
illiterate, had command economies, and often involved citizens
possessing little to no control over the means of production. These
traits are the antithesis of socialism and communism both in spirit
and in practice.

Capitalists refuse to differentiate between what these regimes
actually were, and the economic systems they labeled themselves as
or aspired to be, because this helps with anti-socialist and anti-
communist propaganda. This is one reason why the mocking
sentiment “but that wasn't real socialism” is so redundant, and one
of the strongest pieces of evidence that someone has been
indoctrinated by capitalist propaganda. Furthermore, even if these
regimes were variants of socialism or communism, every economic
system has an infinite number of permutations. Additionally,
technology and communication networks today are light-years ahead
of what existed 50 to 100 years ago, further increasing the types of
economic systems that are now viable. In other words, even if these
regimes were variants of socialism or communism, it would be
irrational to disregard their potential as economic systems because of
such poorly implemented variants in the past. If the first 20
medicinal drugs ever created by humans were harmful or deadly,
then by this logic pharmaceutical research should have been
abandoned entirely long ago, which would obviously have been an
astoundingly idiotic choice for humanity to make. This defense of
socialism and communism however doesn’t apply to capitalism, since
the prioritization of privatization, free markets, and profits, makes
the system illogical and broken by design. Socializing the means of
production, and using economic planning to maximize the quality of
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life of everyone in society, is not illogical by design, as will become
increasingly apparent.

The fact that socialism and communism have an infinite number of
permutations is particularly pertinent considering that even if the
tyrannical regimes of the past were particular variations of socialism
or communism, they are effectively irrelevant in modern political and
economic discourse. There are no socialists or communists alive
today that are advocating for the command economies and the
authoritarian governments of the Soviet Union and Mao’s China. On
the contrary, the overwhelming majority of socialists and
communists today are democratic socialists or anarcho-communists,
both of which advocate for all or most of the same economic
proposals and democratic safeguards advocated for in this manifesto.
For capitalists to argue that socialism and communism would
replicate the brutal and murderous regimes of the 20" century is so
detached from reality it is too ridiculous to adequately describe.

Additional evidence that further proves that criticisms against
socialism and communism are mere propaganda is the fact that the
death tolls attributed to the regimes of the past are always inflated
or presented without context. One of the most commonly cited death
tolls is 100 million, which is taken from the propaganda book “The
Black Book of Communism”. Two of the original authors eventually
denounced this estimate, and mainstream historians have also
criticized these estimates for being grossly inaccurate. First, this
figure includes children that were never born because their mother’s
never became pregnant for reasons supposedly related to
communism. In other words, this death toll includes people who
never existed. Second, a significant percentage of these deaths can
be attributed to naturally occurring and unavoidable famines that
could not have been avoided with a capitalist system, and most likely
would have been worse under a capitalist system, all else being
equal. Third, this death toll includes Nazi’s killed by Russian soldiers,
since they too were “victims” of a “communist” regime. Fourth, this
death toll includes Russian’s who died because of sanctions and wars
started by the capitalist ruling class of other nations, including the
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nearly 12 million Russian soldiers who died fighting the Nazi’s in the
Second World War. To include these soldiers in this death toll was
obviously incredibly disrespectful and heartless considering the
sacrifice they made.

Fifth, even the deaths that could be attributed to economics had
nothing to do with communism. For example, the overwhelming
majority of these deaths in Russia and China occurred because of the
introduction of a command economy, which is not the same as a
communist decentralized planned economy. This means the
incompetence of these governments during this period cannot be
attributed to communism. For example, one of the most egregious
forms of incompetence by these governments was the enforcement
of farming practices that were introduced to enable more farmers to
move to cities so that the country could industrialize faster. These
practices included digging deeper into the soil and planting crops
closer together, which could sometimes increase crop yields under
specific conditions, but decimated crop yields for most farmers
operating outside of these more ideal conditions. This lack of
scientific rigor however is not inherent to communism, and doesn'’t
even have an equivalent in modern developed countries. The
governments of the Nordic countries for example have been able to
provide a high quality of life to their citizens through well-funded
public infrastructures and services, and the process of introducing
these has never included the risk of mass suffering and death. On
the contrary, these public infrastructures and services have been
essential for saving millions of lives, particularly in the cases of
healthcare and safety regulations.

Despite all of this, the capitalists who carelessly cite such death tolls
never acknowledge these facts, but instead have to rely upon such
misinformation to make their arguments sound convincing. However,
worst of all is that these critics always choose to ignore the billions
who needlessly suffer every year, and the millions who needlessly die
every year, because of capitalism. The number of people who die
every year just from inadequate access to food, clean water, and
healthcare, is 20 million. This equates to 100 million unnecessary
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deaths every 5 years. Capitalism can be blamed for these deaths
because practically every country in the world is capitalist, and
because many are also victims of capitalist imperialism. And just as
importantly, humanity has also possessed the knowledge, labor
power, physical resources, technology, etc. necessary to meet the
basic needs of all humans for many decades, and even centuries and
millennia to a more limited extent.

And this 20 million figure doesn’t even include all the other deaths
directly caused by capitalism, such as those resulting from hazardous
working conditions and the oppression of protestors. This figure also
doesn’t include deaths caused indirectly by capitalism, such as those
attributable to inadequate sanitation and crime related homicides.
There are also many people that have died from capitalist
propaganda, such as the millions who contracted lung cancer
because they believed the tobacco industry’s lie that smoking was
harmless, or the millions that will die from anthropogenic climate
change because of the fossil fuel industry’s lies about its existence
and severity. And none of these deaths include those who died from
fascist regimes and wars, including the 110 million people who died
from both World Wars, that occurred because of capitalism. Most
fascist regimes and wars throughout the history of capitalism would
have been avoided had all citizens had their basic needs fulfilled and
been highly educated, and had all governments been optimally
democratic, rather than controlled by a ruling class that existed, and
continues to exist, because of wealth and power consolidation
perpetuated and exacerbated by capitalism. Despite all of this,
capitalists only draw attention to the deaths caused by supposedly
socialist and communist societies, and completely ignore the
substantially greater number of preventable deaths that have
occurred, and continue to occur, because of capitalism. This is why
capitalism has been so effective at indoctrinating people into
believing that capitalism is the least violent economic system. As has
been quoted many times before, “Capitalism is the most respected
genocide in the world”.
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One final detail often ignored by propagandists is that many
members of the ruling class who were murdered or imprisoned under
these regimes, though far from all, were sociopathic mass
murderers. These plutocrats were responsible for withholding shelter
and the means of production, which are the very means of survival,
from the impoverished and starving workers who were responsible
for their wealth. They did this by using threats and deadly violence
against workers who tried to unionize, and against anyone who
engaged in public protests. Countless adults and children suffered
and died from these abuses, and all for the benefit of rich and
powerful sociopaths. This is not to justify their deaths, nor to dismiss
the many innocent people that were harmed or killed under these
regimes, but instead to provide an important historical context that is
always ignored by capitalists.

In fact it is likely this lack of historical context that explains why the
perception of the deaths of these sociopaths is such an anomaly. The
overthrowing and murder of brutal emperors, lords, monarchs, etc.
of the past, who exploited and murdered the lower classes for
personal gain, is viewed as justified by most people alive today, as
well as most people throughout history. And yet equally sociopathic
members of the capitalist ruling class who were killed during the 20™
century have somehow become an exception, even though the
suffering they inflicted was equally appalling and unjustified. In fact
they could be considered even more reprehensible, since the 20™
century capitalist ruling class existed at a time when societies were
not just more ethically enlightened, but also more technologically
advanced, meaning the quality of life they were stealing from the
lower classes was even greater.

The unwillingness to condemn and hold to account members of the
capitalist ruling class, compared to members of the ruling classes of
the past, is an extremely bizarre phenomenon, and more than
anything else is likely further evidence of the incredible effectiveness
of capitalist propaganda. This propaganda has been so effective that
even some socialists today have fallen victim to the lie that it is only
the system that is to blame rather than individuals, even though
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countless CEQO’s and directors commit abuses that go far beyond
what is necessary to satisfy their shareholders and stay competitive,
and even though countless wealthy landlords continue to throw
impoverished families onto the streets well before it is financially
necessary for them to do so.

Conclusion

Capitalism may be perceived as non-violent because of its principles,
but it is unavoidably violent in terms of its consequences. This
violence is rarely recognized as violence however because it is nearly
always carried out covertly in the form of structural violence, most of
which is also downplayed, ignored, or hidden, as much as possible.
Capitalist propaganda has simultaneously also convinced the masses
that even if capitalism isn’t perfect, it is at least substantially less
violent than socialism and communism, despite the fact that both of
these systems are obviously the most peaceful systems currently
available. And if all of this wasn’t bad enough, capitalist propaganda
has even managed to convince the masses that the capitalist ruling
class is somehow not unimaginably evil and dangerous, despite the
unnecessary suffering and death they intentionally inflict upon adults
and children around the world every year even when this is not
necessary for them to remain wealthy, profitable, or competitive.

“Capitalism is the best system
for maximizing innovation”

The ways in which quality of life have improved under capitalism can
predominantly be attributed to innovations, and particularly those
within STEM fields. Innovation is widely heralded as one of
capitalism’s primary strengths, but this is nothing more than
propaganda. Capitalists have only been able to maintain this myth

108



because capitalism has been the prevailing economic system during
the greatest period of progress in human history, and because of the
natural human tendency to assume correlation means causation. In
reality capitalism is an absolutely atrocious system for maximizing
innovation. The following list outlines the multitude of reasons why
this is the case.

e Under capitalism the means of production are privately owned by
the minority, meaning that a large percentage of people and
organizations do not have access to the resources necessary for
exploring ideas and conducting research and development.

e Under capitalism governments usually spend far less money on
education and research initiatives, both of which are essential for
maximizing innovation. There are three main reasons for this. First,
under capitalism politicians are far more likely to be capitalists, or
worst still neoliberals or libertarians, meaning they are less likely to
spend money on essential public infrastructures and services,
particularly if they also possess the irrational fear of increasing
national debt. Second, governments and workers have to rely upon
businesses that price gouge goods and services, which unnecessarily
increases the costs of building and maintaining public infrastructures
and services. Third, government’s always have less money due to tax
avoidance and evasion, unlike under socialism where the social
ownership of the world’s resources and technological surplus would
ensure governments had the maximum amount of possible revenue
at all times.

e Under capitalism large amounts of time, energy, money, etc. will
always be dedicated to construction projects that primarily benefit
rich and powerful individuals and businesses, such as building
superyachts and private jets for the super wealthy, or building
skyscrapers for financial institutions that harm society and the
economy. These resources could instead have been used to increase
innovation, such as building or improving schools, colleges,
universities, and research institutions.
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e Many of the greatest innovators throughout history achieved their
greatest successes in their spare time, or when they were not
required to work a traditional job. Albert Einstein and Karl Marx for
example both made some of their greatest contributions to humanity
during these times. This means that forcing people to work to
survive, or at the very least forcing people to work more than is
necessary, is antithetical to maximizing innovation. Capitalism is
atrocious in this regard, and far more so than most realize. The
exploitation that has inexorably arisen throughout capitalism’s
history has robbed billions of people of the opportunity to contribute
their fullest to society, and to an extent that cannot be understated.
An incalculable number of geniuses and brilliantly minded individuals
have died young or prematurely throughout capitalism’s history
because of poverty and exploitation caused or exacerbated by
capitalism. Even today there are tens of millions of geniuses, and
countless more with uniquely gifted minds, who are still suffering
under such conditions. This includes people in underdeveloped
countries working 12-18 hour days, 6-7 days a week, in unbearable
or dangerous conditions, as well as those in developed countries that
work under better conditions but can barely do anything beyond
merely surviving.

e People in underdeveloped countries are forced to waste time on
tasks that have already been automated, or made more efficient, in
developed countries as a consequence of technology and robust
modern infrastructures and services. This includes tasks performed
at work, but also personal tasks such as collecting food and water,
cooking, sterilizing water, cleaning clothes, and travelling. In the
poorest countries people can spend multiple hours every single week
just collecting water.

e Not only are people forced to work under capitalism, but many of
the jobs that exist under capitalism are “bullshit jobs”, which can
best be described as jobs that provide absolutely no value to society.
Worse still, most workers in these jobs cannot point out how
pointless their job is for fear of losing their only or primary source of
income. Incidentally, these jobs have also been shown to exist more
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in the private sector than the public sector. These valueless jobs can
be divided into two types. The first includes jobs that require skillsets
that provide no value to society. An example would be stock market
traders, who waste inordinate amounts of human capital performing
labor that is either detrimental to society, or whose value could be
achieved freely and more efficiently under socialism. The second type
includes jobs that require socially valuable skillsets but which do not
use these skillsets in a socially valuable way. An example would be
most jobs performed by highly skilled STEM specialists within the
military industrial complex, which incidentally has also been
instrumental in enabling capitalist imperialism.

e Capitalism is responsible for taking an incredible toll on people’s
cognitive capabilities and psychological health. People can never
reach their potential if they are undernourished, distracted,
exhausted, stressed, depressed, or experiencing any of the other
problems that reduce people’s critical mindedness, concentration,
creativity, and energy levels. Research has shown that being in a
negative mood or a depressed state significantly reduces one’s
creative thinking when it comes to problem-solving. Research has
also shown that stress alone can reduce an adult’s intelligence by at
least 13 IQ points, which is an incredible amount for just one
variable. Research has also shown that poor nutrition is another
variable that can reduce a person’s intelligence, particularly if this
occurs during one’s childhood. Research has also shown that air
pollution reduces intelligence, and those in poverty live
disproportionately in areas with high air pollution. Research has also
shown that most people can only work 40 hours a week before their
performance declines, and that after 50 hours their performance
declines so much that it becomes more productive for them to stop
working and only start again after resting and recuperating. This also
aligns with research showing that those who only work 4 days a week
have higher levels of productivity. Overworking also causes a decline
in cognitive capabilities that even perpetuates after a person returns
to a regular work schedule. Despite this, even workers in the
developed world, including those in fields that require creativity and
mental clarity, often have no choice but to work more than 40 hours
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a week. And this is just within their job, and doesn’t even include the
demanding work they have to engage in outside of work. This means
workers are unlikely to be cognitively productive either inside or
outside of their job, which is a particular problem for those who
strive to innovate in their very limited spare time. Capitalism has also
exacerbated people’s mental health problems by reducing access to
mental healthcare services, namely through exploitative practices
that reduce government revenue or reduce people’s discretionary
income and purchasing power. These problems also contribute to
hundreds of thousands of suicides every year, which of course is a
tragedy in and of itself, but also further debunks the idea that
capitalism is the best system for maximizing innovation.

e Poverty caused by capitalism is responsible for a substantial
number of crimes that also stymie innovation. Today tens of millions
of people are now wasting years of their life in prison, unable to
engage in the types of work that can lead to innovations. This
problem has also been exacerbated by the profit-driven prison
industrial complex in many developed countries. Many people have
also suffered a loss in their cognitive and physical capabilities, or
have been killed, as a consequence of crime.

e It is not uncommon for workers to change jobs because of
exploitative conditions that would be less likely to occur if businesses
and governments were democratized. Changing jobs can not only be
stressful and time consuming, but can also require workers to waste
further time learning new skills and information they otherwise
wouldn’t need to. If a person has to leave a particular profession
because this exploitation is widespread within the industry, or
because they have been blacklisted within the industry due to
exploitation, then this problem is often even worse.

e People’s lack of discretionary income and purchasing power under
capitalism, and particularly the unnecessarily high costs of rent and
mortgages, restricts or prevents many workers from being able to
travel or relocate. This is further exacerbated by a lack of private and
public investment into property development, which further limits
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people’s ability to move. These problems cause underemployment,
because they prevent many workers, include STEM experts, from
working for innovation-focused companies where they could be best
utilized.

e Many workers have to sign non-compete agreements that prohibit
them from working with other companies within the same industry,
which can prevent them from working for companies where they
could be optimally innovative.

e It has become common practice for businesses to use employment
contracts in which all innovations and ideas created by an employee
are owned by the company. Some contracts dictate that this remain
true months after the employee has left the business. Even if the
idea in question could be revolutionary, or save the company vast
sums of money, these businesses are not legally required to pay the
employee anything above their normal compensation. This
discourages employees from ever revealing or developing their
inventions while under contract, even if their current employers are
in a perfect position to develop such innovations and bring them to
market.

e Studies have demonstrated that incentives are counterproductive
to achieving innovation. Rewards generally only produce better
results when people are asked to perform routine and mundane
tasks. Conversely, rewards achieve the opposite effect when a person
is required to perform tasks that require creativity. Consequently, the
best economic system would be one where workers possessed the
freedom to pursue their interests and experiment. Because of the
type of power structures that exist in privately owned businesses,
capitalism rarely affords workers such freedom.

e Studies have revealed that those who believe they have limited
control to affect the outcome of a task generally perform worse than
those who believe they have more control. Consequently it is likely
that both the reality and feeling of powerlessness and alienation
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workers experience under capitalism results in poorer performance
and a diminished desire to contribute one’s full potential.

e Research has shown that diversity in the workplace improves
innovation, but capitalism has been a terrible system for correcting
the inequalities of the past and providing equal opportunities.

e People are less likely to innovate, particularly with regards to
streamlining their work process, if it means increasing the likelihood
of making themselves and their work colleagues redundant.

e Under capitalism most software is not open source, which prevents
millions of individuals and businesses from exploring and
experimenting with ideas and solutions that they should ideally be
able to.

e Competition is integral to capitalism, which means businesses are
far more likely to research and develop their ideas and solutions in
isolation. This problem leads to tremendous inefficiencies. If 4
companies each invest $1 billion into achieving the same goal, the
progress they achieve will pale in comparison to what they could
have achieved by working together. This problem is further
exacerbated by those whose very livelihood depends on their
innovation, which can cause such individuals to work in isolation for
fear of their innovation being stolen. The hindrance to progress this
has cause cannot be understated. Just as combining components can
sometimes achieve results greater than the sum of their parts, the
sharing of knowledge, labor power, and physical resources, can also
achieve similar results under certain circumstances. Additionally,
research has even shown that those who work in cooperative
environments come up with superior and more creative ideas and
solutions than those who work in competitive environments, which
very likely also translates to the wider economy.

e Patents are an inevitable consequence of any society that prioritizes
privatization, even though patents are antithetical to maximizing
innovation. Once something has been patented, other individuals and
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organizations cannot build upon and refine these innovations. Instead
they have to waste time, energy, money, etc. creating alternatives,
which may even be less effective or have less long-term potential.
Even if an innovation is simple enough that thousands of other
inventers would have inevitably come up with the same idea, none of
them can use it for the arbitrary reason that a person or business,
who may not have even come up with the idea first, decided to
patent this innovation. Even biological mechanisms that have been
found in nature have been patented. It is also very common for
businesses to patent innovations that were partially or entirely
publically funded. When patents expire, businesses often make slight
modifications to the original, enabling them to essentially patent the
same idea again for years or decades further.

e The existence of patents has also given rise to patent trolls. These
are people or organizations who attempt to enforce patent rights far
beyond the patent’s actual value or contribution, and which is usually
done using unethical and aggressive legal tactics. Patent trolls will
often create or purchase patents for this sole purpose. These law
suits are often resolved out of court, and can net patent trolls
hundreds of thousands or even millions of dollars, which they can
then use to repeat the cycle at a larger scale. This can force
businesses to syphon resources away from research and towards
legal battles, or can cause them to collapse entirely.

e Companies have been known to delay releasing technologies so
that they can guarantee they have something new to offer
consumers with their future products. These technologies could
benefit the public, or be built upon by other inventors, but this is
sacrificed for the sake of long-term profitability.

e Corporations have been known to buy up companies that were
focused on socially beneficial research, only to then reallocate their
resources towards more financially profitable endeavors.

e Businesses and entire industries have taken great measures to
suppress competing technologies in the pursuit of profits, even if

115



those technologies are potentially superior. Perhaps the best known
example is the electric vehicle, which could have come to prominence
almost half a century earlier had the automobile industry and fossil
fuel industry not conspired to suppress the technology.

e (Capitalist businesses have no financial incentive to invest in
research that is less profitable or unprofitable, which massively limits
the range of innovations that are inevitably created under capitalism.
Pharmaceutical companies prioritize research into cosmetics for
wealthy consumers, rather than curing rare and horrific diseases that
predominantly exist in underdeveloped countries. Technology
companies prioritize research into non-essential consumer products
for wealthy consumers, rather than technologies that could help
those with physical disabilities. Even as billions of adults and children
needlessly suffer and die around the world, under capitalism the
wealth of the ruling class is prioritized over the creation of essential
innovations.

e Private investors often demand a higher burden of proof than
publically funded institutions before investing into innovative
initiatives.

e Private investors are often less willing to fund innovative initiatives
that are more risky, since they are often more concerned with
predictable returns on investment.

e Private investors usually want more immediate returns on
investment, which is a particular problem for innovative initiatives
that may take years or decades of research.

e Businesses often refuse to invest into internal research and
development initiatives, since not only does this involve risk, but it
can also be more profitable to spend money on advertising, stock
buybacks, lobbying, and other initiatives that don’t increase
innovation.
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e Many higher-ups give themselves excessive compensation at the
expense of their company’s ability to innovate. For example, many
business higher-ups will fire hundreds of employees in a single year
just so they can make themselves even more obscenely rich.

e Under capitalism businesses are substantially more challenging to
setup and are far more likely to fail. Consequently, there are likely
countless innovation-focused businesses that have either failed, or
were not pursued in the first place because of the unnecessarily high
risk of failure.

e Capitalism always produces economic downturns, which cause a
massive reduction in innovation. This can be through workers being
made redundant, highly innovative businesses going under, private
innovators losing essential savings, financial institutions lending out
fewer loans, governments and businesses losing the revenue
necessary to invest in research and development, and other similar
problems.

e A capitalist system will always give rise to monopolies which are
controlled by those with little interest in benefitting society. Once an
industry has mostly been monopolized, and competition has
effectively been eradicated, the necessity to innovate substantially
decreases, particularly for technological advanced industries where
research and development is prohibitively expensive and barriers to
entry are high.

e The profit motive provides a strong disincentive for businesses to
find solutions to problems when greater profits can be generated by
allowing these problems to perpetuate. There is currently less
incentive for pharmaceutical companies to fund research into curative
medicines when they can make substantially more money charging
people for non-curative medicines throughout their life. Similarly,
technology companies have little incentive to invent products that are
as robust and long-lasting as possible, since this negates the point of
planned obsolescence.
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e Under capitalism there are many outcomes that ensure tech
companies, and particularly those that develop automation
technologies, have less money to invest in innovation. For example,
businesses are less incentivized to buy automation technologies if
they can just keep hiring exploitatively cheap labor. Most businesses
are also less likely to be able to afford automation technologies since
businesses are unnecessarily less likely to succeed under capitalism
for a multitude of reasons.

e (Capitalist businesses have a strong incentive to produce fake
research and spread misinformation in order to boost profits, such as
suppressing awareness of problems related to their goods and
services. For example, tobacco companies perpetuated the notion
that smoking was safe even when they suspected or knew it was
harmful, and the fossil fuel industry took no responsibility for climate
change even when their internal research proved otherwise. Had
politicians, scientists, and the general public, been made fully aware
of the known dangers of smoking and fossil fuels as soon as possible,
research into solutions would have begun much earlier. Furthermore,
not only do highly qualified individuals, such as STEM experts, often
have to waste their time and skills producing such misinformation,
but other highly qualified individuals then have to waste their time
and skills debunking it. This is made extremely difficult because of
Brandolini’s law, which effectively states that the amount of time and
energy required to refute misinformation is orders of magnitude
greater than the time and energy required to produce it.

e People are far less likely to become graduates in STEM subjects
under capitalism. This is primarily because of the fear of
overwhelming student debt, as well as problems caused or
exacerbated by capitalism that result in students dropping out of
higher education, such as mental health problems and immediate
financial problems.

e Under capitalism careers in STEM fields are not as lucrative as they
would be under socialism, and many socially valueless jobs provide

118



higher compensation than jobs in STEM fields, which is obviously not
conducive to maximizing innovation.

e Governments under capitalism are obsessed with high employment
numbers since this is the only way their populations can provide for
themselves. Worse still, under capitalism not only have the world’s
resources and technological surplus never been distributed to
everyone in the form of a UBI, but a UBI likely wouldn’t even work
under capitalism because businesses would just increase their prices
and landlords would just increase their rates. Because of these
reasons, governments under capitalism have been strongly
incentivized to refrain from funding research into automation
technologies, and would likely continue to take this approach even if
a UBI was introduced. This is despite the fact that automation
technologies can substantially improve quality of life by increasing
everyone’s free time and by reducing the costs of goods and
services. Some politicians have even stated that automation
technologies should be suppressed in order to ensure people still
have jobs, which is not only one of the stupidest well-intentioned
ideas in the history of modern civilization, but also further evidence
of how unimaginably broken capitalism truly is. Under socialism
governments would invest astronomical amounts of money into
innovation, and particularly automation, since this would be the best
way of maximizing everyone’s quality of life.

e Capitalism has caused so many humanitarian and environmental
problems that astronomical amounts of time, energy, money, etc.
now have to be spent creating innovations that can address these
externalities, rather than innovations that could move humanity
forward.

e There are innumerable unknown species that have been made
extinct by environmental destruction and pollution caused by
capitalism, and this is only worsening as time moves on. It is entirely
possible that many of these species held the secret to life-changing
and revolutionary innovations, such as curative medicines.
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e Many couples today in developed countries are choosing to have no
children or fewer children simply because they can’t afford the
additional costs, or because of fears of unsustainability. This has
reduced the global population to what it otherwise could be, and
consequently global human capital, including the number of geniuses
in the world. Under socialism people could afford to have more
children, and this could be achieved without causing all the
unsustainably problems that occur under capitalism.

e As the world’s resources are squandered inefficiently and become
increasingly scarce, particularly rare minerals, it could become
increasingly difficult or even impossible to find the resources, or for
organizations to afford the resources, that are necessary for carrying
out research. This problem will continue to worsen as capitalism
squanders these resources at an accelerated rate. Even if the
problem of resource depletion is somehow solved, it does not change
the fact that any economic system that does not account for resource
scarcity is extremely poorly designed, and therefore cannot be relied
upon to maximize innovation.

The notion that capitalism is a good system for maximizing
innovation is so overtly ludicrous it is remarkable the idea has ever
been used in capitalist propaganda, rather than distracted from or
justified as some kind of necessary sacrifice. And even when
innovations do occur under capitalism, they predominantly occur to
make goods and services more profitable, rather than better or more
widely accessible. That capitalism is such a grossly ineffective system
for achieving progress is also not an aberration of its nature, but an
unavoidable consequence of the prioritization of privatization, free
markets, and profits. The degree to which capitalism has hindered
humanity’s progress and quality of life in this regard cannot be
understated.

However, capitalists still defend their system by arguing that
innovators should be allowed to patent their ideas so that they can
profit from them as a reward for their hard work. This is without
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doubt one of the most idiotically short-sighted ideas in the history of
economics. First, innovators could still be financially compensated for
their labor and innovations without the existence of patents, and this
is effectively possible under any economic system. Second, in a world
without patents, every single innovator would have a substantially
higher quality of life because they would be able to freely benefit
from all other innovations. Instead they have to live in a world where
innovation is massively hindered, and where the innovations that do
exist are either inaccessible to them or locked behind excessively
high prices. Most people only defend patents because of propaganda
spread by a ruling class that has always been the primary beneficiary
of patents.

There are other irrational arguments capitalists use to defend their
system. Capitalists like to argue that competition is necessary for
innovation, but this is only true under capitalism because once
businesses have monopolized a market, the higher-ups of these
businesses have little incentive to innovate. Capitalists also like to
argue that theirs is the best system at combining innovations into
consumer friendly equivalents, or that capitalism is the best system
for modifying innovations so that they can be provided in a wide
range of variants, but this demonstrates a fundamental
misunderstanding of socialism. Worker cooperatives are effectively
identical to capitalist businesses in this regard, meaning the goods
and services they provide are the same for most intents and
purposes. With regards to innovation, the only major differences
would be that products and services would not be designed to be
addictive and exploitative, and products would be designed to be as
robust and easily repairable as possible.

Real innovation

The true sources of innovation have never had anything to do with
capitalism. What follows is a summary of the real personality traits
and environmental conditions that can ensure innovation is
maximized, even without the profit motive.
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e Needs

People are more likely to give their all when their essential needs are
fulfilled. This is supported by Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs,
which proposes that people are better able and motivated to reach
their potential when they can be assured to the greatest extent
possible things like physical health, mental health, personal safety,
financial security, social capital, self-confidence, and access to
sources of beauty. This obviously requires that everyone has the
highest quality work life and personal life that society can offer.

e Passion

Every person has the capacity to be enthusiastic about something
other than accumulating immense wealth. People can be driven by a
desire to create, a desire to explore, a desire to learn something
new, a desire to challenge oneself, a desire to master a particular
skill, a desire to achieve a world first, or a desire to be part of a
larger community that is striving to achieve a particular goal. Many
of the greatest and most revolutionary innovations throughout
history were made by people driven by passion, not by a desire for
extreme wealth.

e Compassion

Compassion alone is an immensely powerful trait that has been the
driving force behind many humanitarian innovations throughout
history. Many people with no direct interest in science or technology
have spent years becoming specialists in those fields simply to help
improve the lives of loved ones or those in wider society.

e Knowledge

Innovation cannot be maximized unless every person and
organization on the planet has access to as much knowledge as
possible. This is also important for birthing curiosity in people, and
giving people an increased desire to explore and create. Aside from a
few exceptions, such as information necessary for creating extremely
dangerous weapons, ensuring all human knowledge is easily
accessible to everyone is the only way of maximizing innovation.
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e Education

High-quality and free education is essential for maximizing
innovation. Among other things, this is essential for teaching people
problem-solving skills, and for helping people find their natural
talents and potential.

e Compensation

Providing generous financial compensation for those willing to enter
fields focused on innovation, as opposed to incentives for particular
tasks, can further maximize a society’s innovation potential by
attracting talent to innovative industries and endeavors.

e Freedom

The freedom to pursue one’s interests is essential in any society that
wishes to maximize innovation. At the very least this requires that
everyone have a surplus of time, energy, money, opportunities, and
the ability to travel.

e Autonomy

If people are to excel, they must have a sense of autonomy in the
workplace, including some degree of control over the types of tasks
and strategies they adopt. Obviously many jobs require performing
work that is restrictive and rigid in nature, but workers should always
have control where this can be afforded to them.

e Democracy

Societies require ownership over the means of production to
maximize innovation. If everything is privately owned, then
innovation will always be focused on maximizing the wealth of the
ruling class first and foremost.

e Cooperation

Innovation is best achieved when people are free to collaborate on
projects, and share resources, including knowledge. Two notable
real-world examples of this are Wikipedia, and the free computer
operating system Linux.
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Wikipedia is the largest encyclopedia in the world, and has been
demonstrated to be as accurate as official academic encyclopedias
with regards to most academic subjects. However, Wikipedia also has
a degree of comprehensiveness and expertise that would be
completely unfeasible outside of its collaborative model. No for-profit
business could afford the number of employees required to create
and continuously update Wikipedia, and most businesses would likely
introduce advertising, which would diminish the end-user experience
and would likely introduce conflicts of interest. Even if a business did
manage to make Wikipedia a profitable venture, it would be
impossible to convince potential volunteers to contribute if everyone
knew that most of the profits were going to wealthy shareholders.

Similar to Wikipedia is Linux, which was also created, and is regularly
updated, by collaborating volunteers. Most of these volunteers are
highly skilled professionals who are highly paid within their industry.
Linux is superior to other operating systems in many significant
ways, which is why it is one of the most popular operating systems in
the world, particularly for running internet servers, and why it is
even used by corporations who could easily afford alternatives. There
are also many extremely different versions of Linux, which is only
possible because Linux is open source software.

What Wikipedia and Linux demonstrate is that worldwide voluntary
cooperation can achieve far greater feats than competition ever
could, even when such cooperative endeavors occur within an
economic system that incentivizes ruthless competition, and which
unnecessarily limits the time, energy, money, etc. that people have
to contribute towards such endeavors. Within a socialist world, not
only would the entire global economy be based on cooperation, but
socialism still allows for healthy competition where this is
appropriate, such as candidates competing for a job opportunity, or
architects competing during the initial stages of a building project to
produce designs that can subsequently be voted upon.
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Needs, passion, compassion, knowledge, education, compensation,
freedom, autonomy, democracy, and cooperation, are all
substantially more likely to be maximized under socialism. However,
because of capitalist realism, most people are completely unaware of
socialism’s potential. This is despite the fact that many of the most
incredible innovations created in recent human history were a
consequence of publically funded initiatives.

History
A brief look at history quickly proves that taxpayer funded research,

which is commissioned or overseen by a centralized authority
engaging in economic planning, is more than capable of creating
highly valuable innovations. In fact government funded initiatives
have been at the cutting edge of STEM research and development for
all of recent human history. Some innovations primarily or entirely
created by government funded initiatives include the following.

e Surgical procedures

e Prosthetics

e Vaccines and medicines, including insulin
e The EpiPen

e Baby formula

e Food preservation

e The microprocessor

e RAM computer memory

e Hard disk drives

e The general-purpose computer

e The television

e The cell phone

e The lithium ion battery

e The internet

e Essential aeronautic and astronautic technologies
e The international space station

e The James Webb Space Telescope

e Satellites

e GPS
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e Image sensors, like those used in digital cameras
e Multi-touch screens

¢ Voice recognition software

e Bar codes

e The onion routing anonymity network
e The accelerometer, including motion controls
¢ Fire-resistant clothing

e Goodyear tires

e The airbag

e Radar

e Virtual reality

e AC transformers

e Radio receivers

o Wi-Fi

e The airliner

e Nuclear fission technology

e Wind turbine engines

e Solar technologies

e Night vision technology

e Caterpillar tracks

e Memory foam

e Superglue

e LEDs

None of these are minor innovations, but some of the most
revolutionary, vital, and ubiquitous inventions ever created. This list
is not comprehensive, nor does it include the numerous branching
technologies of those listed. For example, the Doppler radar is used
in radiology, meteorology, speed guns, air traffic control, air defense,
as well as other lesser known technologies. Nor does this list include
the numerous world changing technologies created prior to
capitalism, such as the printing press, the parachute, and alcohol
distillation.

It is incredibly ironic that capitalists argue ad nauseam that private
enterprises were responsible for the smart phone, since the majority
of the technologies in smart phones were not only government
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funded, but could never have existed without the public sector
carrying out extremely expensive, incredibly risky, and financially
profitless research that took decades to complete, which is not
something most private investors would tolerate. Conversely, every
single innovation created under capitalism could not only have been
achieved by publically funded initiatives and worker cooperatives, but
would have been achieved far quicker under socialism.

Conclusion

The idea that privatization, competitive free markets, and the profit
motive, are necessary for maximizing innovation is absurd. On the
contrary, under capitalism innovation will always be stifled for a
variety of reasons that are too numerous to summarize here. And
even when innovation does occur under capitalism, patents ensure
that they will never benefit society to anywhere near the extent that
they could. Capitalism is so broken in this regard that it insists on
maintaining patents even when they result in the suffering of billions
and the deaths of millions every single year. Socialism is
substantially superior because not only would patents not exist, but
innovation would also be maximized due to the fulfilment or
maximization of needs, passion, compassion, knowledge, education,
compensation, freedom, autonomy, democracy, and cooperation.

“Capitalism is essential for
creating strong economies”

One of the most common propaganda narratives is that capitalism
must be the best economic system because of how strong capitalist
economies are, particularly compared to supposedly socialist and
communist economies that have resulted in problems like
hyperinflation and breadlines. As is becoming increasingly obvious,
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socialist and communist economies would be the most stable
economies possible. This is mostly because everyone would receive a
UBI and inflation would be eradicated, which would be possible if all
political and economic organizations and systems were democratized.
However, even if this side of the argument is ignored, the argument
that capitalism is capable of creating stable economies is completely
indefensible. In the long-term the capitalist system will obviously
always be unstable because businesses will always strive to
maximize profits while completely disregarding the fact that the
resources required to achieve endless growth are finite. To make
matters worse, under capitalism people need to work to meet their
basic needs, which requires high consumer demand to create jobs,
which in turn requires the endless consumption of the world’s finite
resources. However, even if capitalism was stable in the long-term,
there are also many reasons why capitalism is incapable of being
stable on shorter time frames.

The most obvious problem is that capitalist economies suffer from
economic downturns every 4 to 10 vyears. Aside from some
exceptions, records dating all the way back to the beginning of the
1800’s have shown this to be consistently true. There are a number
of reasons for this. First, the prioritization of privatization, free
markets, and profits, guarantees that the masses won't receive their
fair share of the world’s resources and technological surplus, that
prices are kept high, that compensation is kept low, and that workers
are laid off wherever possible. This reduction in discretionary income
and purchasing power guarantees consumers purchase fewer goods
and services, which leads to more job losses, which leads to fewer
purchased goods and services, and which inevitably culminates in
economic downturns. Second, economic downturns are exacerbated
by tax cuts that are pushed for by the ruling class. These tax cuts
ensure that governments have less money to spend, which further
results in less money circulating within the economy.

Third, the ruling class is incentivized to create economic downturns
because they provide a perfect opportunity to produce unsustainable
fictitious capital. This is because the creation of new money is argued
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by many capitalists to be one of the best ways or only ways to
prevent downturns, or mitigate their worst consequences. The irony
here is that the underlying logic is correct, but the prescription is
incorrect. The obvious solution would be to introduce a UBI, which
would also require the creation of money, but which would prevent
downturns by ensuring this money was distributed logically and fairly
within the economy. However, under capitalism this money will
always go towards the ruling class, meaning they are strongly
incentivized to create and exacerbate downturns. And the fact that
something as drastic as the creation of monumental amounts of
unsustainable fictitious capital still isn’t enough to prevent downturns
further refutes the idea that capitalism produces stable economies.
Additionally, these crises also present the perfect opportunity to
implement other neoliberal policies that further benefit the ruling
class, which is an idea commonly referred to as “the shock doctrine”.

Fourth, economic downturns are also created and exacerbated by
stock markets, since traders are incentivized to wildly push prices up
and down so that they can sell high and buy low. Pushed to its logical
extreme, this also results in speculative bubbles that span entire
markets, including markets that provide effectively no benefit to
society. Even if this approach isn't profitable for all investors, any
system that relies upon privatization and allows for massive wealth
consolidation will always have investors that are either willing to take
such risks to maximize their wealth, or have no choice but to sell and
buy their stocks in accordance with broader market movements that
are caused or exacerbated by extremely wealthy individuals and
businesses.

To make matters worse, capitalists even try to argue that downturns
are invaluable since they supposedly bankrupt Ilow quality
businesses. This is one of the most overtly idiotic ideas in the history
of capitalist propaganda, and even economics more broadly. First,
there is no meaningful relationship between the value or potential of
a business and whether or not it will collapse during a downturn.
Second, low quality businesses will always fold anyway in any
economy which provides consumers with a wide variety of choices.
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Under capitalism the ability to choose between different businesses
will always be reduced, mostly because of monopolization and low
discretionary income and purchasing power, all of which are
exacerbated by inevitable economic downturns. So the argument that
economic downturns are invaluable for ridding the economy of low
quality businesses is absolute nonsense. In fact this argument is also
deeply cruel and offensive considering how many entrepreneurs and
their families have their lives unnecessarily harmed or destroyed as a
consequence of their businesses failing due to completely
unnecessary downturns.

It is consequently remarkable that capitalism is widely accepted as a
good system for creating strong economies, particularly considering
the majority of people who believe this propaganda also suffer
tremendously, and often have their lives destroyed, whenever
economic downturns occur. This can be understood as a real-world
example of doublethink and gaslighting for this reason. However,
what is just as remarkable is the fact that people give value to this
propaganda even when the economy is more stable. The main reason
for this is the metrics that capitalists use to talk about the economy.

Economism

Under capitalism the metrics used to determine the “strength” of an
economy have nothing to do with the quality of life of everyone in
society, which is obviously of far greater importance. Capitalists
instead always promote “economism”, which is the belief in the
prioritization of economic factors or metrics above all else.
Economism metrics are utilized under capitalism for two main
reasons. The first is that it is one of the only ways for capitalists to
maintain the illusion that capitalism is a successful system. The
second reason is that these are the metrics that need to be high in
order for the ruling class to maximize their wealth.

There are numerous ways economism is propagated within society,
and it is always done at the expense of more important information
that completely invalidates the prioritization of such economism
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information in the first place. For example, capitalists will boast about
a country’s economic growth, while completely ignoring how
unsustainable this is due to the unsustainable squandering of the
world’s finite resources. Capitalists will often cite the importance of
lower taxes, while completely ignhoring the fact that low taxes have
effectively no relationship to people’s discretionary income and
purchasing power, and have an inverse relationship with the quality
and range of public infrastructures and services. Capitalists will argue
that accepting refugees can boost economic output by providing
cheap labor, while completely ignoring the fact that many refugees
only leave their home countries because of problems caused by
capitalist imperialism, and that these refugees are often Kkilled,
imprisoned, or become victims of human trafficking, when forced to
migrate.

The most common economism metrics that capitalists like to use are
those related to GDP, the stock market, profits, and employment
numbers. However, these obviously have no direct relationship with
people’s quality of life, let alone issues like animal welfare,
environmental destruction, and unsustainability. GDP is also often
used in place of “GDP purchasing power parity”, which is a more
accurate assessment of a country’s economic health because it
accounts for the cost of living. Stock market indices, like the NASDAQ
100, which predominantly measure the value of the Ilargest
corporations within those markets, can even have a negative
correlation to the rest of the economy. For example, during the
COVID-19 pandemic, billions of people suffered financially, and yet
the stock market boomed, and even reached many all-time highs.

The ridiculousness of this situation is made even more self-evident
by the fact that it has always been possible for societal wellbeing to
be measured using more meaningful metrics, like discretionary
income, purchasing power, financial security, personal debt,
retirement savings, poverty rates, housing costs, homelessness
rates, economic mobility, free time, education quality, literacy rates,
crime rates, recidivism rates, social capital, healthcare quality, life
expectancy, infant mortality rates, mental health, addiction rates,
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suicide rates, pollution levels, internet accessibility, and travelling
capabilities. Not only do all of these factors play a far greater role in
the quality of life of citizens, but they are also all measurable, as
demonstrated by numerous global indices, such as the Human
Development Index, the Where-to-be-born Index, and the World
Happiness Report. Despite the accuracy of such metrics, and the
holistic nature of the indices that use them, these metrics and indices
are rarely cited by capitalists because they would quickly prove that
capitalist economies always perform worse than more socialist
economies. This would not only be detrimental to capitalists, but also
to politicians who wish to convince citizens of their competence.

Economism metrics are also deceptive because they don’t reveal
what money within the economy is being spent on. If addressing
unnecessary externalities costs billions of dollars, this will increase
economism metrics just as much as if these externalities never
occurred, and if this money was spent actually improving the lives of
everyone in society. If a billionaire buys a second mansion, this will
increase economism metrics just as much as if the workers they had
exploited had used this money instead to purchase their first homes.
If workers spend inordinate amounts of money on medication and
physical therapy for conditions that they are only suffering from
because they are being forced to work to the point of ill-health, this
will increase economism metrics just as much as if they were in good
health and spending this money on leisurely activities. If consumers
have low purchasing power because of price gouging, and cannot
even pay for basic necessities, this will increase economism metrics
just as much as if they had high purchasing power and spent the
same amount of money providing for themselves and their family a
much higher quality of life. If consumers purchase replacement
products because their previous products become unusable due to
planned obsolescence, this will increase economism metrics just as
much as if they had spent their money purchasing something they
don’t currently own. These economism metrics also don’t account for
whether consumer spending is occurring as a consequence of higher
wages, or as a consequence of necessary personal debt.
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Many of these problems can be categorized as the “broken window
fallacy”. If a window is broken, and costs money to repair, this
increases economic metrics like GDP and employment numbers, but
still adds nothing to the nation’s prosperity. In fact, a broken window
would effectively lower the nation’s prosperity, because the money,
resources, and labor, required to fix it, can no longer be allocated to
things that could have provided a net benefit to society. And this
problem is true of all economism metrics. For example, capitalism
uses profits to measure the success of businesses, but profits do not
reveal whether a business is actually providing a net value to society,
nor whether they are fulfiling consumer needs in the most
hospitable, efficient, ethical, or sustainable way possible. In fact, if
high profits are a sign of anything, they are usually a sign that a
business has successfully managed to steal as much wealth as
possible from the rest of society.

There is also other important information that economism metrics
don’t reveal, and which is rarely discussed in political and economic
discourse. Economism metrics reveal nothing about the state of a
nation, such as the quality of its infrastructure, national debt, and
national deficit. Economism metrics don’t directly reveal the state of
scientific and technological progress within a country, and whether
sufficient resources are being allocated to maximizing innovation in
the areas which will best benefit society, such as healthcare and
automation. Economism metrics can also only increase with endless
consumption, which is impossible to sustain in a world of finite
resources, and which currently exacerbates environmental pollution
and destruction. Economism metrics not only reveal nothing of value
about the economy or society, but reveal less than nothing because
they imply falsehoods and distract from more meaningful metrics.

Economism metrics are also used to create fallacious arguments
related to work. It is common for capitalists to boast about wages
while completely ignoring real wages. The term “wages” simply refers
to how much a person is regularly paid, and usually refers to an
hourly rate. These wages can more accurately be described as
“nominal wages”. Conversely, “real wages” are the same as nominal

133



wages except adjusted for inflation. Wage increases count for nothing
if the prices of goods and services, and particularly essential goods
and services, increase at the same rate or a higher rate. In reality,
real wages have stagnated or declined for the lower classes in most
developed countries during the past 50-70 years, which is the
opposite of what should have occurred with exponential increases in
productivity. Despite this, capitalists intentionally and predominantly
use nominal wages rather than real wages to avoid revealing how
broken capitalism truly is.

High employment numbers are also regularly flaunted in economic
discourse, while no consideration is given to more important metrics
like compensation extraction, wage theft, workplace conditions,
worker dignity, production quotas, job security, paid vacation, paid
medical leave, paid parental leave, paid bereavement leave, pension
contributions, work hours, required overtime, unpaid overtime, zero
hour contracts, job satisfaction, worker protections,
underemployment, and overemployment. Employment numbers can
also be misleading because high employment numbers often include
students, retirees, and those with disabilities, who are forced to work
because of financial desperation caused by capitalism. Employment
numbers also don’t account for “bullshit jobs”, which not only provide
no value to society, but also reduce the genuine value that can be
created because of this wasted allocation of human capital.
Employment numbers can also increase due to businesses hiring two
or more part-time workers instead of one full-time worker in order to
avoid providing benefits. Employment numbers also include gig
economy workers, many of whom don’t earn a minimum wage, most
of whom lack the benefits and security of a traditional job, and all of
whom have to spend money on operational expenses, like fuel, and
capital expenses, like buying, maintaining, and improving assets.

Employment numbers when cited in isolation count for effectively
nothing. This is further evidenced by the fact that 100% employment
could be achieved in a society that legalized slavery, which is not far
removed from the wage slavery that exists in society today. In fact
high employment numbers have never had any value because they
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are only relevant under capitalism. First, under socialism everyone
would receive a UBI, and everyone would also have more
discretionary income and purchasing power, meaning people would
spend more money, which would guarantee high demand for
workers, and consequently high employment numbers. Second, and
more importantly, employment numbers under socialism would not
need to be high to ensure everyone could fulfill their basic needs,
since this would be guaranteed via a UBI and public infrastructures
and services, and the fact that there would always be enough
workers to perform all essential labor, since most people want to
afford for themselves a higher quality of life than the bare minimum.
Third, under socialism people would only work as much as they
wanted, rather than out of necessity, which is far more important
than forcing as many people to work as possible.

This prioritization of economism metrics has also been complemented
by well-known capitalist expressions, the most influential of which
tend to rely upon capitalism’s requirement for perpetual growth.
Such expressions include “the economy is not a zero-sum game”,
“the economic pie is always increasing”, and “a rising tide lifts all
boats”. The only thing these expressions demonstrate is the
shallowness of capitalist propaganda. First, these arguments are
made redundant by the fact that everyone would already have
substantially more wealth if everyone received a UBI, and if workers
and consumers were not exploited. Second, the wealth generated
under capitalism is pitiful compared to what could be created in a
socialist world, particularly considering unnecessary jobs would be
eradicated and innovation would be maximized.

Third, it is disingenuous and manipulative to say that capitalism is
not a zero-sum game. Just as there is a limited amount of existing
wealth in the world at any given time, there is also a limited amount
of wealth that can be created within any given period of time.
Capitalism may not be a zero-sum game in the sense that new
wealth is always being created, but it is still a zero-sum game in
terms of how much preexisting wealth and newly created wealth
exists at any given moment. In any given period of time, the ruling
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class getting richer will always mean that there is less to go around
for the lower classes. This is so astoundingly obvious that its
surprising capitalists ever used the creation of new wealth to justify
extreme income and wealth inequality. This capitalist argument is
made particularly disgusting considering most preexisting wealth and
newly created wealth exists as a consequence of the most
reprehensible forms of exploitation imaginable, particularly in
underdeveloped countries.

Fourth, none of this even addresses the problem that this world has
finite resources, and resource depletion is already a serious problem
facing the world. Relying upon endless growth as a means of lifting
everyone out of poverty is not only inefficient, but pure fantasy.
Economies should never have been trying to solve poverty purely
through creating new wealth, particularly considering it was always
inevitable that capitalism would produce this wealth through abusive,
destructive, and unsustainable methods. If preexisting wealth has
been grossly unfairly distributed, and newly created wealth continues
to be grossly unfairly distributed, then the solution is obviously not to
simply continue creating new wealth. The solution was always to
create a system in which preexisting wealth and newly created
wealth is distributed fairly. Even a young child could understand this,
and yet even capitalist “academics” continue to fail to grasp such
basic and obvious concepts.

An additional problem with all of this propaganda is that even when
economism arguments are used as evidence to support positive
changes in society, capitalists always refuse to place these positive
changes into context. For example, a capitalist may point out that a
multibillion dollar corporation has increased their workers hourly
wages from $10 to $11 in a single year, which is a massive 10%
increase, and far higher than annual inflation. However, this is of
little significance if their wages should be $40 per hour if wages had
kept up with inflation over the past 50 years, and if they were fairly
compensated for their labor. If a person’s income should be even
higher because of a UBI, then the capitalist’'s argument becomes
even more ludicrous. Despite this, capitalists continue to ignore such
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important contexts. Incremental improvements are praised and
repeated ad nauseam, while larger systemic abuses and problems
are ignored entirely.

Another problem with economism propaganda is that it is extremely
difficult to debunk. A capitalist can appear like an authority when
using economism arguments, because these are often concise,
technical, and intuitive sounding. Conversely, the arguments required
to debunk capitalist propaganda take far longer, as supported by
Brandolini’'s law. For example, a news reporter, politician, or
billionaire, can use GDP to imply the strength of the economy within
a few sentences, but it may take a respondent hundreds of sentences
of detailed information and academic language to explain why this
metric is effectively meaningless, and to describe with accuracy the
complex means by which everyone should actually judge an economy
and society.

Conclusion

Capitalism is fundamentally incapable of creating strong economies.
In the long-term capitalism will always result in economic collapse,
because capitalist economies require endless growth in a world of
finite resources. In the short-term capitalism will always result in
economic downturns that harm and destroy businesses and lives, and
periods of economic stability that don’t come anywhere close to
fulfilling the needs of everyone in society, which is the entire purpose
of an economy. Capitalists have been able to maintain the illusion
that capitalism is essential for creating strong economies primarily by
perpetuating economism metrics and related expressions that clearly
only exist to inevitably maximize the wealth of the ruling class.
Socialist and communist economies by contrast would produce the
most stable economies possible, and would ensure that the quality of
life of everyone in society was as high as possible and improved as
rapidly as possible.
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“Capitalism is the most
truthful economic system”

Capitalists regularly claim that their system can be defended using
logical arguments and evidence, and contrast their system with the
supposedly socialist and communist economies of the past that could
only be maintained through indoctrination carried out by
authoritarian governments. This is why many modern capitalists
reference reeducation camps, the Gulags, and the George Orwell
novel Nineteen Eighty-Four, when criticizing present-day socialists
and communists. Ironically it is in fact capitalism that has to
indoctrinate populations in order to survive. If any government
treated humans and animals the same way capitalist businesses and
industries do, was responsible for destroying the lives of all future
generations via existential threats, and all so that its politicians could
syphon off as many billions of dollars as capitalists currently do, it
would be universally regarded as one of the most evil and corrupt
tyrannical dictatorships in all of human history. The only reason this
isn’t universally recognized regarding capitalism is due to decades of
indoctrination, which has included the use of propaganda that has
been responsible for stigmatizing socialism and communism.

By manufacturing consent, the capitalist ruling class has managed to
rely upon soft power rather than hard power to retain and increase
their wealth and power. This shouldn’t be surprising, since the ruling
class has been indoctrinating the masses throughout human history
as a way of protecting themselves. Probably the most extreme
example of this would be the rulers of the past who declared
themselves gods, or special individuals chosen by gods. Such
extreme forms of propaganda have predominantly disappeared as
the masses have become more critically minded and scientifically
literate. Despite this progress, most societies are still not critically
minded or educated enough to refute all forms of propaganda, which
is why most people alive today still live under the oppression of the
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ruling class. However, as is the case with successful instances of
indoctrination, most people alive today don’t even realize they are
being oppressed. Instead they praise the ruling class for successfully
acquiring their wealth and power, and ardently defend the very
economic system that has enabled this. This incredible level of
indoctrination has been achieved through a variety of propaganda
techniques predominantly propagated by capitalists.

Newspeak
One of the most dominant ways capitalists have been able to

inoculate the public against criticisms of capitalism has been through
Newspeak, which informally speaking describes any language that
possesses an intentionally restricted and ever depleting vocabulary.
Newspeak can consequently be wunderstood as a form of
obscurantism when done intentionally, which is the practice of
deliberately restricting access to information, or deliberately
presenting information in an incomplete, imprecise, or confusing
manner, in order to limit further inquiry and understanding. Evidence
of capitalist Newspeak includes the fact that words like “profits” and
“GDP” are well-known household terms, and yet far fewer people are
aware of, or know the correct definitions of, terms and expressions
used to criticize capitalism. These include egalitarianism, public
property, personal property, capital flight, human capital flight, brain
drain, externalities, capacity utilization, just-in-time supply chains,
regulatory capture, self-regulation, surplus value extraction,
technological surplus, fictitious capital, economism, the broken
window fallacy, rent-seeking, rentier economies, progressive passive
income, greedflation, shrinkflation, skimpflation, algorithmic pricing,
insurance death spiral, inelastic demand, use value, exchange value,
commodification, conspicuous leisure, conspicuous consumption,
invidious consumption, Veblen goods, planned obsolescence,
perceived obsolescence, right to repair, patent trolls, evergreening,
material conditions, social conditions, gentrification, third places,
hostile architecture, criminogenic, school-to-prison pipeline, working
poor, wage theft, wage slavery, precarious work, bullshit jobs,
crunch culture, job lock, underemployment, emotional labor, invisible
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labor, technological unemployment, welfare trap, ghetto tax, false
economy, boots theory, cycle of poverty, poverty trap, development
trap, food insecurity, structural violence, social murder, deaths of
despair, shit life syndrome, situational depression, status anxiety,
alienation, the underclass, reserve army of labor, class conflict, class
consciousness, false consciousness, class traitor, dictatorship of the
proletariat, shock doctrine, disaster capitalism, demand-side
economics, corporatocracy, corporate welfare, late-stage capitalism,
internal colonialism, neocolonialism, unequal exchange, natural
monopoly, debt trap diplomacy, structural adjustment programs,
economic hit men, puppet regimes, conflict minerals, base and
superstructure, psychopolitics, manufacturing consent, cultural
hegemony, capitalist realism, doublethink, attitude inoculation,
phobia indoctrination, gaslighting, obscurantism, Newspeak,
doublespeak, recuperation, humane washing, greenwashing, red
washing, pinkwashing, rainbow capitalism, captive audience
meetings, perseverance porn, poverty porn, conscious capitalism, the
appeal to wealth fallacy, and system justification bias, to name the
most pertinent examples. It is little surprise that George Orwell, who
coined the term Newspeak, supported democratic socialism.

Capitalist Newspeak has also directly limited people’s understanding
of socialism. Most people are unaware that the word socialism is an
umbrella term encompassing a wide variety of diverse economic
systems. For example, state socialism, market socialism, and
democratic socialism, are extremely different systems, and yet very
few people are aware of these terms or their definitions. Even those
who are aware of democratic socialism, which is the most widely
known form of socialism, commonly deride it for supposedly being no
different than the authoritarian “socialist” and “communist” regimes
of the past. And of course most people are also unaware of the terms
used to describe and define different types of socialism, such as
worker cooperatives, consumer cooperatives, social ownership,
collective ownership, public ownership, economic planning,
centralized planning, and decentralized planning. Consequently, most
people have no understanding of socialism, its various forms, or its
constituent components. Incidentally, capitalism conversely cannot
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be defended by arguing that it is an umbrella term, since any
economic system that prioritizes privatization, free markets, and
profits, will always be fundamentally broken.

Another noteworthy consequence of capitalist Newspeak has been
society’s conceptualization of profits. Very few people, including
capitalists, understand what profits actually represent. This is why
capitalists regularly ridicule socialists for being against profits, since
profits are necessary for businesses to sustain themselves and
expand their operations. The problem is that the term profits
predominantly refers to stolen wealth, which would be common
knowledge if all the terms describing all forms of theft under
capitalism were also common knowledge. So when socialists criticize
profits, they are not naive to the fact that businesses need to
generate a surplus to survive and prosper, but are instead
condemning the practice of stealing wealth, which they argue is
unavoidable under capitalism for all the reasons discussed in this
manifesto. However, because most people are economically illiterate,
socialists ironically end up being perceived as the most economically
illiterate people in society, when in fact socialism is rightly recognized
as the best system by those who are the most economically literate.

Doublespeak
Another way capitalists have inoculated the public against criticisms

of their system has been doublespeak, which is another term coined
by George Orwell. Unlike Newspeak, which reduces the words and
expressions available to people, doublespeak involves using words
and expressions to obscure, distort, dilute, invert, or disguise,
people’s perception of reality, and also commonly involves modifying
the definitions of words and expressions to achieve this goal. For this
reason doublespeak can also be understood as a form of
obscurantism when this occurs intentionally. Doublespeak has
occurred in two notable ways with regards to capitalism. The first is
that all of capitalism’s negative consequences are attributed to
scapegoats. These most often include scapegoats that are
unavoidable consequences of capitalism, such as crony capitalism, or
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scapegoats that cannot be blamed for capitalisms problems, such as
government interference. Even when capitalists do acknowledge
capitalism’s problems, they advocate for particular forms of
capitalism, such as ‘“stakeholder -capitalism”, or “conscious
capitalism”, which nonetheless still prioritize privatization, free
markets, and profits.

The second is that all of socialism’s positive consequences are
attributed to capitalism. More specifically, the most successful
countries in the world are social democracies, in which both capitalist
and socialist organizations and systems play a role. In reality, it is
the socialist elements of developed countries that are responsible for
the relatively high quality of life of their citizens, as will become
increasingly clear. Despite this, these countries are nearly always
described as capitalist, while most people remain unaware of the
term social democracy or its definition. And this problem has been
further exacerbated by the use of terms like “public goods” and
“state-run initiatives” to describe public infrastructures and services,
instead of terms that could have drawn attention to their socialist
nature. So doublespeak has not only enabled capitalism to avoid
taking responsibility for its negative consequences, but has also
enabled capitalism to effectively take credit for socialism’s positive
consequences.

Capitalist doublespeak has manifested in its most extreme form in
the manipulation of left-wing economic concepts, due to it having
effectively inverted their meaning. A very serious example is the
conflating of socialism with fascism, even though socialism is a left-
wing ideology and fascism is a far-right ideology. This is a serious
example because fascism was the most dangerous ideology of the
20" century, and is very likely the most dangerous ideology of the
21% century, and if people are unable to identify it, then fascists are
all the more likely to succeed. Another example is the socialist
expression “dictatorship of the proletariat”, which has always
referred to a society in which all political and economic organizations
and systems are controlled by everyone in society, rather than the
ruling class. Under capitalism the meaning of this expression has
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been inverted to mean a literal dictatorship, with all the sinister
implications this word implies. Another example is the word
anarchism, which is most commonly perceived as the advocacy of
chaos, but is merely the advocacy of the eradication of unjustified
hierarchies, which is ideal for achieving long-term stability.

However, perhaps the most extreme example of inversion is the
modern interpretation of the word communism. This is because it has
now come to be synonymous with authoritarian states, even though
the literal definition of communism is the eradication of the state.
Additionally, almost all communists today are anarcho-communists,
who advocate for the immediate eradication of the state without any
transitionary stages. This lack of awareness has resulted in some
bizarre outcomes. First, many lower class advocates of capitalism
profess a hatred for communism, even though they would far more
likely be communists than capitalists if they were economically
literate. This is not only because capitalism oppresses the lower
classes, but because most people who hate communism also hate
state overreach and oppression, and there is no group of individuals
that hates state overreach and oppression more than communists,
which is why they advocate for the complete abolition of the state.

Second, communism is used to describe countries like China and
North Korea, even though such countries are ruled by authoritarian
states, have strong class divisions, have gross wealth inequality, use
centralized economic planning, and involve effectively no social
ownership of the means of production, meaning they are the
opposite of communism. Third, communism is now seen as an
authoritarian system that requires the indoctrination of the masses,
even though communists are among the least indoctrinated people in
society due to being economically literate. Conversely, supporters of
capitalism are among the most indoctrinated and economically
illiterate people in society, and have become so obedient that they
are even willing to defend the ruling class and mindlessly obey their
workplace superiors without resistance. Fourth, communism is seen
as a system that would reduce or eradicate everyone’s freedom,
even though communism is capable of maximizing people’s freedom
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better than most other systems. Conversely, capitalism is a system
that obviously severely limits people’s freedom.

Because of doublespeak, and particularly its power to invert the
meaning of words and expressions, terms like socialism,
communism, Marxism, and anarchism, have effectively lost all
meaning, and have just become vague placeholders for anything
capitalists and right-wingers view negatively. Ironically, most of the
things capitalists don't like about these alternative economic systems
are actually properties of capitalism, such as poverty, inflation,
worker exploitation, reduced freedom, undemocratic institutions, the
ruling class, and the systemic theft of people’s wealth. This
indoctrination has become so extreme that even those who advocate
for social democracy are commonly derided as “commies”. This
manipulation of language is nothing new however. In 1950’'s
America, racists and homophobes regularly condemned race mixing
and homosexuality by arguing that they were forms of communism.

The power of capitalist doublespeak however is perhaps best
illustrated in its inversion of the deepity expression “pick yourself up
by your bootstraps”, which is commonly used by capitalist’s to cruelly
condemn those who find themselves in dire financial circumstances
through no fault of their own. This is such a remarkable example
because, unlike most other forms of doublespeak, the inversion is
overtly self-evident. It is physically impossible for a person to “pick
themselves up by their bootstraps”, meaning that it cannot function
as a workable analogy. This is because the original expression was
designed to describe absurdly impossible actions, and was most
commonly used to describe how difficult it can be for people to lift
themselves out of dire economic circumstances. This saying was
therefore designed to mock those who failed to understand this. The
expression was then recuperated over time to mean its opposite,
giving critics of capitalism one less expression to succinctly explain
its problems, and giving supporters one more expression to defend it.
This should have been impossible because of how overtly
contradictory the expression is, and yet the fact that this occurred is
testament to the power of doublespeak.
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Sometimes however it's not possible to change the meaning of
existing terms, and so alternative or new terms are used in their
place. When describing those who publically rally against capitalism,
words like “crowds” and “protestors” are often replaced with words
like “mobs”, “radicals”, “agitators”, and even “terrorists”. This
obviously portrays protestors as being inherently violent, or being
unjustified in their actions. Worse still, this can also provide law
enforcement with the optics necessary to better justify physical
violence and crackdowns, and even preemptive attacks. When this
occurs, unnecessary forms of police violence are described as
“maintaining order” or “keeping the peace”. Another serious example
of word substitution is the use of the term %“developing” when
describing poor countries, and the term “developed” when describing
wealthy countries, even though in most contexts it would be more
accurate and helpful to describe the former as “exploited” or
“imperialized” countries, and to describe the latter as “exploiter” or
“imperialist” countries. Another serious example is the term “non-
profit”, which implies charity, but in many countries is often merely
another name for tax avoidance.

Some of the most serious examples of word replacement have
occurred with regards to the military. This can also be attributed to
capitalism, since the military has largely been used for imperialist
endeavors in recent history. The word “defense” is often used when
the word “military” would be more applicable, since this reframes
imperialist military actions as essential forms of preemptive self-
defense. The term “collateral damage” is often used even when
“civilian casualties” would be more applicable, since this sanitized
language makes avoidable military actions and mistakes easier to
justify. This sanitization is also why the United States government
refers to their torture program as “enhanced interrogation”, which is
made worse by the fact that most people tortured under this
program have been innocent civilians. Expressions like “humanitarian
intervention” are also often used when it would be more appropriate
to use an expression like “a morally unjustifiable and internationally
condemned military operation pursued by an imperialist nation for
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the benefit of the ruling class”. And as should be expected under
capitalism, replacing words and expressions in order to downplay and
justify imperialist military endeavors has been practiced by the media
just as much as by governments and militaries.

Capitalist doublespeak however isn't always as extreme as the
examples provided thus far, and is often just used to subtly distort
the way society perceives reality. For example, healthy activities that
are engaged in for rest and relaxation are commonly described by
capitalists as forms of laziness and childishness instead. Adults who
play computer games are commonly ridiculed for this activity, and
told that they should grow up, and spend more time being productive
and contributing to society, which is often just another way of telling
these adults to spend more time and energy making money for their
employers and the ruling class. It also rarely occurs to these
capitalists that automation will make all humans technologically
unemployable within the next few decades, meaning that at some
point in the future all adults will spend nearly all of their waking
hours engaging in such "“lazy” and “childish” recreational pursuits.
Another example is the practice of higher-ups describing themselves
and their workforce as “family”, and their exploited employees as
“partners”. This latter example is particularly egregious when applied
to employees who are intentionally hired as contractors so that the
company can avoid providing legally mandated benefits.

Recuperation

When modifying the meaning of words that are critical of capitalism,
doublespeak can also be understood as a form of recuperation, which
is the process by which politically critical or radical ideas and images
are co-opted, defused, repurposed, commodified, and reincorporated
back into media and society. Consequently, recuperation can also
apply to things far outside of language. One example of this is
recycling symbols, which no longer serve their original function of
informing customers. Most recycling symbols count for nothing
because the products they are applied to are incapable of being
recycled, and this often occurs even when recyclable alternatives
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already exist but are not used because this would be less profitable.
Alternatively products may be recyclable but may never be recycled
due to a country or the world not yet possessing the necessary
equipment or infrastructure. Incidentally this often occurs because
governments are underfunded due to capitalism or because they are
controlled by capitalist politicians. Industries have adopted these
meaningless recycling symbols so that they can placate activists, and
push this recycling responsibility onto consumers, rather than use
their profits to provide or fund convenient recycling services, or fund
research into more environmentally friendly products, or make their
products more robust.

Climate change could also be understood as a victim of recuperation
under capitalism. Climate change was originally perceived as a
problem that the fossil fuel industry was predominantly responsible
for addressing, since they have always had the profits, knowledge,
resources, etc. necessary to offset their externalities, including
greenhouse gas emissions. The fossil fuel industry recuperated this
idea by persuading the public that it was predominantly their
responsibility to address climate change through lifestyle changes,
while taking no remedial efforts themselves. This is one of the main
reasons why consumers have been told so repeatedly in recent
history to be aware of their carbon footprint. It was always the
responsibility of businesses to reduce, capture, or offset their
emissions, rather than shirking responsibility onto consumers, and
running the obvious and high risk that these emissions would not be
offset. This is particularly devious since businesses know most
consumers don't have the means to reduce their emissions. For
example, most consumers don’t have the discretionary income and
purchasing power necessary to offset their emissions, nor do they
have access to public transportation that is good enough for them to
forgo private transportation. Consumer responsibility is important,
but this idea was never created in addition to corporate
responsibility, but as a replacement for it.

Another example of recuperation is the board game Monopoly, which
was originally called “The Landlord’s Game”, and originally desighed
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by its creator, Lizzie Magie, to warn people about the dangers of
wealth and power consolidation that are inevitable under capitalism.
However, even though for decades Monopoly has been a perfect
method for teaching tens of millions of people this invaluable lesson,
under capitalism this has unsurprisingly never occurred. Instead it
has been recuperated into just another board game, and if anything,
a board game in which wealth and power consolidation is idealized as
the best way to achieve success.

The modern entertainment industry also engages in recuperation.
One example is rap music, which during its rise predominantly drew
attention to issues caused by capitalism, such as crime and poverty,
but has increasingly become obsessed with the extravagant wealth
and lifestyles that are idealized under capitalism. Another example is
the trend of anti-capitalist groups and protestors in movies and TV
shows being portrayed most commonly as radical and dangerous,
while the heroes of these stories are idealized for defending the
status quo or advocating for slow incremental change, even as
capitalism continues to be responsible for killing millions of adults
and children every year, for brutalizing animals on an industrial
scale, for irreversibly destroying the planet, and for exacerbating a
range of increasingly dangerous existential threats. However, this
problem isn’t unidirectional, as capitalists also use recuperation when
interpreting entertainment media. A modern-day example of this is
the Netflix series Squid Game, which is an overtly anti-capitalist
show, and which was further confirmed as such by its creator.
Despite this, many capitalists have argued it is not anti-capitalist,
while others have even argued it is anti-socialist or anti-communist.
Whether these commentaries were the consequence of intentional
grifting or a severe lack of critical thinking skills, the end result is the
same, which is recuperation that further perpetuates capitalism.

Arguably the most significant examples of recuperation in recent
history have been the co-opting of left-wing figures, such as George
Carlin and Martin Luther King Jr., who were against the right, the
ruling class, and capitalism. Despite this, such figures are being
reframed by capitalists as people that would have stood by them in
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their criticisms of modern left-wingers and Marxists. Martin Luther
King Jr. in particular has been defanged as a left-wing radical, even
though he staunchly condemned incrementalism and those who
weren’t willing to do what was necessary for achieving radical
change. This is disgustingly offensive, since during their lives, radical
figures like Martin Luther King Jr. were victims of ongoing slander,
harassment, physical violence, wrongful imprisonment, death
threats, and murder, because of their radical beliefs. For capitalists to
deny such individuals of their radicalism is to downplay and cover up
the incredible sacrifices they made, and the incredible progress they
were only able to achieve, as a consequence of their radicalism. In
fact the very capitalists who hate and overtly condemn radicals today
would have been at the forefront of hating and overtly condemning
radicals like Martin Luther King Jr. in the past for the same reason.
And this trend of recuperating radical individuals holds equally true
for many morally justifiable radical movements throughout history,
whether political, economic, social, or cultural in nature.

Extremism

Another powerful tactic used to make socialism and communism
appear unviable is to straw man them in order to make them seem
like extremist ideologies. This could also be described as a form of
phobia indoctrination, since not only are people led to believe that
socialism and communism are illogical, but that they are dangerous
systems to be feared. This tactic is to be expected under capitalism
since exaggerating reasonable ideas to the point of absurdity has
always been a common propaganda technique. There are many
examples of this. Democratic socialism and communism are often
conflated with complete government control, even though they both
advocate for the democratization of all political institutions, as well as
for increased decentralization in the case of democratic socialism,
and total decentralization in the case of communism. Capitalists
always attempt to defame socialists and communists by claiming
they are against property rights and owning personal belongings,
even though they both fully support personal property rights, and
condemn capitalism for reducing people’s ability to purchase personal
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property because of problems like privatization and people’s limited
discretionary income and purchasing power. Capitalists argue that
socialism and communism always lead to abject poverty, despite the
fact that they are the best systems for ensuring economic stability
and the fulfillment of everyone’s essential needs at all times.

Capitalists call socialists and communists delusional for wanting
“free” services, even though “free” in this context has always just
been an abbreviation of “free at the point of service”, and even
though free services can be paid for with the world’s resources and
technological surplus. Political candidates who promise to provide
“free” things, and particularly welfare, are also condemned for
attempting to bribe the public, even though this is ludicrous for the
same reason. This issue alone perfectly demonstrates the
shallowness and irrationality of capitalist propaganda. Sentiments
like, “the world doesn’t owe you anything”, “there’s no such thing as
a free lunch”, “the problem with socialism is that you eventually run
out of other peoples’ money”, “you don’t have a right to someone
else’s labor”, and “Marxists don’t love the poor, they just hate the
rich”, are evidently some of the most uncritically minded and
economically illiterate sentiments in modern political and economic
discourse. The idea that the world’s resources and technological
surplus belong to everyone, and that these could be used to pay
others to perform essential labor, was true and overtly self-evident
even thousands of years ago. The fact that so many supporters of
capitalism still do not understand this, even after all this time,
demonstrates how effective the capitalist system has been at keeping
people uncritically minded and economically illiterate.

Socialism and communism are also stigmatized as systems in which
the government taxes everyone to the point of destitution or
bankruptcy, even though socialism and communism would increase
everyone’s discretionary income and purchasing power, and would
end economic downturns, which commonly cause bankruptcy.
Socialism and communism are also condemned as authoritarian,
even though by definition and in practice they are the most
democratic and anti-authoritarian systems in existence. Socialists
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and communists are condemned as naive for thinking their systems
would create a utopia, even though they never claim this. Socialists
and communists are also derided for believing themselves to be
perfect incorruptible leaders, even though it is their recognition of
human fallibility and corruptibility that is the very reason why they
advocate for democratization. This criticism is particularly ironic
given that capitalists commonly advocate for “conscious capitalism”,
which naively assumes higher-ups can be persuaded to behave
ethically despite maintaining capitalist incentive structures, and
which consequently expects and requires humans to behave more
perfectly than what socialists or communists have ever expected or
required.

Perhaps one of the most common extremist ideas perpetuated by
capitalist propaganda is that socialism and communism demand
equal outcomes for everyone in society. Even Karl Marx was against
equality of outcome, and his foundational communist principle “From
each according to their abilities, to each according to their needs”
proved this from the very beginning. If everyone in society has
different needs, then equality of outcome becomes impossible. If a
worker is stressed and physically weary from performing undesirable,
difficult, but essential labor, then what that worker will need, in
terms of compensation, to achieve the same wellbeing and quality of
life as someone who performs a much cushier job, will consequently
be very different. Under socialism and communism, such essential
workers would be well compensated. Under capitalism, such essential
workers are often the lowest paid workers in society. The eradication
of classes has also never necessitated equal outcomes, since the
Marxist definition of classes refers broadly to the ruling class and the
worker class, which are defined by their power differential, and not
their wealth differential. Some forms of communism advocate for
equal outcomes regardless of hard work and contributions, but these
are extremely niche ideologies that are rejected by the overwhelming
majority of socialists and communists. The real reason equality of
outcome has become such a disproportionately pervasive idea is due
to influential capitalists attempting to present socialism and
communism as being more extreme than they actually are.
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It is even possible for millionaires to exist under most forms of
socialism and communism. If a person works from age 20 to age 70,
earning an average of $200,000 a year, most socialists and
communists would not consider this unreasonable compensation for
someone who performs an invaluable but difficult job. This person
would earn $10 million over their 50 year career, and would be able
to save a sizable percentage of this under socialism and communism
because of the low prices of goods and services. Consequently,
countless people would be millionaires even well before the end of
their careers under socialism and communism. The expression
“millionaires and billionaires” has always been an informal expression
used by socialists and communists to condemn those with unjustified
wealth, and has obviously never meant to be taken as a literal attack
against every person with assets worth over exactly $1 million. This
misinterpretation is also true of the term “the rich”. Socialists and
communists are not against people being rich, but instead merely
use the term “the rich” as a shorthand way of describing wealthy
individuals that do not deserve their wealth. Additionally, there is a
huge difference between someone being a millionaire as they near
retirement, after spending their entire life performing valuable but
difficult labor, and someone unjustifiably acquiring the same wealth
by their twenties or thirties.

Conclusion

Capitalism cannot be described as a truthful system, because it can
only perpetuate itself by indoctrinating populations. If most people in
society knew the truth, capitalism and the ruling class would have
been overthrown long ago. To protect themselves the capitalist ruling
class has spent decades inoculating the masses against criticisms of
capitalism using a variety of indoctrination techniques, and
particularly Newspeak, doublespeak, obscurantism, recuperation,
strawmanning, and phobia indoctrination. This indoctrination has
very successfully persuaded the masses to embrace the very system
that exploits them, and to reject the very systems that would
empower them and maximize their quality of life.
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“Capitalism predominantly has
problems because of the poor”

One of the nastiest forms of capitalist propaganda has been the
scornful stigmatization of those most exploited by the system. The
most common form of this condemnation has been the explicit
argument that they simply lack maturity and moral integrity. There
are numerous ways this has manifested. When workers argue that
they are underpaid, this is never blamed on employers exploiting
their workers, but on workers not working hard enough to give their
employers a reason to increase their compensation. When welfare
recipients ask for increased assistance in order to escape poverty,
this is never blamed on landlords and businesses exploitatively taking
advantage of this guaranteed income, but on welfare recipients being
too self-entitled. When those in poverty criticize the obscene wealth
of the superrich, this is never blamed on the obvious brokenness of
capitalism, but on critics possessing a victim mentality. As this
manifesto has proven thus far, the irrationality of these arguments is
staggering.

Capitalists who argue that hard work is necessary for developing
maturity and integrity also fail to understand that their system forces
people to struggle far beyond what would ever be necessary for
cultivating such traits. They disregard how brutally exhausting and
miserable life is for most people in the world under capitalism,
particularly for those who have to watch their loved ones needlessly
suffer or die. More to the point, the amount that people struggle
under capitalism is completely counterproductive. The stress that
capitalism causes people is responsible for a host of mental health
problems, and for robbing people of the time and energy necessary
for becoming the best version of themselves. A well-balanced life can
already provide more than enough challenges to produce an ideally
mature individual, such as challenges related to work, finances,
relationships, raising children, physical health, mental wellbeing, and
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self-actualization. People have never needed to struggle to feed their
family, or worry about being made homeless, or be terrified of dying
from inadequate access to healthcare, in order to develop virtuous
traits. And if this wasn’t bad enough, capitalism rewards people for
ruthlessly exploiting people, animals, and the planet, meaning it is in
fact an atrocious system for cultivating maturity and integrity.

However, perhaps the most grotesque part of this capitalist
argument is that it can only ever apply to healthy adults who are
capable of working. A significant percentage of people living in
poverty are children, single parents, the elderly, unpaid caretakers
who look after loved ones, and people with physical and mental
health problems and disabilities. Such individuals either can’t work or
shouldn’t have to work to escape poverty, so responding to the
problem of poverty by arguing that hard work cultivates maturity and
integrity is genuinely disgusting, since if poverty exists under
capitalism it will always unavoidably affect such individuals. Worse
still, this problem is especially true for children. When parents,
grandparents, teachers, and other guardians, unnecessarily struggle
under capitalism, they cannot give children the quality time, physical
energy, mental concentration, emotional availability, and physical
resources, that children need and deserve. Far from helping children
build character or develop any positive traits, such circumstances
prevent children from having their physical, intellectual, and
emotional needs fulfilled, and in many cases can lead to behavioral
problems and long-term mental health problems. It is ridiculous to
propose that struggling under capitalism has value when this
struggling is so severe that it obviously prevents most children in the
world from having their most basic needs fulfilled regardless of how
hard the adults in their life struggle to provide for them. This
capitalist interpretation of the hard work that is necessary for
surviving under capitalism demonstrates how sadistically perverse
capitalist propaganda has become.

An additional problem that has emerged as a consequence of this
propaganda has been the unhealthy idolization and fetishization of
work. While hard work is noble and essential in every economic
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system, this belief has mutated to the point that the traditional 5
day, 9 to 5 workweek is considered normal and necessary.
Technology advanced more than enough decades ago to allow many
people to never work, and for everyone else to work less than the
standard workweek. Not only has this possibility been robbed from
the lower classes, but many businesses go even further and expect
employees to work overtime, including unpaid overtime, as standard
practice. Despite this, capitalist indoctrination has become so severe
that even those that work themselves to ill-health, or those that can
barely afford to spend time with their loved ones, ardently defend
this system. The rise of hustle culture, which embodies and promotes
this unhealthy prioritization of hard work at the expense of all else, is
a perfect example of how manufacturing consent can become so
deeply ingrained that it can give rise to perverse and even
masochistic ideologies that perpetuate and fortify the system, rather
than challenge it.

This grotesque idolization and fetishization of hard work has even
reached a point where people are unwilling to accept government
assistance, because they view “government handouts” as
demeaning. A willingness to work hard is undeniably noble, but an
unwillingness to claim one’s birthright to the world’s resources and
technological surplus, and a willingness to have these stolen by the
ruling class, is extremely far from noble. If anything it is a sign of
stunted maturity, low self-worth, and a perverse and masochistic
obsession with hard work. This unhealthy mindset should surprise no
one, since the poor are constantly told by the ruling class, and their
indoctrinated peers, to stop complaining, to get their life in order,
and to start working harder. It is important to understand here that
exploiting and abusing people, then telling them that they should be
grateful for what they have, that they should stop blaming their
abusers, and that they should take responsibility for their suffering,
is @ common form of psychological manipulation used in abusive
relationships. So this form of propaganda can also be understood as
a form of psychological abuse.
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This condemnation of capitalism’s victims is also mirrored by a
perverse veneration of the very people responsible for their
exploitation. For example, it is often argued that the higher-ups of
corporations are responsible for providing some of the best jobs that
currently exist in underdeveloped countries. The disproportionate
amount of wealth these corporations extract is then justified by this
argument. This is a disturbing and manipulative argument. Many jobs
in underdeveloped countries that are high up in the supply chains of
multinational corporations often provide higher wages and safer
working conditions than the majority of other forms of work available
in these countries, but they are still unnecessarily exploitative. The
corporations that exploit them have more than enough profits and
bargaining power to ensure living wages and humane working
conditions for these workers, but they choose to increase their profits
instead. To exploit people who are already living in poverty is one
thing, but to justify this abuse using such manipulative reasoning is a
special type of evil. If reductio ad absurdum is applied by taking this
line of reasoning to its logical extreme, then it would also be
permissible to adopt and sexually abuse a child, as long as that child
experienced less sexual abuse than they would otherwise have
experienced had they remained in their previous circumstances. The
outrageous callousness and gross irrationality of this line of
reasoning perfectly illustrates the genuine evilness of capitalist
propaganda and propagandists.

The capitalist ruling class is also venerated for their “generous” and
“altruistic” endeavors whenever they help the poor, but there are
numerous problems with this. First, practically all of their wealth is
acquired through systems of exploitation that are responsible for
causing or perpetuating most poverty in the world in the first place.
Second, the wealth they give away is always a fraction of the wealth
they have stolen. Third, this wealth is often given to charities solely
or primarily for tax reduction purposes. Fourth, the rich often donate
their wealth to charities that benefit themselves, their family, and
their friends. This often includes charities that invest money in
companies these individuals are invested in, or charities that hire
these individuals with unreasonably high salaries, and with the
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opportunity to organize or partake in extremely expensive and
luxurious fundraising events. Fifth, this wealth is sometimes even
given in the form of loans, meaning interest can be earned on these
loans. Sixth, this wealth is often donated to improve their public
image, including being given to charities that may have rightfully
criticized them but are subsequently unable to do so for fear of losing
such desperately needed donations.

Praising the rich, while condemning the poor for struggling or
complaining, and encouraging the downtrodden to fight among
themselves in a state of perpetual desperation, exhaustion, and
anxiety, is entirely by design. Capitalism guarantees that societies
will always end up with billionaire media tycoons, paying millionaire
news commentators, to tell the lower classes that their problems can
be entirely blamed on themselves and each other. Worse still,
wealthy corporate news commentators are also particularly partial to
pretending through their presentation and rhetoric that they are
friends and allies of the working class, and just common people like
everyone else, rather than wealthy members of the ruling class who
knowingly use their influence to enrich themselves and further
worsen the lives of the lower classes. Former Fox News host and
right-wing propagandist Tucker Carlson is a perfect example of this.
The reality is that the exploitation suffered by the lower classes has
meant that they have always had substantially more in common with
each other than with the ruling class, but this propaganda has always
prevented them from recognizing this.

This capitalist propaganda technique is particularly malicious when it
is used to stigmatize and condemn marginalized or disempowered
groups, such as immigrants, ethnic minorities, the homeless, welfare
recipients, young adults, and LGBT+ individuals. Ironically, but
unsurprisingly, socialists are also blamed for society’s ills, even
though they are a marginalized and underpowered group in nearly all
countries, and even though socialist infrastructures and services are
responsible for the higher quality of life experienced in developed
countries. Capitalists also often blame shoplifters for economic
problems, even though most shoplifters are in poverty, most
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shoplifters steal either essential goods or non-essential goods which
they use to afford essential goods, and shoplifting in developed
countries accounts for less than 0.47% on average of the total
revenue of businesses, which is obviously not anywhere close to
being the main determinant of whether a business will fail under
capitalism in most instances. Worse still is when this propaganda is
used to endlessly attack people and demographics for insignificant or
manufactured cultural issues, and for the purpose of distracting from
the far greater problems and suffering caused by capitalism. It is
only through this type of scapegoating that the ruling class has been
able to prevent the working class from developing class
consciousness and engaging critically with socialist ideas.

Conclusion

Blaming capitalism’s problems on the very people exploited by the
system has been one of capitalism’s nastiest propaganda tactics.
Capitalism’s problems can obviously not be blamed on the poor, and
especially not on a supposed lack of maturity and moral integrity.
And rather than cultivating virtuous traits, the extent to which people
have to struggle under capitalism is extremely harmful, and this is
especially true for vulnerable demographics, and particularly children.
And if this wasn’t bad enough, the capitalist ruling class do
everything they can to persuade society to venerate and idealize
them, even as they exploit people, animals, and the planet, and
encourage the lower classes to blamed themselves and attack each
other. It is surprising this tactic has not been perceived as more
suspect than it actually is, since the primary source of this
propaganda has always been members of the ruling class, and
especially millionaire news commentators. Regardless, this type of
propaganda and psychological abuse has nonetheless successfully
enabled the ruling class to maximize their wealth and power without
having to resort to threats and violence that would quickly result in
them being overthrown.
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“Capitalist countries are
superior to socialist countries”

It is commonly believed that countries that embrace capitalism are
superior to those that embrace socialism. The problem with this
argument is that, depending on one’s interpretation of socialism,
there are literally only 2 to 4 socialist countries in the entire world.
Aside from these countries and a few other exceptions, every country
is a social democracy, and most of these strongly embrace
capitalism. These countries have all embraced socialism to different
extents, but by studying and comparing them it quickly becomes
apparent that those that have embraced socialism to the greatest
extent are also the countries that provide the highest quality of life.
These socialist ideas have manifested in the form of socialist policies,
socialist programs, and socialist organizations and systems. Each of
these 3 socialist approaches will be assessed in turn. The end of this
section will also address Venezuela, and other countries commonly
derided as socialist.

Socialist policies
The countries with the highest quality of life have always been those

that have instituted socialist policies. These include those that
support robust public infrastructures, worker’s rights, strong
regulations, nationalization of essential industries, generous welfare
programs, well-funded public services, and high taxes, particularly on
the rich. In certain Nordic countries, even banks and
telecommunication companies are nationalized. Among other
successes, these more socialist countries are also known for having
happier citizens, lower poverty rates, lower wealth inequality, lower
crime rates, more leisure time, more personal freedom, greater
economic mobility, more political freedom, stronger democracies,
less corrupt governments, and an overall higher quality of life.
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There are many holistic and high-quality studies that reveal the high
correlation between countries with these types of socialist policies,
and countries with the highest quality of life. Listed below are the
results from the largest and most commonly cited studies that are
used to rank countries with regards to quality of life. A small number
of these studies focus more on politics than economics, but these
particular studies have been included because they cover issues
which are heavily influenced by economic factors.

The top 15 countries from each study are reported, and in
descending order starting with the highest rated. Worth observing
are the repeated appearances of the 5 Nordic countries, which
include Finland, Iceland, and the three Scandinavian countries,
Norway, Sweden and Denmark. Other countries with strong socialist
policies that regularly appear on these lists include Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Canada, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.

To provide contrast, these lists will also include America, since it is
effectively the most pro-capitalist anti-socialist country among
developed countries in terms of policies and ideology, as well as
being one of the wealthiest countries in the world. Some argue that
America’s high immigration rates prove that capitalism provides
people with a high quality of life, but this is completely irrelevant
within the wider context of the following studies. In fact immigration
to America is high predominantly because most immigrants come
from substantially poorer nearby countries, and because America’s
size provides immense variety in terms of locations, climates,
cultures, etc. It is with this information in mind that the following 44
studies can be properly contextualized.

e According to the Human Development Index, the top rated
countries are Switzerland, Norway, Iceland, Hong Kong, Denmark,
Sweden, Ireland, Germany, Singapore, the Netherlands, Australia,
Liechtenstein, Belgium, Finland, and the United Kingdom. America is
ranked 20",
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e According to the inequality-adjusted Human Development Index,
the top rated countries are Iceland, Norway, Denmark, Switzerland,
Ireland, Finland, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Germany, Sweden,
Belgium, the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and the Austria.
America is ranked 27,

e According to the Where-to-be-born Index, the top rated countries
are Canada, Australia, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Singapore, New
Zealand, the Netherlands, Switzerland, Hong Kong, Finland, Ireland,
Austria, Taiwan, and Belgium. America is ranked 16,

e According to the World Happiness Report, the top rated countries
are Finland, Denmark, Iceland, Sweden, Israel, the Netherlands,
Norway, Luxembourg, Switzerland, Australia, New Zealand, Costa
Rica, Kuwait, Austria, and Canada. America is ranked 23™.

e According to the Mental State of the World Report, the top rated
countries are the Dominican Republic, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Panama,
Malaysia, Nigeria, Venezuela, El Salvador, Costa Rica, Uruguay, Italy,
Puerto Rico, Honduras, Armenia, and Trinidad and Tobago. America
is ranked 29",

e According to the Global Retirement Index, the top rated countries
are Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Ireland, Australia, New Zealand,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Denmark, the Czech Republic,
Germany, Finland, Sweden, Austria, and Canada. America is ranked
18",

e According to the Better Life Index, the top rated countries are
Norway, Australia, Iceland, Canada, Denmark, Switzerland, Finland,
the Netherlands, Sweden, America, Luxembourg, New Zealand,
Belgium, the United Kingdom, and Germany. America is ranked 10t
here.

e According to the Legatum Prosperity Index, the top rated countries
are Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Finland, Switzerland, the
Netherlands, Luxembourg, Iceland, Germany, New Zealand, Ireland,
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the United Kingdom, Canada, Austria, and Australia. America is
ranked 19,

e According to the Global Social Mobility Index, the top rated
countries are Denmark, Norway, Finland, Sweden, Iceland, the
Netherlands, Switzerland, Belgium, Austria, Luxembourg, Germany,
France, Slovenia, Canada, and Japan. America is ranked 27,

e According to the Social Progress Index, the top rated countries are
Norway, Denmark, Finland, New Zealand, Sweden, Switzerland,
Canada, Australia, Iceland, the Netherlands, Germany, Ireland,
Japan, Luxembourg, and Austria. America is ranked 28,

e According to the Global Multidimensional Poverty Index, which
replaces the Human Poverty Index, the top rated countries are
Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands, Finland, Denmark, Germany,
Switzerland, Canada, Luxembourg, Austria, France, Japan, Australia,
Belgium, and Spain. America is ranked 17",

e According to the Poverty Gap Index, the top rated countries are
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Macedonia,
Ukraine, Thailand, Uruguay, Moldova, Montenegro, Belarus, Latvia,
Lithuania, Azerbaijan, and the Maldives. America is ranked 93m,

e According to the OECD, the countries with the lowest poverty rate
in the world are Iceland, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
Hungary, France, the Netherlands, Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Switzerland, Ireland, Sweden, Belgium, and Austria. America is
ranked 35,

e According to the World Bank, the countries with the lowest
percentage of the population living on less than $5.50 a day are
Switzerland, Belgium, Cyprus, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland,
Malta, Slovenia, Norway, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands,
Denmark, Luxembourg, and Ireland. America is ranked 26,



e According to the World Bank, the countries with the lowest
percentage of the population living on less than $3.20 a day are
Switzerland, Cyprus, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Slovenia, the Czech
Republic, Belarus, Lebanon, Azerbaijan, Poland, Belgium, France,
Malta, and Norway. America is ranked 43™.

e According to the World Bank, the countries with the lowest
percentage of the population living on less than $1.90 a day are
Switzerland, Cyprus, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Slovenia, the Czech
Republic, Belarus, Lebanon, Azerbaijan, Poland, Belgium, France,
Malta, and the Netherlands. America is ranked 65%.

e According to UNICEF, the countries with the lowest percentage of
children below the age of 15 living in a food insecure home are
Japan, Sweden, South Korea, Croatia, Germany, Switzerland,
Norway, France, Luxembourg, Israel, Australia, Finland, Iceland,
Denmark, and the Netherlands. America is ranked 36,

e According to UNICEF, the countries with the lowest percentage of
children below the age of 17 living in a home with an income lower
than 60% of the country’s median average are Denmark, Iceland,
Norway, Finland, South Korea, Cyprus, the Netherlands, the Czech
Republic, Slovenia, Switzerland, Sweden, Germany, Australia,
France, and Japan. America is ranked 35,

e According to the Raising a Family index, the best countries to raise
a family are Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Luxembourg,
Denmark, Germany, Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, the
Netherlands, Portugal, France, Australia, and Slovenia. America is
ranked 34,

e According to the OECD, the countries with the most generous paid
parental leave are Bulgaria, Greece, the United Kingdom, Slovakia,
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Ireland, Hungary, Italy, Estonia,
Luxembourg, Poland, Australia, Chile, and Denmark. America is
ranked 41°%,
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e According to the OECD, the countries with the most generous paid
vacation leave are Austria, Portugal, Spain, France, Italy, Belgium,
Germany, New Zealand, Ireland, the United Kingdom, Australia,
Norway, Greece, Denmark, Finland, and Sweden. America is ranked
21,

e According to the OECD, the countries with the lowest ratio of
minimum wage to average wage are Colombia, New Zealand, France,
Costa Rica, Chile, Slovenia, Australia, the United Kingdom, Israel,
Poland, Romania, Portugal, Lithuania, Luxembourg, and Germany.
America is ranked 31°,

e According to the OECD, the countries where workers work the
fewest number of hours every year are Germany, Denmark, the
United Kingdom, Norway, the Netherlands, Austria, France, Sweden,
Luxembourg, Iceland, Belgium, Switzerland, Slovenia, Finland, and
Italy. America is ranked 34,

e According to the OECD, the countries that provide the lowest
number of work hours necessary to escape poverty are Turkey,
Japan, the United Kingdom, Belgium, France, Luxembourg, Greece,
Ireland, the Netherlands, Australia, Hungary, Italy, South Korea,
Romania, and Denmark. America is ranked 27™.

e According to the OECD, the countries with the highest employment
rate are Australia, the Netherlands, Iceland, Switzerland, New
Zealand, Japan, Norway, Germany, Sweden, Denmark, the United
Kingdom, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Canada, and Hungary.
America is ranked 28,

e According to the CIA’s Gini Index, the countries with the least
amount of wealth inequality are Slovenia, Hungary, Denmark, the
Czech Republic, Sweden, the Netherlands, Slovakia, Belgium,
Montenegro, Austria, Belarus, Finland, Norway, Albania, and
Germany. America is ranked 117,
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e According to the United Nations R/P 20% Wealth Inequality Index,
which measures the ratio of the average wealth of the richest 20% to
the poorest 20%, the countries with the least amount of wealth
inequality are Azerbaijan, Ukraine, Iceland, the Czech Republic,
Slovenia, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Finland,
Denmark, Algeria, Timor-Leste, Norway, and Slovakia. America is
ranked 111,

e According to the OECD, the countries with the highest rates of
home ownership are Romania, Croatia, Slovakia, Lithuania, Hungary,
Bulgaria, Poland, Latvia, Malta, Estonia, Spain, the Czech Republic,
Slovenia, Iceland, and Norway. America is ranked 28",

e According to the Global Finance Safety Index, which measures
personal security in the context of financial and natural disasters, the
top rated countries are Iceland, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar,
Singapore, Finland, Mongolia, Norway, Denmark, Canada, New
Zealand, Australia, Bahrain, Cyprus, Switzerland, and Austria.
America is ranked 71°,

e According to the Fragile States Index, which measures how
vulnerable countries are to conflict or collapse, the top rated
countries are Norway, Iceland, Finland, New Zealand, Switzerland,
Denmark, Canada, Ireland, Luxembourg, Sweden, the Netherlands,
Australia, Austria, Germany, and Singapore. America is ranked 39",

e According to the Global Peace Index, the top rated countries are
Iceland, Denmark, Ireland, New Zealand, Austria, Singapore,
Portugal, Slovenia, Japan, Switzerland, Canada, the Czech Repubilic,
Finland, Croatia, and Germany. America is ranked 131°%,

e According to the United Nations, the countries with the lowest
percentage of intentional homicides are Monaco, Andorra, San
Marino, Liechtenstein, Japan, Singapore, Luxembourg, Hong Kong,
Indonesia, Qatar, Oman, Norway, Brunei, Switzerland, and Bahrain.
America is ranked 113",
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e According to the Global Organized Crime Index, the countries with
the greatest resilience to organized crime are Finland, Liechtenstein,
New Zealand, Denmark, Iceland, Australia, Norway, the United
Kingdom, Estonia, Andorra, Uruguay, Singapore, Germany, South
Korea, and Luxembourg. America is ranked 28,

e According to the Cato Institute’s Human Freedom Index, the
countries which provide the greatest amount of personal freedom are
New Zealand, Switzerland, Hong Kong, Australia, Canada, the
Netherlands, Denmark, Ireland, the United Kingdom, Finland,
Norway, Taiwan, Germany, Estonia, and Luxembourg. America is
ranked 17,

e According to the Cato Institute’s Personal Freedom Index, the
countries which provide the greatest amount of personal freedom are
New Zealand, the Netherlands, Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland,
Luxembourg, Austria, Germany, Switzerland, Australia, Canada,
Iceland, Taiwan, and Portugal. America is ranked 28,

e According to the State of the World Liberty Index, the countries
which provide the greatest degree of economic and personal freedom
are New Zealand, Switzerland, Ireland, Australia, Canada, the
Netherlands, Finland, Norway, Luxembourg, Sweden, Denmark,
Estonia, Taiwan, Chile, and the United Kingdom. America is ranked
20",

e According to the Freedom in the World Index, which measures
degrees of civil liberties and political rights, the top rated countries
are Finland, Norway, Sweden, New Zealand, Canada, the
Netherlands, Uruguay, Australia, Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Belgium, Japan, Portugal, and Switzerland. America is ranked 61°.

e According to the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index, which
measures how much countries adhere to the rule of law, the top
rated countries are Denmark, Norway, Finland, Sweden, the
Netherlands, Germany, New Zealand, Luxembourg, Estonia, Ireland,
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Austria, Canada, Australia, Belgium, and the United Kingdom.
America is ranked 26",

e According to the Democracy Index, the top rated countries are
Norway, New Zealand, Iceland, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, Ireland,
Switzerland, the Netherlands, Taiwan, Luxembourg, Germany,
Canada, Uruguay, and Australia. America is ranked 29,

e According to the Democracy Matrix, the top rated countries are
Denmark, Norway, Finland, Sweden, Germany, Switzerland, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Belgium, Costa Rica, Spain, Luxembourg,
Australia, Estonia, and Iceland. America is ranked 36.

e According to the Corruption Perceptions Index, the countries with
the least corrupt governments are New Zealand, Denmark,
Singapore, Sweden, Switzerland, Finland, the Netherlands, Canada,
Iceland, Australia, Norway, Luxembourg, Hong Kong, Ireland, and
Germany. America is ranked 19",

e According to the Environmental Performance Index, the top rated
countries are Denmark, the United Kingdom, Finland, Malta, Sweden,
Luxembourg, Slovenia, Austria, Switzerland, Iceland, the
Netherlands, France, Germany, Estonia, and Latvia. America is
ranked 43",

e According to the Happy Planet Index, which measures how
ecologically efficient a country is at supporting its population, the top
rated countries are Costa Rica, Vanuatu, Colombia, Switzerland,
Ecuador, Panama, Jamaica, Guatemala, Honduras, Uruguay, New
Zealand, the Philippines, El Salvador, the United Kingdom, and Peru.
America is ranked 122",

e According to the planetary pressures—adjusted Human
Development Index, which adjusts for ecological and environmental
factors, the top rated countries are the United Kingdom, Spain, Italy,
Germany, Denmark, Sweden, France, Switzerland, Japan, Portugal,
Greece, Chile, Slovenia, Austria, and Croatia. America is ranked 56.
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These are not cherry-picked studies, but a collection of the most
respected and comprehensive studies covering the most important
areas of society that are influenced by economics. Any criticisms of
these studies cannot come close to negating the broader trends
revealed by them. If capitalism is the best system, and socialism is
harmful, then America would appear at the top or near the top of
these studies on a consistent basis. What these studies show instead
is that the countries that embrace socialist policies to the greatest
extent are also the countries that offer the highest quality of life.

To make matters worse, America has even been on the decline in
recent years in many important areas. According to the 2020 Social
Progress Index, between 2011 and 2020 America joined Hungary and
Brazil as the only countries, out of the 163 countries assessed, whose
score decreased, and America’s score decreased by more than these
other 2 countries. Worse still, America has unquestionably sunk far
lower on many of these indices since the appalling handling of the
COVID-19 outbreak, and the concurrent recession, by the extremely
neoliberal Trump Administration and Republican Party, and the
predominantly neoliberal Democrat Party.

It is also important to keep in mind that despite being ranked so low
on these 44 indices, America has had numerous other advantages
over most of the other countries that appear on these lists in addition
to being one of the wealthiest countries in the world. America has
never been a victim of capitalist imperialism, but has instead been
one of the greatest perpetrators and beneficiaries of capitalist
imperialism over the past 100 years. The United States dollar is also
the world’s reserve currency, which has also afforded America
incredible advantages. America has also spent their way into more
national debt than any other country in the world, with their national
debt currently standing at over $30 trillion. America has been home
to far greater quantities of natural resources than most other
countries, and for most of the last 100 years has had greater
manufacturing capabilities than most other developed countries,
which has given them advantages related to economies of scale.
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Smaller nations by contrast have had to rely far more upon imports
to build up their infrastructures and develop their economies, which
is more expensive overall. With all of these advantages and more, it
would be expected that America would consistently appear at the top
of these indices, or at least near the top, if capitalism was in fact the
best economic system in the world. Instead the opposite is true.
America is always outranked by developed countries with equal per
capita wealth, is consistently outranked by developed countries with
far less per capita wealth, and in many important areas is outranked
even by many underdeveloped countries with substantially less per
capita wealth.

Some capitalists have tried and failed to argue that the countries that
provide a higher quality of life than America are predominantly able
to do so because they are more racially and culturally homogeneous.
Not only have race and culture got practically nothing to do with
economics, but all studies on the subject have shown these bizarre
explanations to be either entirely unsubstantiated or effectively
superfluous, with the studies confirming these claims concluding that
racial and cultural disunity reduces GDP by a few percentage points
at most. This focus on race and culture is merely propaganda used
by capitalists, and often racists, who refuse to acknowledge the
brokenness of the capitalist system.

The primary reason America ranks so low on these indices is because
of their embracing of capitalism over socialism at the policy level.
This is evidenced by the fact that the United States government
spends a lower percentage of its expenditure on social programs than
all other developed countries, and in terms of their per capita GDP
they also have the least generous welfare system in the developed
world. America also has appalling worker protections, which has been
exacerbated by the fact that a substantially lower percentage of
workers in America are protected by unions compared to other
developed countries. Currently only about 1 in 10 American workers
are covered by union contract, compared to 9 out of 10 in many
developed countries, and similarly high numbers in most other
developed countries. According to the International Trade Union
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Confederation’s Global Rights Index, American workers have their
rights violated to a greater extent than 68 other countries, with the
best rated countries being Austria, Denmark, Finland, Germany,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and
Uruguay.

The conclusions of these 44 indices also correspond strongly with low
income inequality, not just wealth inequality. The countries with the
lowest income inequality, after taxes, are Austria, Belgium, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Iceland,
Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Sweden, and Switzerland. In fact Norway and Finland,
which are widely considered to provide the highest quality of life of
anywhere in the world, have less income inequality than almost any
other country. In Norway and Finland the top 20% earn
approximately 4 times that of the bottom 20%, while the OECD
average is 10 times the difference. America by contrast has one of
the highest levels of income inequality, after taxes, among OECD
countries. In fact in terms of the countries where the smallest
percentage of income goes to the richest 1%, America is ranked
112" in the world.

The countries most often mentioned in these lists also correlate
strongly with high taxes. The countries with the highest income taxes
are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary,
Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Japan, Portugal,
Slovenia, and Sweden. The citizens of these countries have been
shown to be happy with this arrangement because these taxes are
responsible for the public infrastructures and services that afford
them their relatively high quality of life. This is obviously a superior
arrangement, because instead of citizens being forced to negotiate
individually with businesses that can easily exploit them,
governments can provide for citizens directly, or use their power to
negotiate fair deals with businesses on behalf of citizens. Under
socialism both governments and businesses would be optimally
democratic, meaning exploitation could be eradicated entirely.
However, the greatest irony is that not only can citizens receive a
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higher quality of life as a consequence of high taxes, but the high
cost of buying from businesses is often greater than the cost of high
taxes. For example, if healthcare costs in America, such as out-of-
pocket expenses and monthly premiums, are considered taxes, then
Americans immediately become some of the highest taxed citizens in
the world, and particularly the developed world.

The strong safety nets provided by developed countries also protect
against economic instability and financial insecurity. Citizens in
Australia, Canada, and the Nordic countries, suffered less during the
2008 Great Recession partially because of robust social safety nets.
Such government intervention also helped during the COVID-19
pandemic. Some European countries gave financial assistance to
workers and businesses to help them with costs during the lockdown,
but only gave these to businesses on the condition that they retain
their workers. This prevented the collapse of many small businesses
and the wider economy, effectively pausing the economy and placing
it in a good position to reopen once shutdowns were lifted. The
United States government took a similar approach, but offered far
less money to workers, far less money to smaller businesses, and
allocated their funds indirectly via privately owned banks, slowing
down the process considerably. Consequently, far more workers
suffered, and far more small businesses folded, compared to these
other countries.

Large governments are not only essential for providing the essential
public infrastructures and services that afford people a higher quality
of life, but are also correlated with decreased corruption. The 10
least corrupt national governments in the world take in almost two
thirds more in taxes than the 10 most corrupt national governments.
The 10 least corrupt national governments also spend approximately
twice as much money, as a percentage of GDP, as the 10 most
corrupt national governments. The belief that large governments are
unavoidably corrupt, or are a detriment to their people, is overtly
untrue propaganda. The problem has never been large governments,
but corruption and incompetence, which can easily be avoided via
highly educated populations, well-financed independent journalists,
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fitness-for-duty tests for political candidates, democratically initiated
spontaneous elections, optimally democratic voting systems, strong
anticorruption measures, democratized economic institutions, and
the fulfillment of everyone’s basic needs.

The irony of America ranking so low on these indices is that most
American citizens already embrace socialist policies or the principles
underlying them.

e 82% believe financial inequality is a “moderately big” to a “very
big” problem.

e 76% believe corporations are too powerful.

e 59% believe corporations make “too much profit”.

e 60% believe corporations pay too little in taxes.

* 66% believe wealth should be distributed more evenly.

e 76% believe the wealthiest Americans should pay higher taxes.

e 87% believe it is critical to preserve Social Security, even if this
means taxing the rich more.

* 66% believe the federal minimum wage should be raised.

e 74% believe employers should offer paid parental and medical
leave.

e 78% believe in establishing a national fund that offers all workers
12 weeks of paid family and medical leave.

e 60% believe that Medicare should be expanded to provide health
insurance to every American.

e 63% believe four-year public college and university courses should
be tuition-free.

These statistics were published before the 2020 recession and
pandemic, so they are likely far higher now. In fact these statistics
would all be very close to 100% if the American education system
prioritized the economic literacy of its citizens. However, because of
decades of propaganda most American’s remain unaware that their
views align with socialism.
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Socialist programs
Under socialism everyone’s essential needs would be fulfilled because

of a UBI, well-funded public infrastructures and services, and
incredibly low living costs. However, if government programs did
need to exist, they would always be designed to be as inclusive as
possible, and would always prioritize those with the greatest needs
rather than those with the greatest amount of wealth. Under
capitalism most people are unable to meet their basic needs, and
many essential programs aren’t provided by the government.
However, even when they are provided they are usually massively
underfunded and restricted by means testing. The problems of a
program not existing or being underfunded are obvious, but means
testing also introduces a myriad of problems.

e Means testing always results in people falling through the net.
These people are usually the most disadvantaged in society, and this
often occurs at their point of greatest need.

e Means testing introduces the problem of determining who is
deserving of assistance, which is often extremely difficult because of
the many unknowable, unmeasurable, and complex variables that
constitute and affect people’s lives.

e Means testing always requires large administrative bureaucracies,
which entail additional paperwork, reduced efficiency, and high
financial costs.

e Means testing can force applicants to be burdened by unnecessarily
complicated bureaucratic processes. This can become a very time
consuming process, including phone calls to various departments and
filling out large amounts of overly complicated paperwork. All of this
can present a particular challenge for those with disabilities or those
in dire need of assistance, which are usually the very people these
programs are meant to help.
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e Means testing always involves extensive processing, meaning
applicants may have to live without assistance for prolonged periods
during the exact time they need this assistance the most.

e Means testing can often be highly invasive, which can be
demeaning and humiliating for applicants.

e Means-tested programs can be compromised with loopholes by
economically illiterate and fiscally conservative politicians that wish
them to fail. When they do fail, this is unfairly used as evidence of
their unviability.

e Means testing can take the wealth of a person’s parents into
account, potentially resulting in assistance being declined even if the
person’s parents are unwilling to provide assistance.

e Means-tested programs can be taken away from recipients at any
time, and sometimes with little or no advance notice. This can cause
recipients to live in a constant state of anxiety, and hinder their
ability to plan for the future.

e Means-tested programs can cultivate anger and animosity from
taxpayers who pay into the system but do not benefit from such
programs. This can further exacerbate social divisions, and is made
worse by the fact that this hostility is often directed towards the most
vulnerable people in society. Capitalist politicians can even be
incentivized to cut back on essential programs due to the pressure
they receive from these taxpayers.

So not only do people struggle to meet their basic needs under
capitalism, but even when they are lucky enough to have the
possibility of receiving government assistance, they usually have to
suffer from all the problems that come with means testing. And these
problems increase substantially whenever they are underfunded due
to problems like tax avoidance and evasion, as well as austerity
measures that are introduced in response to reduced government
funds during economic downturns, which are unavoidable under
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capitalism. So even though means testing should be used as a last
resort, under capitalism it is nearly always used wherever possible.
And none of this addresses the fact that most government assistance
is quickly nullified by inflation, which under capitalism is inevitable
since businesses and landlords can always be guaranteed to increase
their prices and rates whenever possible.

Socialist organizations and systems
Socialist organizations and systems have repeatedly been shown to

produce superior services and results compared to private
institutions. Most of the world’s best trained and best equipped
military forces are publically owned and controlled. The best prisons
in the world are publically funded, and have proven themselves to be
substantially more ethical and effective than for-profit private
prisons. Most publically run regulators avoid the problems that arise
when industries are allowed to regulate themselves. Many public
services around the world are of such high-quality that entrepreneurs
and businesses don’t even try to compete. For example, the fire
departments of most developed countries could never be competed
against because of how well funded and competently operated they
are. Two of the most essential services in society are education and
healthcare, and unsurprisingly the most successful versions of these
services are provided by socialist organizations and systems.
Education and healthcare will now be assessed in-depth to prove why
this is irrefutable.

Regarding education, Finland is widely recognized as having the best
education system in the world, as well as being the most socialist. All
schools operate according to a centrally mandated set of guidelines,
and school fees and for-profit education organizations and systems
are banned. Funding is allocated evenly on a per student basis, as
opposed to certain schools receiving disproportionate funding, such
as because they operate in wealthier neighborhoods. There is no
competition between schools and teachers, ensuring that every child
receives the same quality of education, and competition within
classrooms is replaced with collaborative environments which
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prioritize creativity and moral improvement. Teachers in Finland are
trained for a far longer period of time than in most other countries,
and once they enter the profession they are financially compensated
more generously than in most other countries. Finnish schools also
provide free meals to all children, and offer free access to
psychological counseling and guidance counseling.

The OECD’s PISA reports, which compare children in terms of
reading, mathematics, and science, and which are published once
every 3 years, have ranked Finland very highly globally in all three of
these categories since the year 2000. Their education system is
ranked even higher when their per capita wealth is taken into
account. Finland’s education system has even been able to achieve
an effective 100% literacy rate. Finland also provides free preschool
to all parents. The Finnish education model is a perfect example of
how sacrificing freedom, in the form of competition and private
funding, in exchange for cooperation and socialized funding, can
achieve better and more equal outcomes for society as a whole. This
is also because when the rich are forced to send their children to the
same schools as the poor, they can be guaranteed to support those
schools. This is true of all public organizations and systems that the
rich are forced to use.

Forcing people to choose between better choices or worse choices
has always been a terrible solution. Despite this, America has
adopted this approach with regards to their schools. Giving parents
this choice has resulted in millions of American children being forced
to attend very low-quality underfunded schools because of the
limited availability at better schools. Many American parents are also
unable to send their children to their preferred school because they
can't afford the additional travelling time and costs. America’s
underfunded schools suffer from a range of problems, such as
overcrowded classrooms, overworked teachers, outdated textbooks,
inadequate supplies, minimal facilities, poor internet access,
insufficient heating and air conditioning, and no healthcare
professionals or career advisors. Most public schools in America also
don’t provide free school meals, which has resulted in the absurd
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situation where over 1 million American children are currently unable
to afford their school meals. Even American children who do receive
school meals often only have access to low-quality junk food, partly
because of underfunding, and partly because of lobbying by
companies within the food industry.

These schools also usually suffer from zero tolerance environments
and policies as a reaction to the disruptive behaviors that children
are more likely to exhibit as a consequence of living in impoverished
areas and attending underfunded schools. Even children who are able
to attend better schools may still suffer in other ways. Parents that
are able to send their children to better schools may be unable to
afford the physical resources their children need, or be unable to pay
for the extracurricular activities offered by these schools. Some of
the better schools in America have also become overcrowded
because of this broken system. All of this has resulted in measurably
terrible results. Despite spending more per student than any other
country in the world, America currently ranks 14" in the world for
cognitive skills and educational attainment according to the Global
Education Index, and ranks 91% in the world for access to quality
basic education according to the Social Progress Index. America is
also ranked 13% for reading literacy, 18" for scientific literacy, and
37" for mathematics, according to the OECD’s PISA report. Trying to
address this problem by forcing parents to choose between schools is
like forcing some people to live in areas with air pollution and forcing
others to live in areas with no air pollution, as opposed to the
obvious solution of simply eradicating air pollution.

Finland is also joined by countries such as Norway, Sweden, and
Germany, which not only have some of the best higher education
institutions in the world, but also provide completely free higher
education. Other countries also provide high-quality higher education
but with minimal costs attached, such as France, where tuition is
$200 a year. In total there are 24 countries in the world which
provide free or effectively free higher education, with 3 of these
countries being in South America, and 3 being in Africa. Some
countries may have slightly better or more prestigious colleges and
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universities, but these institutions can not compensate for the
holistically better outcomes of countries that appear at the top of
league tables, including those which provide free higher education.
America for example has some of the best universities in the world,
but they also have worse overall education outcomes compared to
other developed countries, as well as the worst student debt problem
in the developed world.

The fact that the overall best lower and higher education outcomes
are achieved by socialist organizations and systems proves the
viability and superiority of socialism. However, even when such
socialist approaches are used, they can still be undermined by
capitalism due to underfunding. In countries where funding can be
moved away from public schools and towards private schools, this
situation can worsen considerably, particularly when the resulting
poor performance of these underfunded public schools is used by
capitalists as an excuse to further increase funding of private schools
at the expense of public schools, which is a common practice in
America. Private schools can also have the additional problem of
teaching unregulated or minimally regulated curriculums, meaning
they can also teach capitalist propaganda, which has been proven to
be true in many countries.

A further consequence of these capitalist problems is that teachers
commonly leave the profession, which not only wastes years of these
teachers time and energy, but reduces the number of highly
motivated and experienced teachers within the profession. Another
consequence is that teachers often only have the time, energy, and
resources, to train students to pass tests, rather than provide an
environment optimally designed for educating students and
maximizing their potential. As a consequence of these problems, and
very likely an intentional consequence, students are also conditioned
to obey and follow instructions, rather than become independently
minded and creative, which is highly conducive to achieving harmony
and conformity within the hierarchical and authoritarian structures of
capitalist businesses. So even though socialist education
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organizations and systems are superior, capitalist economies still
often manage to undermine them.

Healthcare has also proven itself to be one of the most prominent
examples of the superiority of socialism. Every developed country in
the world, aside from America, as well as many underdeveloped
countries, have adopted free universal healthcare for this reason, and
many other underdeveloped countries are making efforts to follow
suit. In fact this model has proven to be so successful that many of
these organizations and systems were introduced by conservative
governments. The degree to which these healthcare organizations
and systems are socialist varies from country to country, but there is
no question that the socialist components of these organizations and
systems are a central and vital reason for their success.

America is the best country to use as a comparison. This is not only
because it is the only developed country without free universal
healthcare, but also because they spend more on healthcare per
capita than any other country in the world, they spend more on
healthcare as a percentage of GDP than any other country in the
world, and they benefit tremendously from economies of scale. In
fact America spends approximately twice as much per capita on
healthcare as the average of the top 10 wealthiest countries, they
spend approximately 3 times as much per capita on healthcare as the
average of all other OECD countries, and they spend almost 70%
more per capita on healthcare than Switzerland, which is the second
highest spender. American households currently spend approximately
$5000 per capita on healthcare every year, which is substantially
more than the citizens of every other developed country even when
taxes are included.

Despite this incredible amount of investment, America is commonly
ranked as having one of the worst healthcare systems in the
developed world. This is particularly true in terms of efficiency,
equity, and outcomes, and especially true when compared to nations
of similar per capita GDP. In the 7 studies performed by the
Commonwealth Fund during the past 17 years, America has ranked
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last out of all 11 countries every single time. The other 10 countries
in these studies are Australia, Canada, the Netherlands, Germany,
Switzerland, France, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom. In one recent study they concluded that America fell short
in all 5 domains used to measure overall quality. A 2015 study
conducted by The Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation ranked
the American healthcare system 37™ in the world, with the highest
rated countries being Andorra, Iceland, Switzerland, Norway,
Sweden, Australia, Finland, Spain, the Netherlands, Luxembourg,
Japan, Italy, Ireland, Austria, and Belgium. A 2018 study funded by
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation ranked the American
healthcare system 29" in the world, with the highest rated countries
being Iceland, Norway, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Australia,
Finland, Switzerland, Sweden, Italy, Andorra, Ireland, Japan, Austria,
Canada, and Belgium. According to the 2020 Social Progress Index,
America is ranked 97" in the world in terms of access to quality
healthcare. None of these recent reports are much better than the
World Health Organization’s report in 2000, which ranked the
American healthcare system 37™ in the world, which placed it behind
San Marino, Andorra, Malta, Oman, Portugal, Greece, Luxembourg,
Colombia, Cyprus, Saudi Arabia, Israel, Chile, Dominica, and Costa
Rica.

None of these are cherry-picked studies, but the largest and most
comprehensive studies on healthcare in the world. There are other
problems that align with the findings of these studies. The American
system only has 2.6 practicing physicians for every 1000 residents,
which is less than any European country, and less than the OECD
average of 3.2. The American system has fewer hospital beds, on a
per capita basis, than 31 other developed countries. The rate of
unnecessary deaths caused by inadequate healthcare in America is
not only higher than all other comparable nations, but is also
improving at a slower rate than most other OECD countries. America
has higher medication errors, medical errors, and laboratory errors,
than all other comparable nations. America is one of the only
developed countries where profit-seeking pharmaceutical companies
advertise prescription drugs directly to consumers, as opposed to
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other countries which correctly leave recommendations and
prescriptions to medical experts. America is one of the only
developed countries in which medical professionals are paid
commission by pharmaceutical companies to prescribe their drugs.
America is the only developed country not to guarantee paid parental
leave, meaning many women are not even paid for the day they take
off work to give birth.

The percentage of people that suffer because of America’s healthcare
system is unprecedented among developed countries, as well as
many underdeveloped countries. This is mostly attributable to the
fact that most Americans are either uninsured or underinsured. Prior
to the COVID-19 pandemic, over 70 million American adults were
uninsured or underinsured, while an additional 20 million children
lacked access to essential healthcare. Even 25% of high income
earners in America do not currently receive adequate medical care
because of the financial costs. Those that do have health insurance
also have to pay out-of-pocket expenses that either don't exist, or
are substantially lower, in countries with free universal healthcare.
These expenses can even include “deductibles”, which are the costs
that American’s have to first pay before their insurance provider pays
anything. So even if an American is paying hundreds of dollars every
month for health insurance, they often still have to pay for the first
few hundred or thousand dollars of their healthcare treatment before
their insurance company pays out a single dollar. These out-of-
pocket expenses also often include “copayments” and “coinsurance”,
which are additional expenses insured Americans often have to pay
in addition to their periodic insurance payments and deductibles.

Americans consequently either don’t receive necessary treatments,
or have to pay exorbitant costs when they do. Even many American’s
with insurance don’t go to the doctor when they need to because of
these unnecessary costs. Currently over one third of Americans delay
or skip healthcare due to costs, which includes the one fifth of
diabetics who have to ration or skip their lifesaving medications. This
is one of the reasons why America has the highest percentage of
citizens with chronic diseases in the developed world, and also one of
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the highest rates of hospitalizations for preventable conditions in the
developed world. Many tests, treatments, and drugs, including those
which are lifesaving, also cost 10 times more in America than in
other countries, even when those drugs come from the same
suppliers. On the extreme end, American drugs can cost over 200
times as much. For example, the drug Truvada, which is an essential
drug taken by those with HIV, costs $8 in Australia, and $2000 in
America, even though its research and development was funded by
American taxpayers.

Americans currently have to pay for ambulance rides to hospitals,
which can cost upwards of $2000, and can cost an average of nearly
$1000 in certain states. To make matters worse, over two thirds of
ambulance providers don’t accept the health insurance of their
patients, meaning these patients have to pay out-of-pocket for these
ambulance rides even if they have insurance. Many Americans
consequently choose to take taxis and Uber rides to the hospital
instead of calling for an ambulance. It is unsurprisingly not unheard
of for those in need of medical care in public settings to plead with
bystanders to refrain from calling an ambulance because of the costs.
Emergency room visits also cost $4000 on average, even though
such visits are completely free in nearly all developed countries.

Expectant mothers in particular are outrageously exploited under
America’s healthcare system. Pregnant women often have to use
their sick days in order to give birth. A routine birth in hospital,
without severe complications, can cost over $5000 for families with
insurance, and can cost over $15,000 for families without insurance.
If complications arise, this can cost families hundreds of thousands of
dollars. Even after given birth, mothers often have to pay to hold
their baby, which is a cost many mothers cannot afford, or at least
not without getting into further debt, which obviously creates a
disgusting dilemma that no mother should ever have to face.

Every year approximately 40% of Americans receive a medical bill
they were either not expecting, or which was far higher than
expected. 137 million Americans, including many who are well
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insured or fully insured, struggle with medical debt. In fact medical
debt contributes to over 530,000 bankruptcies every year, and in
many cases is the primary or only reason for these bankruptcies.
These 530,000 bankruptcies account for two thirds of all personal
bankruptcies. America’s private insurance system is so broken that
medical debt and medical bankruptcy are problems even for fully
insured individuals. Medical debt, including very small amounts, can
also lower people’s credit scores, which has prevented millions of
American’s from being able to take out loans for essentials things like
cars and homes. Every year thousands of Americans are taken to
court for being unable to pay off their medical debts, and can even
be imprisoned if complications prevent them from appearing in court.
Many Americans refuse to seek medical help, and even knowingly
choose to die rather than pursue available treatments, because of a
desire to avoid being a financial burden to their loved ones. Many
prepubescent and adolescent children in America engage in
fundraising initiatives, such as selling painted seashells or homemade
cakes, to pay for their own healthcare, including surgical operations
and chemotherapy. Some American parents have even given up their
children for adoption due to being unable to afford their child’s
medical expenses.

Every year 68,000 Americans, including children, die unnecessarily
due to the inadequacy of their healthcare system, which is why they
have the highest rate of preventable deaths among comparable
developed countries. And this doesn’t even include the 338,000
adults and children who would have survived COVID-19 if only
America had free universal healthcare. America also has one of the
highest infant mortality rates among comparable developed
countries. America also has one of the highest maternal mortality
rates in the developed world, with the percentage of American
mothers dying in childbirth being up to 6 times higher than some
other developed countries. And all of these statistics, aside from the
COVID-19 statistic, represent the state of affairs prior to the 2020
recession and pandemic, the long-term effects of which have
worsened most of these problems. However, even before the
pandemic, the quality of America’s healthcare was still declining due
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to problems like increasing healthcare costs, increasing austerity
measures, and increasing hospital closures in poor areas.

These types of statistics and situations are unheard of in other
developed countries. For example, in every other developed country,
the number of people that go bankrupt from medical bills is zero, the
number of people that lack essential medical care because of
personal finances is zero, the number of children that engage in
fundraising in order to pay for essential healthcare is zero, and the
number of people that die due to a lack of health insurance is zero.
And none of this information includes the massive amounts of time
and energy American’s have to waste researching insurance
companies, comparing healthcare packages, filling out forms, making
phone calls, and engaging in lengthy battles with insurance
companies that refuse to pay up, which can include unnecessary and
invasive medical checkups and expensive legal proceedings. Nor does
this information address the millions of American workers who can't
leave their job because they receive their health insurance from their
employer. Nor does this information adequately convey the
helplessness and grief Americans experience from watching their
loved ones needlessly suffer and die.

To put all of this into an even broader context, evidence strongly
suggests that free healthcare was provided to people in prehistoric
societies. Archeologists have uncovered in ancient tribal settlements
many broken adult bones, including leg bones, that were fully
healed. For these bones to have fully healed would have required
these incapacitated individuals to be looked after for months after
receiving their injuries. Even more significantly, archeologists have
found the bones of old adults who were clearly severely physically
disabled from birth, meaning these individuals were looked after for
their entire lives all the way into old age. In other words, these
“primitive” societies cared for those who were sick and disabled
instead of leaving them to die, and yet this is not a basic right
afforded to people thousands of years later in one of the wealthiest
and most technologically advanced countries in human history.
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Even though citizens of developed countries are always shocked and
horrified to discover the reality of the American healthcare system,
many Americans continue to defend their system because of their
fear of socialism. This demographic is the only sizable group of
people in the developed world that do not support free universal
healthcare. And if all of this wasn’t bad enough, free universal
healthcare could actually save America anywhere up to $5.1 trillion
over 10 years compared to their current healthcare system. In fact
22 studies conducted during the past 3 decades have all estimated
that a free universal healthcare system would save America money
after just 1 decade of being introduced. However, the greatest
evidence that a socialist system would cost less is the obvious fact
that other developed countries have socialist healthcare systems that
are both less expensive and superior to America’s system. If
American politicians cannot work out how to duplicate the successes
of other nations, it is not because it is impossible, but because they
are too incompetent and corrupt.

Some Americans have defended their healthcare system by arguing
that it is the best in specific areas. This defense is irrelevant. First,
practically every healthcare system in the developed world is superior
in certain specific areas, either due to random chance or intentional
specialization. Second, America’s healthcare system is superior in
certain ways because it is less burdened as a consequence of
Americans delaying or foregoing treatment. Third, it doesn’t matter if
America’s healthcare system is superior in certain ways if Americans
end up suffering or dying because they are too poor to take
advantage of it. Fourth, this argument doesn’t come anywhere close
to diminishing the greater significance of the holistic studies and
statistics cited here. The American healthcare system is completely
broken, and those who are economically illiterate enough to defend it
are only proving that the American education system is also
completely broken.

Some capitalists have argued that the high cost of America’s
healthcare system can be justified by the enormous amount of
money their healthcare industry spends on research and
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development. This is nonsense. First, the obvious reason American
healthcare is so expensive is because capitalist businesses, including
those within all supply chains, always strive to exploit consumers as
much as they can get away with. Second, in recent years most
American healthcare companies have spent dozens of times more
money on stock buybacks and excessive compensation packages
than on research. In the case of the pharmaceutical industry, the
money they have spent on research has often been dedicated to
slightly modifying their existing drugs in order to retain their patents.
For example, between 2005 and 2015, 78% of all new drug patents
in America were for slightly modified variants of preexisting drugs.
Conversely, publically funded research provided the basis for the
creation of every single one of the 210 new drugs created in America
between 2010 and 2016. Unsurprisingly, many publically funded
drugs are also sold to pharmaceutical companies for effectively
nothing, and then sold back to the public at exorbitant prices. Third,
all research should always have been publically funded so that this
financial burden never needed to fall upon those most desperately in
need of treatment. The argument that research and development
costs justify the appallingly exploitative costs of healthcare in
America is just propaganda designed to hide capitalism’s flaws. In
fact the healthcare industry is currently one of America’s most
profitable industries.

Capitalism can also be blamed for the inadequacies of healthcare
systems in all other developed countries. For example, many of these
countries don’t adequately cover prescription drugs, eye care, dental
care, infertility treatment, mental healthcare, physical therapy, and
homecare. First, healthcare services would not lack funding under
socialism, because they would be paid for by the world’s resources
and technological surplus. Second, under capitalism healthcare
services also lack funding due to tax avoidance and evasion, and
because workers don’t receive fair compensation, meaning they pay
less income tax, and inevitably pay less consumption tax in countries
where this tax exists. Third, many of the providers of healthcare
goods and services are privately owned businesses, meaning
providing healthcare ends up costing governments far more than it
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otherwise should. In other words, if the healthcare systems of other
countries are lacking in any way, it is not because of socialism, but
because these countries and their healthcare systems are not
socialist enough.

One of the main reasons the American healthcare system performs
so poorly compared to other countries is that resources are allocated
based on personal wealth rather than need. Every country has
waiting lists and rationing, but the free universal healthcare systems
of all developed countries treat everyone equally, and prioritize those
most in need of care. In fact free universal healthcare is one of the
most definitive real-world examples of the Marxist maxim “to each
according to their needs”. It should be obvious that increased
competition within free markets was never going to be the secret
ingredient that solved America’s healthcare problems, particularly
considering free markets always culminate in monopolies and cartels.
America’s healthcare system is also proof that there is no point in
having the freedom to choose from many capitalist solutions if they
are substantially worse than a single socialist solution.

In summary, socialist organizations and systems have always been
ideal for providing goods and services, and especially those that are
essential. The idea that governments are too incompetent and
corrupt to outperform capitalist businesses and competitive free
markets is a lie peddled by capitalists, and reinforced and
compounded by incompetent and corrupt politicians themselves.
Socialist organizations and systems have always been ideal for
providing goods and services, but just like every organization in the
world, they need to be run by highly qualified and experienced
experts who are competent enough to hire and manage other highly
qualified and experienced experts. And fortunately this has always
been easy to ensure in all the ways previously described.

Economic freedom
Capitalists often argue that it is the countries with the greatest
amount of economic freedom that provide the highest quality of life,
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and that this explains the discrepancy between countries like America
and the other developed countries that provide a higher quality of
life. This argument is quickly disproven by the fact that China
provides less economic freedom than other developed countries, and
yet over the past 40 years has grown their economy and improved
the quality of life of their citizens faster than any other country in
human history. However, even if this one instance is ignored, it is
surprising this argument has become so ubiquitous because of how
easy it is to debunk.

First, this argument is not a defense of capitalism, because capitalism
is far from the only system that allows for economic freedom. Under
capitalism economic freedom is provided by the existence of
markets, which also exist under market socialism, and are replicated
for all intents and purposes under democratic socialism. In fact,
under democratic socialism economic freedom would be increased for
a number of reasons. A UBI would enable entrepreneurs to work on
business ventures indefinitely without needing an income from
employment, and instead of relying upon profit-seeking private banks
or risking their own wealth, entrepreneurs could instead rely upon
socialist government run banks, worker cooperatives, crowdfunding,
and crowdsourcing, for funds, resources, assistance, and
collaborators. Businesses would also be more likely to succeed, since
consumers would have greater discretionary income and purchasing
power. Higher education would also be free or heavily subsidized
under democratic socialism, further empowering citizens with the
knowledge and skills necessary to self-actualize and succeed in their
business ventures. Capitalism can never come close to achieving the
same degree of economic freedom as democratic socialism.

Second, it is a myth that economic freedom is primarily responsible
for affording citizens a higher quality of life. America has greater
economic freedom than most other countries, and yet Americans still
have a lower quality of life compared to a sizeable percentage of
other countries. The Cato Institute’s Economic Freedom Index ranks
America as the 6™ most economically free country in the world, with
the top rated countries being New Zealand, Hong Kong, Singapore,
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Switzerland, and Ireland. The Cato Institute is also a right wing
organization founded and funded by neoliberal billionaire Charles
Koch, meaning it has every reason to argue that America is not
economically free, in order to convince others that the American
economy needs more neoliberal economic freedom if it wants to
prosper. Instead, the Cato Institution acknowledges that America is
one of the most economically free countries in the world.

According to The Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom,
America is ranked 18™ in the world. This is lower than the Cato
Institute’s study, but the difference is negligible when assessed in
detail. Australia, which is ranked in 5™ place, has an index score of
80.9, while America has an index score of 75.7, which is only a 5.2
point difference. The top 4 countries are Hong Kong, Singapore, New
Zealand and Switzerland, while the Nordic countries do not even
make the top 10. Iceland has a score of 77, Denmark a score of
76.6, and Sweden a score of 76.3, while the Netherlands has a score
of 76.2, and Canada a score of 77.7. These minor differences
obviously cannot account for the significant differences in quality of
life between America and other developed countries. In fact Norway,
Germany, Finland, Austria, Japan, and France, all have lower scores
than America.

Further evidence that supports this conclusion is the World Bank’s
Ease of doing business Index. According to this index, America is
ranked the 6™ best country in the world. The top 5 countries are New
Zealand, Singapore, Hong Kong, Denmark, and South Korea. This
puts America ahead of other countries that regularly rank higher in
terms of quality of life, such as the 4 other Nordic countries, Finland,
Iceland, Norway, and Sweden, as well as Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
and Switzerland.

Another similar argument is that low corporate tax rates are
responsible for the higher quality of life provided by these social
democracies. As explained by demand-side economics, it is
discretionary income and purchasing power that contribute to a high
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quality of life, since it is these that allow people to purchase goods
and services, and create jobs that are necessary for high
discretionary income and a stable economy. High corporate tax rates
only reduce the quality of life of citizens when businesses use this as
an excuse to raise prices, which is not only rarely necessary, but is
also another problem that can be blamed on capitalism even when
this is necessary. First, under democratic socialism taxes could be
eradicated since governments could be funded by the world’s
resources and technological surplus. Second, prices would actually
decrease with socialist economic planning in accordance with ever
increasing technological productivity. Third, under capitalism
businesses are less likely to succeed and grow because consumers
will always have less discretionary income and purchasing power,
which can sometimes require businesses to increase their prices.

Because of these 3 reasons, low corporate tax rates are not only
unnecessary for businesses and economies to survive and prosper,
but they also inevitably result in underfunded public infrastructures
and services, and all for the benefit of the ruling class. Additionally,
the corporate tax rates within the Nordic countries, as a percentage
of GDP, have all slightly increased since the late 1980’s, and are little
different than the corporate tax rates in other successful developed
countries. Despite this, the quality of life of their citizens continues to
be the highest in the world. The discrepancy in quality of life between
America and other developed countries has nothing to do with low
corporate tax rates, and everything to do with the socialist ideas they
have implemented.

Another common argument is that the social democracies that
provide the highest quality of life are also home to many superrich
individuals, including billionaires, and hence supporting the superrich,
or creating circumstances which produce superrich individuals, must
therefore be responsible for this higher quality of life. This argument
conflates correlation with causation. First, all the valuable labor
performed by the superrich could be achieved without compensating
them so excessively. In fact they don’t even deserve their wealth for
all the reasons previously stated. Second, not all superrich
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individuals create or invest into businesses, let alone socially
beneficial businesses. Third, the wealth and income of the superrich
in these countries is generally far less than the superrich in America.
For example, of the 8 richest people in the world, 6 of them are
American, and these 6 billionaires currently own more wealth than
the poorest 150 million Americans. Other social democracies have
nowhere near this level of wealth consolidation, and yet still provide
a far higher quality of life. Fourth, economies would be more likely to
prosper if consumers had high discretionary income and purchasing
power, and budding entrepreneurs were empowered to pursue their
business and innovation ideas, both of which would obviously be far
more likely to occur under democratic socialism. Fifth, the higher
quality of life of citizens largely derives from well-funded public
infrastructures and services, which are more likely to be underfunded
when wealth is consolidated into the hands of the superrich.
Therefore, not only have the superrich, or the conditions which
produce superrich individuals, never been necessary for producing
the higher quality of life seen in many social democracies, but they
are actually detrimental to achieving this goal.

Socialist ideas have always been the primary reason for ensuring the
highest quality of life possible for everyone in society, rather than
economic freedom. The introduction of welfare, the formation of
regulators, the creation of workplace safety laws, the adoption of the
2-day weekend, the transition to the 9 to 5 workday, the creation of
many national holidays, the abolition of child labor, the instituting of
universal education, and the introduction of overtime pay, sick pay,
vacation leave, parental leave, retirement contributions, etc. all
occurred because the lower classes demanded the introduction of
these socialist ideas. They didn't occur because the lower classes
demanded more economic freedom, and they certainly didn’t occur
because of the kindness and generosity of the capitalist ruling class.
On the contrary, throughout history the ruling class never stopped
engaging in the worst forms of suppression, including assaulting and
murdering those who demanded such meager reforms. Instead these
changes occurred because of boycotts, mass strikes, peaceful
protests, violent protests, and other forms of civil disobedience,
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enacted by 19" and 20™ century labor movements pursuing the
socialist ideals of democratization, worker rights, and fair wealth
distribution. In fact capitalism and propaganda can also be blamed
for most people today being willing to accept the 9 to 5, 5 day
workweek, even though astronomical advancements in productivity
since this was introduced over 100 years ago have meant that
societies could have reduced the workweek substantially while
simultaneously increasing the discretionary income, purchasing
power, and quality of life, of the masses.

However, the greatest evidence that socialist ideas, rather than
economic freedom, are responsible for ensuring the highest quality of
life possible comes from the period following the Second World War,
which was defined by its socialist characteristics. After the Second
World War, Western countries experienced an unusually prosperous,
stable, and prolonged period of economic growth that lasted all the
way until the early 1970’s. In fact from 1951 till the end of this
period their economies were not devastated by even a single
recession. During this time wealth and income inequality were kept
low, and in some cases even decreased, and the benefits of this
economic expansion were distributed relatively evenly across all
social classes. Unemployment levels and inflation remained
consistently low, economic mobility increased, worker unions and
labor rights were the strongest in history, and taxes remained high,
particularly for the wealthiest in society. Unsurprisingly government
spending on infrastructure, as a percentage of GDP, increased
massively in most countries due to the necessity of rebuilding and
modernizing their infrastructures after the war, which also led to the
nationalization of many industries and increased regulation of the
private sector. Government spending on social programs, as a
percentage of GDP, also continued to increase during this time.
Ironically, this period of unprecedented growth was co-opted by
capitalists and referred to as The Golden Age of Capitalism, even
though it is clear this economic expansion occurred due to the
implementation of socialist ideas, ongoing technological progress,
and the existence of markets, which again are not unique to
capitalism. There were many capitalist policies during this time, but
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this period of history still remains one of the most socialist eras in
human history.

The end of this unusually prosperous era correlated with the
beginning of ever increasing neoliberalism around the world. In
America, these neoliberal supply-side economic policies came to be
known as Reaganomics. Since this time, taxes on the rich have been
lowered, the effective corporate tax rate has been lowered, welfare
has been stripped back, labor rights have been weakened, worker
unions have been undermined or decimated, worker compensation
has stagnated or declined, regulations have been cut, regulatory
capture has become more common, many public infrastructures and
services have been privatized, defense spending outside of wartime
has increased, imperialist exploitation of underdeveloped countries
has become more calculated and ruthless, and a host of other
neoliberal ideas and consequences have manifested. Even in cases
where welfare was maintained or increased, this welfare was
increasingly offset by capitalist problems like rent extraction, interest
extraction, price gouging, coerced consumption, and all the other
problems that erode people’s discretionary income and purchasing
power.

This also marked the point at which productivity and wages became
decoupled, and technological surplus extraction began in earnest.
Technological output skyrocketed from this point onwards, and yet
wages and quality of life increasingly stagnated or worsened in the
most important areas of life. And with these changes came all the
problems of capitalism, such as increasing financial insecurity,
unemployment, poverty, income inequality, wealth inequality,
monopolization, economic turbulence, corporate profits, deregulation,
incarceration rates, military expenditure, austerity, and all the other
life destroying and soul crushing problems described in this
manifesto. This period also saw a significant rise in manufacturing
consent and anti-intellectualism. All of these outcomes were
obviously inevitable, since capitalism always leads to increasing
wealth and power consolidation into the hands of sociopaths that are
guaranteed to use their influence and power to stigmatize and erode
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socialism and to move societies more towards capitalism and
neoliberalism.

Venezuela

Capitalists regularly cite Venezuela as an example of the inevitable
disastrous consequences of socialism. This is one of the more
egregious assertions made by capitalists due to how easy it is to
debunk. First, Venezuela is not a socialist country, but a social
democracy, just like every developed country in the world.
Approximately 70% of Venezuela’s economy is privately owned, and
less than 10% of their GDP comes from worker cooperatives. 29% of
Venezuela’s workers are employed by the public sector, compared to
approximately 13% in America, 20% in Canada, 21% in the United
Kingdom, 26% in Finland, 30% in Sweden, 30% in Denmark, and
32% in Norway.

Second, it is recognized globally that Venezuela has been the victim
of malicious outside interference. Sanctions, embargoes, and
blockades, have not only crippled key areas of Venezuela’s economy,
but in the case of embargoes on food shipments and medical
supplies, have revealed the sociopathic agenda of some of their
capitalist imperialist trading partners. America has been at the
forefront of these attacks, including taking actions which violate
international laws, and they have been condemned by the United
Nations and allied countries as a result. All of these attempts to
disrupt and destroy Venezuela’s economy began long before their
country experienced the economic turmoil that has come to be
referenced so often by capitalist propagandists.

The third reason for Venezuela’s problems is government corruption
and incompetence, although it must be understood that even these
problems would not have had such devastating outcomes if not for
their capitalist system and the malicious outside interference of other
imperialist countries. A sizable percentage of Venezuela’s wealth has
come from their oil reserves, which are some of the largest in the
world, and over the past few decades their government has used this
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wealth to build the country’s infrastructures and raise the quality of
life of its citizens. Unfortunately this was never done sustainably. For
example, their government refrained from creating more oil
production facilities, even though this would have boosted their
output, and they never utilized counter-cyclical fiscal policy, which is
effectively the practice of saving money during periods of economic
prosperity to protect against economic instability during downturns.
Venezuela also has a high trade deficit, meaning that instead of
money circulating within their economy, money has gradually moved
out of their economy in exchange for imported goods. Trade deficits
are not inherently bad, particularly under democratic socialism, but
under Venezuela’s circumstances they exacerbated these problems.

When Venezuela’s oil production dropped, alongside a near 70% drop
in oil prices over the course of just 18 months, the government did
not have the wealth necessary to continue funding their programs,
and the country was plunged into economic ruin. Incidentally, oil
prices only dropped because of privatization, free markets, and the
profit motive. If this resource had been controlled and allocated
through socialist institutions, such price fluctuations could have been
avoided entirely. The Venezuelan government reacted to this
situation by printing money, which quickly culminated in
hyperinflation, which also could have been avoided under a socialist
economy. In addition to all of these problems, the Venezuelan
government also expropriated privately owned businesses, and
forcibly replaced owners and managers with incompetent party
loyalists. Capitalism, outside interference, and government
corruption and incompetence, are the real reasons for Venezuela’s
economic problems.

These problems are put into even starker relief when contrasted with
other similar countries. The most notable comparison is Norway,
since they have also received a substantial proportion of their
national wealth from vast oil reserves. In fact, not only is their entire
oil industry state-owned, but over half of Norway’s wealth is under
state ownership. However, instead of unsustainably spending this
fortune, they saved it within a sovereign wealth fund, which is
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effectively a national savings account, and used the interest from this
fund to build up their infrastructures and sustainably provide
essential services, such as education and welfare. They also took
other steps that Venezuela didn't, such as counter-cyclical fiscal
policy and revenue diversification. More importantly though, other
nations that provide a high quality of life to their citizens have been
able to do so without vast reserves of natural resources, or even a
massive financial sector. Instead they have done so mostly through
socialist ideas. In fact many of these countries even have political
parties in power that have "“socialist” or “communist” in their title,
and which advocate for and implement socialist and communist
ideas, but this is never acknowledged by the capitalists who condemn
socialism by pointing to Venezuela.

However, the greatest problem with using Venezuela to dismantle
socialism is that there are no modern socialists or communists that
advocate for copying Venezuela’s economy wholesale, nor for
adopting policies or practices that are unique to Venezuela. Most
modern socialists effectively advocate for the Nordic model, except
with optimally democratized businesses and governments. The
failings of Venezuela can therefore not be used to criticize socialism.
That Venezuela continues to be used as evidence against socialism is
testament to the shallowness of capitalist propaganda.

Most of the problems cited here also apply equally to other countries
that are often cited by capitalists when condemning socialism. For
example, America has had an illegal embargo against Cuba since the
1960’s. Even today America has over 200 sanctions against Cuba,
which cover essential resources like food and medicine, and they also
refuse to do business with foreign companies that do business with
Cuba, which includes preventing ships from docking in America if
they’ve done business with Cuba during the past 6 months. This
embargo has cost Cuba an estimated $1 trillion in trade, and has
obviously caused immeasurable harm to Cuban citizens. This
embargo has been condemned by every member of the United
Nations, except Israel. During this time America has also formulated
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other ways to destabilize and destroy Cuba’s economy, including
constructing plans to intentionally mass murder Cuban civilians.

None of this should come as a surprise, since over the past century
America has been at the forefront of destroying regimes and
countries that are socialist, or which lean towards socialism, as well
as using imperialism to exploit vulnerable countries. Most of these
problems can be at least partially attributed to the CIA, which could
accurately be described as one of the world’s most powerful and
dangerous international terrorist organizations. This isn’t surprising
since, as renowned Marxist and political scientist Michael Parenti has
observed, throughout its history the CIA has owned outright more
than 240 media operations around the world, including newspaper
publishers, magazine publishers, book publishers, radio stations,
television stations, and wire services, and has partially controlled
many more.

Hypocrisy
The criticisms that capitalists level against alternative economic

systems are also undermined by how hypocritical they are. For
example, every failed economy is blamed on socialism, and yet
capitalism is never blamed for any failed or failing economy,
including the poorest countries in the world. This is despite the fact
that, aside from 2 to 4 exceptions, every country in the world has a
capitalist economy. Worse still, many of these countries have also
been victims of capitalist imperialism for decades or centuries, and
have consequently suffered from a range of abuses, such as
exploitative trade deals, debt trapping, labor exploitation, resource
extraction, sanctions, embargoes, blockades, military invasions, false
flag operations, terror campaigns, political bribery, election rigging,
the assassination of democratically elected leaders, the installation of
puppet governments and fascist dictators, the infiltration and
undermining of civil rights movements by agent provocateurs, the
training and arming of opposition forces and death squads, the
aggravation of civil conflicts, the mass surveillance, sterilization,
enslavement, and murder, of civilians, the imprisoning and torturing
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of dissidents and socialists, the torching of arable farm land, and the
bombing of essential infrastructures, to name the most prominent
examples. And most of these manifestations of capitalist imperialism
continue to this day. Additionally, even when regions or countries do
successfully move more towards socialism, their accomplishments
are suppressed through propaganda in capitalist countries. Despite
all of this, capitalism is never blamed for destroying any country, and
yet socialism is blamed for destroying countries which are not even
socialist. And this doesn’t even account for the declining quality of
life of citizens in many “successful” developed capitalist countries
during the past 50-70 years, including those that have greatly
benefitted from imperialism.

Another example of hypocrisy relates to the public infrastructures
and services in capitalist countries. These are required for capitalist
economies to function and for businesses to maximize profits, and
yet not only do capitalists deride socialism, capitalist businesses also
do everything they can to avoid funding these socialist
infrastructures and services. This has created an interesting cognitive
dissonance in the minds of many capitalist, or at least an overt
contradiction in modern capitalist propaganda. Capitalists will usually
acknowledge that the Nordic countries provide a higher quality of life
than most other countries, and yet when socialists advocate not even
for socialism, but simply the Nordic model, even then many
capitalists reject this idea on the basis that this would be too
socialist. This problem has become so extreme that even advocates
of moderate yet essential socialist infrastructures and services, which
have already been successfully implemented in the Nordic countries,
are demonized as the worse types of “commies”.

This hypocrisy is made worse by the fact that all businesses
effectively use socialism to function and maximize their profits. First,
all capitalist businesses require cooperation and resource sharing
within their internal infrastructures. Despite this, they reject
cooperation and resource sharing in the wider economy, and instead
demand competition and resource hoarding, since this is the only
way they can maximize profits. Second, the wealth and power
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consolidation that inevitably occurs under capitalism always results in
a ruling class that tries to persuade governments to give their
businesses corporate welfare, while simultaneously criticizing citizens
who receive welfare because it is a form of socialism. Third,
businesses privatize their profits, but socialize the costs of running
their businesses in the form of externalities. Fourth, technological
surplus is effectively a form of socialism, because it only exists due to
socialist principles, namely the collaboration and resource sharing of
humans across the planet and across history. And because
businesses steal technological surplus for themselves, they are
effectively admitting through their actions the invaluable
contributions of socialism. For these reasons, it is hypocritical for
capitalists to condemn socialism when capitalist businesses are only
successful because of socialism.

Another instance of hypocrisy is the capitalist belief that everyone
should have as much freedom and control over their lives as
possible, as enshrined in concepts such as free markets, voluntary
exchange, and private property. Yet when it comes to businesses,
where workers spend most of their waking lives, capitalists insist on
rigid hierarchies, submissive obedience to effective dictators,
restricced worker freedom, and a lack of democratic control that
predictably leads to a wide range of abuses. And of course this also
reduces freedom and control for everyone else in society, through
reduced discretionary income and purchasing power, and
underfunded public infrastructures and services. And this problem
only worsens during inevitable economic downturns, when workers
and consumers have even less freedom and control. So even though
capitalists agree that people should have as much freedom as
possible, and that people should have the greatest amount of control
possible over anything that affects their life, capitalists still
hypocritically advocate for a system that achieves the opposite.

Capitalists also hypocritically argue that no one has a right to steal
someone else’s wages, or demand that other’s work for them, which
is summarized in the common expression “no one has a right to
someone else’s labor”. This is obviously extremely hypocritical. Under
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capitalism, consumers and workers have their wealth stolen from
them in all the ways previously described, which is effectively
another way of saying their wages and their labor are stolen from
them. Worse still, people shouldn’t even have to work at all if they
don't want to, since everyone has a right to a UBI and public
infrastructures and services that can fulfill all of their basic needs.
Additionally, people have never needed to demand that others work
for them, since most people are willing to work in exchange for
compensation so that they can afford for themselves a higher quality
of life. So it is in fact capitalism that refuses to respect the idea that
“no one has a right to someone else’s labor”. Despite this, capitalists
hypocritically advocate for their system despite the obviousness of
this hypocrisy.

Capitalists have also hypocritically argued that relying upon
governments, rather than Dbusinesses, creates unnecessary
bureaucracy problems for citizens. Their argument is that citizens will
always choose more streamlined services when they have the option
to choose between businesses within competitive free markets, and
that governments will always become increasingly bureaucratic as
time progresses since citizens have no choice regarding their
government. This argument is flawed for multiple reasons. First,
citizens are able to choose who runs their government, so it is
disingenuous to argue that citizens have no choice merely because
they only have one government at any given moment in time. The
problem is that under capitalism this choice is always reduced by the
ruling class using their corrupting influence to make elections as
undemocratic as possible. Second, governments become bureaucratic
primarily when incompetent people with conflicting understandings of
economics are voted into power. This can also be blamed on
capitalism, since it is a system that generally results in poor-quality
education systems and economically illiterate voters and politicians.

Third, governments are more likely to be underfunded under
capitalism, and are far more likely to be run by capitalists, which
means welfare programs are far more likely to be means tested, and
welfare departments are far more likely to be understaffed. This
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results in slow bureaucratic systems that citizens regularly have no
choice but to interact with, and which capitalists can then try to use
as overt evidence that governments are unavoidably bureaucratic
compared to businesses. This problem is exacerbated by the fact that
people are also far more likely to need welfare under capitalism
because of the poverty and health problems they are far more likely
to suffer from, meaning these departments are also more likely to
become overburdened. Fourth, capitalist businesses will nearly
always strive to be as exploitative as possible, which inevitably
creates unnecessary bureaucracy problems. More specifically, under
capitalism products and services are far more likely to be subpar or
entirely unfit for purpose, which forces consumers to waste time and
energy making phone calls and filling out paper work to rectify these
problems. So even though capitalists argue that governments are
more bureaucratic than businesses, it is capitalism that is to blame
when this occurs, and for making businesses unnecessarily
bureaucratic as well.

Some capitalists have also hypocritically argued that socialism and
communism would lead to “the tragedy of the commons”, in which
resources are unsustainably depleted and environments are
chaotically devastated by individuals and groups all working in their
own self-interest. This is overtly hypocritical, because if capitalism
has any flaws so extreme that they are even recognized by many
capitalists, it would be wunsustainability and environmental
destruction. These are unavoidable consequences of any system that
prioritizes privatization, free markets, and profits. Economic planning
by contrast is not only necessary for preventing these two problems,
but is a solution that is already utilized under capitalism.
Governments, NGO’s, and industries, calculate on an ongoing basis
the availability of resources, such as water and fossil fuels, with the
goal of planning for the future. They are also responsible for creating
plans that can reduce and remediate environmental destruction. The
obvious problem is that capitalism always culminates in extreme
wealth and power consolidation, particularly into the hands of
sociopaths, which means these plans for achieving sustainability and
protecting the environment are rarely carried out. Socialism and
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communism also involve this exact same type of economic planning,
but because they are optimally democratic they are substantially
more likely to carry through with these plans in order to create the
world that the overwhelming majority of people want to live in,
rather than the increasingly nightmarish world that the ruling class is
so willing to inflict upon everyone else, and particularly future
generations.

Conclusion

Capitalist countries are not superior to socialist countries despite
what propaganda has led people to believe. Practically every country
in the world is capitalist, meaning the only reasonable way of
assessing whether capitalism or socialism is superior is by analyzing
how people’s quality of life changes according to how much their
country embraces or rejects socialist ideas. The evidence
overwhelmingly demonstrates that the highest quality of life is
experienced in countries that embrace socialism to the greatest
extent, particularly in the form of socialist policies, socialist
programs, and socialist organizations and systems. Capitalists have
used scapegoat “socialist” countries like Venezuela to distract from
this obvious conclusion, but have only proven the shallowness of
capitalist propaganda in the process. In fact capitalist propaganda is
not only easy to debunk, but also deeply hypocritical considering how
much capitalist countries and businesses embrace socialist principles,
and how socialism actually achieves the stated goals that capitalism
is supposedly so adept at achieving. And none of this addresses the
quality of life of those in underdeveloped countries, which overall is
even more appallingly low due to capitalist imperialism. Aside from
this imperialism, capitalism has only been able to provide a higher
quality of life to people in developed countries due to a combination
of socialism and free markets, and free markets have not only never
been exclusive to capitalism, but their benefits can be outdone by
orders of magnitude under democratic socialism.
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“Capitalist free markets are

superior to socialist planned
economies”’

Having now explored why countries that embrace socialist ideas are
demonstrably superior to those that reject them, this section will
explore what a completely socialist society could look like. More
specifically, this section will explore why socialist planned economies
are superior to capitalist free markets. Economic planning is most
often dismissed by capitalists because they conflate this with the
command economies of the Soviet Union and Mao’s China. Economic
planning is not only viable, but superior in every conceivable way.
Before exploring the benefits of economic planning, and how this
could be implemented in a democratic socialist society, it is first
necessary to explore what makes capitalist free markets so
ineffective and dangerous. The main reason comes down to their
ineffective utilization of all the components required for an economy
to function, namely money, supply, demand, prices, and
compensation. The consequences of these problems include the
improper allocation of wealth and resources, particularly via various
forms of theft, even though effective wealth and resource allocation
is supposed to be the greatest advantage of free markets.

The first problem with capitalist free markets is money. As proven
earlier, money is a completely irrational construct under capitalism,
because it is not representative of anything tangible in the real-
world. This problem has been exacerbated by privately owned banks,
which have always been incentivized to lend out substantially more
money, and charge much higher interest rates, than borrowers could
ever be capable of paying back. Most of this money also constitutes
unsustainable fictitious capital, which guarantees the entire global
economy is incapable of being sustainable, which is a problem further
exacerbated by the profit motive.
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The second problem with capitalist free markets is supply. Under
capitalism businesses are incentivized to create artificial scarcity in
order to keep prices high, which ensures the supply of goods and
services is rarely as abundant as it could be. This is particularly
dangerous in the case of essential goods and services. Supplies also
decrease during economic downturns, and particularly major
recessions. Capitalism is also a terrible system for maintaining a
steady supply in the long-term, since resources will always be utilized
unsustainably for all the reasons previously explored. This supply
problem leads to ridiculous situations, such as abundant resources
like diamonds and lifesaving medicines being kept artificially scarce,
while scarce resources like water and seafood are stolen through
imperialism and unsustainably squandered.

The third problem with capitalist free markets is demand. Under
capitalism demand is primarily determined by consumers, which
wouldn’t be a problem if not for the fact that nobody receives their
fair share of the world’s resources and technological surplus, and the
fact that most people in the world live in dire financial circumstances.
Worse still, capitalist free markets always result in gross wealth and
power inequality, meaning massive quantities of economic resources
are allocated by the ruling class purely or primarily for their own
benefit. These poverty and wealth inequality problems are also
compounded during times of economic crisis, where the reduced
number of goods and services available are allocated on a first-come-
first-serve basis, which obviously prioritizes the demands of the few
over the demands of everyone in society.

The fourth problem with capitalist free markets is prices. Under
capitalism goods and services are not produced and provided at the
lowest prices possible. Instead companies leverage the extent to
which consumers need or desire products and services in order to
increase prices to the greatest extent they can get away with. This
problem worsens during times of inflation, since businesses can use
this as a convenient cover to increase their prices above what would
be necessary for them to offset price increases within their supply
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chains. And because privatization guarantees that industries will
eventually be taken over by monopolies and cartels, competition is
not an adequate solution. The fact that millions die every year due to
being unable to afford essential goods and services proves how
dangerous this pricing system is. And prices under capitalism are also
detrimental to sustainability. For example, the unsustainably low cost
of freshwater signals to the economy that the long-term supply of
water and water-based products are assured, when in reality water is
running out globally, and has been a limited resource for decades.
And even when prices are kept low under capitalism, this is always as
a consequence of other forms of theft, such as externalities, which
further invalidates this price system.

The fifth problem with capitalist free markets is compensation. As
proven earlier, every worker’'s compensation should always have
been determined by the value and difficulty of their labor. Under
capitalist free markets there is not only no correlation between these
two factors and a workers compensation, but in most cases there is a
negative correlation. Additionally, a lack of standardization of
compensation means that highly skilled professionals are often drawn
away from the public sector towards the higher paying private sector,
which is not only unfair to public sector workers, but can also result
in shortages of essential workers within the public sector.

These 5 issues are all consequences of prioritizing privatization, free
markets, and profits, meaning they are unavoidable under capitalist
free markets. Instead of money, supply, demand, prices, and
compensation, being intelligently designed and utilized in order to
ensure all the world’s resources are allocated logically and morally,
under free markets they are instead designed and utilized
unsustainably and for the primary benefit of the ruling class.

Economic planning
Before exploring how socialist planned economies would design and

utilize money, supply, demand, prices, and compensation, it is first
worth looking at four broad reasons why planned economies are
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advocated for by socialists. The first reason is that they can
maximize innovation, as has already been discussed at length. The
second reason is that they can ensure the basic needs of everyone
are fulfilled, particularly through a UBI and well-funded public
infrastructures and services, and by keeping prices as low as
possible. Even though economic crises are far less likely to occur
under this system, economic planning can also better ensure people’s
needs and wants are fulfilled during such times. This is primarily
because resources can be stockpiled and rationed out, unlike under
capitalism where businesses use just-in-time supply chains to keep
stocks low, and where goods and services are primarily allocated to
those with the most wealth, or allocated on a first-come-first-serve
basis.

Socialist planned economies were even possible in the past, as
opposed to only being possible with modern infrastructures and
technologies. For example, during the Second World War rationing
was used to distribute essential resources evenly, ensuring everyone,
including children, had their basic needs fulfilled. In other words,
resources were distributed according to the Marxist maxim “to each
according to their needs”. If capitalist free markets had been used for
distribution during the Second World War, most economic resources
would have been controlled by the ruling class, which would have
allowed them to live lives of relative luxury, while tens or hundreds of
millions would have been left destitute or even starving to death.
Since the Second World War production capabilities have
skyrocketed, and the infrastructures and technologies necessary for
information and resource sharing have similarly improved by a
staggering amount. Despite this, billions of people around the world
go hungry, and millions die every single year, even while living in the
most peaceful time in human history. Even today in developed
countries citizens are unable to meet the basic needs of themselves
and their children. The absolute absurdity of this situation is never
acknowledged by capitalists.

Another reason planned economies can guarantee everyone’s basic
needs during times of crisis is because entire supply chains can be
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created within single countries. This would also reduce prices and
CO, emissions since less transportation would be required. Obviously
there are practical limitations that would prevent this from occurring
to an ideal extent, since there are many specific parts of many
supply chains that are unmovable, such as those related to mining,
or the growing of particular crops. However this mostly applies to
raw resources, meaning the remainder of most supply chains could
be created in most countries, or at least to a far greater extent than
occurs under capitalism. Obviously there would need to be a balance
between every country producing all goods and services, and the
comparative advantage that allows certain countries to produce
particular goods and services more efficiently, but at least economic
planning would allow room for this balance to be achieved. Under
capitalism many countries have an unnecessary comparative
advantage, and others are prevented from producing certain goods
entirely, because of problems like patents, imperialism, and global
wealth inequality.

The third reason socialist planned economies are superior is because
they can avoid inflation. In fact prices would decrease over time as
productivity increased as a consequence of technological
advancements. Under capitalism inflation eradicates the benefits of
this ever increasing technological surplus, and this occurs throughout
global supply chains. And this issue obviously extends to problems
like rent extraction and interest extraction, which wouldn’t even exist
under a socialist planned economy. To make matters worse, it is
always essential goods and services that are most vulnerable to
inflation, since their inelastic demand makes price gouging
substantially easier to get away with. And if this wasn’t bad enough,
inflation has effectively masked humanity’s ever increasing
productivity, which has subsequently made it much easier for the
ruling class to steal technological surplus for themselves without
resistance from the masses. The end result of this inflation problem
is so ridiculous it is almost difficult to comprehend. Despite essential
products like fresh vegetables costing less to produce now than ever
before, many workers in developed countries are completely unable
to afford such essential products for themselves and their children. If
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economic planning was used, all essential goods and services,
including homes, and an increasing number of luxury goods and
services, would be completely free, since everyone could pay for
them with their UBI. That this is not the world we currently live in
reveals the astounding absurdity of capitalist free markets.

Some capitalists may argue that the prices of essential goods and
services should increase once people possessed more money,
because if prices were kept too low, scarcity would occur as a result
of overconsumption. Aside from the fact that this inevitably and
unnecessarily reduces everyone’s purchasing power, this argument is
flawed because it can only apply to luxury goods and services. No
matter how rich someone is, they are only ever going to purchase as
many essentials that they can use and benefit from. If this wasn't
true then there would be an epidemic of millionaires regularly going
into supermarkets and buying out all the fresh fruit and vegetables,
which has never been a problem. Consumer’s never purchase more
essentials than they require because there is an effectively limitless
number of luxury goods and services people desire to purchase with
their limited discretionary income. If there aren’t enough essential
goods and services for everyone, then the solution would be to
temporarily ration them, or temporarily limit or prevent bulk
purchasing, until production increased enough to create abundance.
If wealthy individuals decided to use such moments of scarcity to
purchase essential goods and services in order to re-sell them at
extortionate prices, then this could be made illegal.

Another problem with inflation is that even if people’s income
increased at the same rate, the money that people put aside as
savings cannot increase in value, meaning its value will always
diminish over time for no justifiable reason. Capitalist markets have
tried to rectify this by paying people interest on their savings, but
this is a disastrous approach because it requires people paying
interest on their loans. As explained earlier, this makes the entire
economic system fundamentally unsustainable, since to create the
money required to pay back these Iloans requires endless
consumption and endless work, which is impossible in a world of
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finite resources and increasing technological unemployment.
Additionally, interest on savings rarely keeps up with inflation, which
encourages people to spend their money sooner rather than later
while their money has more value, which makes economies even
more unsustainable. Within socialist planned economies, most people
would never need to take out loans because everyone would have far
more discretionary income and purchasing power. Those who did
require personal loans could take out a limited amount of money
from their future UBI, while those who required money for business
and innovation ventures could receive interest-free loans or grants
from socialist government run banks, worker cooperatives,
crowdfunding, and crowdsourcing.

Inflation has also posed a unique problem for businesses. Many
capitalists argue against cumbersome government regulations
because of the costs they inflict on smaller businesses. It is true that
incompetent governments can create unnecessary regulations,
although this could also be avoided for the most part under
democratic socialism. However, in most instances regulations are
necessary for protecting people, animals, and the environment. In
fact a quick look at the track record of accidents, injuries, and
deaths, in developed countries compared to underdeveloped
countries quickly proves how invaluable regulations are. Complaining
about too many regulations is easy to get away with in developed
countries, but quickly becomes near impossible when talking to those
in underdeveloped countries who have lost limbs and loved ones
because of too few regulations. However, the bigger issue is that
regulations should always have been easy to pay for and abide by,
particularly by hiring experts capable of completing all necessary
paperwork and actions on the business owner’s behalf. Inflation
however prevents businesses from being able to afford these experts
and regulation requirements. So even though capitalists regularly
blame governments for burdensome and expensive regulations, it is
ironically the very economic system they advocate for that makes so
many regulations burdensome and expensive to begin with.

209



This also applies to minimum wage increases. Many businesses have
narrow profit margins, meaning increasing the minimum wage can
force these businesses to make compromises that affect their
business, their consumers, or even their workers, such as firing
workers or reducing their hours. In many instances this can push
smaller businesses into bankruptcy. Capitalists then use this as
evidence against the socialist idea of raising the minimum wage, and
subsequently use this as evidence of the supremacy of free markets
in determining wages. Obviously it is capitalism that is at fault. Under
democratic socialism businesses would have far less debt, and
without inflation these businesses would be substantially less
expensive to run, since the goods and services they rely upon would
be substantially more affordable. Additionally, without inflation the
discretionary income and purchasing power of consumers would be
far higher, meaning all businesses would be far more likely to
succeed. Under capitalism minimum wage laws are essential for
avoiding worker exploitation, and yet under capitalism this can also
force smaller businesses into bankruptcy. So in other words
capitalism is so incredibly broken that even reasonable attempts to
remediate its problems can cause it to break even further.

One final problem with inflation under capitalism is that it will always
be exacerbated whenever governments create money from nothing
in order to fund a UBI and public infrastructures and services, which
is both an ideal and necessary approach for funding both of these.
Even though government’s can delay inflation by taking money out of
the economy by issuing government bonds, this is still only a
temporary measure, and also requires creating even more money to
pay for the interest attached to these loans, making this a completely
unfeasible long-term solution. So even though the world’s resources
and technological surplus belong to everyone, capitalism is unable to
guarantee this birthright to everyone in the most ideal way possible
because of inflation, which further proves the astounding brokenness
of capitalism. Similar to a host of other capitalist problems, inflation
is yet another absurd phenomenon that, due to capitalist realism,
most people believe is an unavoidable property of economic activity,

210



when in reality it is a consequence of broken economic systems like
capitalism.

The fourth reason socialist planned economies are superior is
because they can ensure long-term sustainability. There are
numerous reasons for this. First, socialist planned economies can
maximize innovation, which is essential for ensuring economies
utilize resources as efficiently as possible. Second, socialist planned
economies can better account for available resources, and are more
likely to use these resources sustainably because they are optimally
democratic. This is different to capitalisms pitiful idea of democracy,
where economic activity is disproportionately determined by the
wealthiest in society, and where all other economic activity is
directed by financially strained and uninformed consumers voting
indirectly with their wallets, rather than informed citizens voting
directly for specific outcomes. Incidentally, using economic planning
to achieve sustainability has actually been possible for all of human
civilization. The ability to calculate the availability of most essential
resources has existed for millennia, although in the past this was
mostly unnecessary because populations were substantially smaller
and required far fewer resources. However, as populations and
resource utilization have increased, so too has humanity’s ability to
calculate available resources.

Third, socialist planned economies can be sustainable because they
can avoid economic downturns, which unnecessarily force businesses
into bankruptcy, and consequently results in stock and equipment
being discarded and destroyed. In certain industries, this can result
in equipment worth millions of dollars being disassembled and
destroyed, only to then be rebuilt again once the economy recovers.
Fourth, planned economies can better reduce or prevent
externalities, which nearly always require more resources to address
than preventing and offsetting them in the first place. For example,
the resources required to prevent and offset greenhouse gas
emissions is orders of magnitude less than the resources required to
deal with climate change, such as those needed for rebuilding
infrastructure after otherwise preventable hurricanes. And dealing
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with such externalities will only worsen as resources become
increasingly scarce and large-scale problems like climate change
increasingly worsen. Capitalists sometimes naively or disingenuously
argue that capitalism is more sustainable because the profit motive
encourages businesses to be efficient, but it is ridiculous to argue
that an efficiently made $10 product is sustainable if $1000 worth of
resources are required to deal with its externalities. There are other
reasons socialist planned economies are well-equipped to achieve
long-term sustainability, but these are the four main reasons.

Economic planning under democratic socialism
Now that the broader benefits of economic planning have been

explored, this section will provide an overview of what a democratic
socialist planned economy could look like in practice. The first part of
this section will focus on decentralized economic planning, while the
subsequent section will focus on centralized economic planning. And
similar to our critique of capitalist free markets, this example will
explore how money, supply, demand, prices, and compensation,
would work in this system. However, before doing so, it is necessary
to first emphasize the prerequisites for such a society to function, or
really for any society to function.

First, every member of society would need to be educated to become
as critically minded, economically literate, and scientifically literate,
as possible. Second, gross wealth inequality would need to be
eradicated. Third, all businesses would need to take the form of
worker cooperatives, and most would need consumer and local
community representatives. However, all businesses would still be
accountable to the entirety of society. Fourth, every organization,
such as governments and worker cooperatives, would need to be
democratized to the point that leaders and managers could be voted
out of their positions at any moment. Fifth, all governments would
need to be run by highly experienced and qualified experts who
would have to pass rigorous fitness-for-duty tests even to become
political candidates. These five changes constitute the most
important prerequisites.
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Decentralized economic planning under democratic socialism
The first difference with an economically planned society is that

money in its current form wouldnt exist, since otherwise
sustainability would be impossible. The only way to achieve
sustainability would be to move towards a Resource Based Economy,
which is a proposed scientifically-based economic system that
catalogues the world’s resources and utilizes them as sustainably,
efficiently, and humanely, as possible. Our proposal for achieving this
would be to replace money with what we have chosen to call
“"Resource Tokens”. These tokens would be produced every month,
and would be representative of all the raw resources in the world that
could be accessed and sustainably utilized by humanity during that
month. Resource Tokens would be used just like money, but in order
to ensure sustainability these tokens would be taken out of
circulation when used to purchase raw resources, such as freshwater
and unrefined minerals. As far as the Resource Token value of raw
resources is concerned, this would be determined by STEM experts,
whose job would be to ensure long-term sustainability. Resources
that were abundant, even when in high demand, would cost very few
Resource Tokens to purchase, while resources that were scarce
would cost substantially more. These STEM experts would therefore
not be responsible for allocating resources or dictating production,
since this would still be determined by market demand, or in other
words aggregate consumer demand. The only time resources would
need to be rationed would be in times of crisis, although such times
would be rare or nonexistent in an entirely socialist world. The cost of
resources in terms of Resource Tokens would not need to be perfect,
since even a rough estimate would be substantially more accurate
and sustainable than how money and resources are utilized under
capitalism.

Some of these Resource Tokens would be given to governments to
pay for public infrastructures and services, while the rest would be
distributed equally to everyone in the form of a monthly UBI. As
described earlier, ever increasing technological surplus could either
be given to everyone as part of their UBI, or could be used to lower
the prices of goods and services. If given as a Resource Token UBI,

213



this UBI would increase over time. If used to reduce the prices of
goods and services, every person’s UBI would remain the same over
time, and this would remain true even over the course of thousands
of years. The former approach would be ideal, but because it would
be more complicated to implement the latter approach will be used
here in order to prove how economic planning could have been used
even in more technologically primitive societies.

Money, supply, and demand, would therefore be relatively easy to
implement in a democratic socialist planned economy, and would not
suffer from all the problems that exist within capitalist free markets.
Prices and compensation however are slightly more complicated.
Prices would be determined according to two types of expenses. The
first would be capital expenditure, or in other words the costs of
buying, maintaining, and improving assets for a business. These
costs would be included in prices at least until these costs were paid
off, although grants from the government could reduce or eradicate
these costs. The second would be operational expenditure, or in
other words the ongoing costs of running a business, such as worker
compensation, supplies, travel expenses, utilities, and what could be
called “externality prevention”. Supplies don't just include goods like
office supplies, but also intermediary goods and final goods. Unlike
under capitalism, prices wouldn’t include many unnecessary costs,
such as taxes, rent, buying land, interest on loans, excessive
compensation packages, and shareholder dividends.

Under democratic socialism prices would be kept as low as possible
to ensure the greatest amount of purchasing power for consumers.
To ensure this would likely require government oversight. This would
not require governments to directly control prices. Instead
governments would introduce systems or laws that keep prices as
low as possible, and which would also ensure that prices always
return to normal if they ever unavoidably increased in response to
unforeseeable economic circumstances. One of the most variable
components of pricing would be democratic surplus, but the
maximum limit of this variable could be calculated using a national or
international mathematical algorithm. Businesses could also be

214



allowed to increase their democratic surplus past a default
algorithmic limit, but this possibility would require increased
democratic oversight in order to prevent consumer exploitation.
However, prices would generally decrease over time as technological
surplus gradually increased. Prices would also decrease for
secondhand goods that have degraded with use and time. For
example, upgrade costs notwithstanding, the prices of properties
would decrease in accordance with the degradation they inevitably
suffer from. More accurately, properties would be worth their original
value minus the material and labor costs required to bring them back
to their original state, or at least near their original state.
Incidentally, because physical assets would decrease in price as they
degrade over time, intergenerational wealth would also accumulate
to a much lesser extent.

This democratic socialist system would also ensure that the prices of
goods and services, including properties, better reflected their actual
quality. Under capitalism, honest and ethical producers and sellers
often keep their prices as low as possible, whereas unethical
companies that produce lower quality goods may sell these at higher
prices for no other reason than greed. This robs consumers of
invaluable price information that could be used to quickly determine
the general quality of goods and services. This is incredibly ironic,
since one of the most common reasons capitalist free markets are
heralded as superior is because of their supposed ability to provide
accurate information to buyers via prices. As an added benefit,
decreasing prices in accordance with increasing technological surplus
would also make it easier for everyone to measure the rate of
technological progress.

The only time that keeping prices low might be a problem is when
consumers purchase an unexpectedly large quantity of a particular
resource or product, particularly if they have saved up their Resource
Tokens. One solution would be to ration scarce resources to a certain
amount per customer or per household within a given period of time,
such as a day, week, or month. A better solution under certain
circumstances would be to gradually increase the price for a
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consumer or household above a particular threshold. For example,
once a household has consumed a disproportionately large amount of
water in a week, the price of water for that household, for the
remainder of that week, could steadily increase with increased
consumption. This problem would be unlikely to occur, but solutions
such as these could be devised and implemented with enough
planning, and would obviously be far superior to the widespread
inflation that occurs under capitalism.

Within a planned economy, goods that are in limited supply could be
sold on a first-come-first-serve basis similar to capitalism. However,
it would also be possible, and perhaps ideal, for such limited goods to
be sold first and foremost to those who provide the most valuable
and difficult labor to society, as additional compensation and
recognition of their contributions and sacrifices. Necessity could also
be used to determine the allocation of expensive and limited goods
and services. For example, someone needing to buy a primary home
in @ new location for work purposes would take priority over someone
buying a second home for vacation purposes. Using such metrics like
this would ensure far fairer allocation, and would remove the need
for price increases, including increases that occur as a consequence
of bidding. This system would be slightly more complicated, but even
a crude version would be superior by orders of magnitude. It would
not only substantially increase discretionary income and purchasing
power, but would also achieve substantially fairer outcomes. Under
planned economies there could still be a place for bidding, but only
for limited luxury goods, such as collectors’ items, although even
then this would be avoided or discouraged wherever possible for the
sake of maximizing everyone’s discretionary income and purchasing
power.

In terms of goods that traditionally appreciate in value over time,
such as wine and art, their prices would also be calculated differently.
Such goods would increase in price over time, but only in accordance
with the labor and resources required to protect them, maintain
them, repair them, etc. Objects that have a societal value, such as
famous works of art, would be deemed priceless, and owned by
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society as a whole, rather than privately owned. Far more people
would benefit under this system. Goods that increase in price over
time could be afforded by more people, and things that are moved
into public ownership could be appreciated by everyone.

With regards to excess stock that worker cooperatives cannot sell,
these would not be thrown away and destroyed, unlike under
capitalism. After a specified time, all of these goods would be sold at
ever decreasing prices until they are eventually given away for free
at a distant point in the future. It might be assumed that consumers
would delay purchasing goods so that they can acquire them cheaper
or for free at a later point, but this rarely occurs even under
capitalism. Most consumers purchase products sooner rather than
later either because the purchase is necessary and time critical, or
because the product will be outdated within the near future, which
would increasingly be the case in a world where innovation was
maximized. The Resource Tokens that are not reimbursed, due to the
products being sold for less than they cost to produce, would be
added to the prices of future products sold by the worker
cooperative. This approach may require some companies to increase
their storage space in order to increase the time they can offer these
products. However, this would be far more affordable under
socialism, since all land would be free and allocated democratically,
and buildings would be substantially cheaper to purchase or build for
all the reasons discussed in this manifesto.

Worker compensation under a democratic socialist planned economy
is a similarly complex issue. Compensation would be determined
through democratic consensus and mathematical calculations, rather
than through arbitrary free market interactions that haphazardly
escalate over time into increasingly nonsensical and gross
compensation inequality. Determining compensation would be a
relatively lengthy but straightforward process, and would involve
determining the value and difficulty of different types of labor.
Researchers would first be tasked with compiling questionnaires that
are completed by as many people as possible in order to determine
the value of certain types of labor. The most valuable types of labor
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could initially be determined using the first two levels of Abraham
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, which are dedicated to physiological and
safety needs, and include needs related to health, nutrition, clean
water, fresh air, shelter, financial security, and physical safety. For
non-essential goods and services, people would be asked to rank
which goods and services most improve their quality of life.

To determine the difficulty of certain types of labor, researchers
would compile questionnaires that would be completed by all workers
or adults within society. A question may ask for example, “If you
were a full-time CEO working an office job and earning 100,000
Resource Tokens a year, how much more would you need to be paid
to be convinced to become a sewage worker?” Questions could also
compare job outcomes or specific activities rather than the jobs
themselves. Such a question may ask for example, “If you performed
a non-strenuous job for 100,000 Resource Tokens a year, how much
more would you need to be paid to perform that same job if it gave
you a 50% chance of developing chronic back pain after 15 years?”
Ideally these questionnaires would have hundreds of such questions,
and would be completed by every worker or adult within society. An
additional approach would be to supplement this information with
conclusions reached by researchers who are commissioned to
determine the value and difficulty of certain types of labor using
more scientific methods.

All of this information could then be utilized to create a societal
consensus on the value and difficulty of particular jobs or particular
activities. From this a mathematical algorithm could be created that
could be used by worker cooperatives to determine the appropriate
hourly wages of every worker. As described earlier, each job or
activity would be ranked first according to its value, and second
according to its difficulty. Determining compensation using this
algorithm would naturally encourage people to fulfill the most
valuable and difficult jobs in the economy. In practice, determining
exact compensation for individual workers using this algorithm would
not be done by the government, but instead by workers, whether
operating within a worker cooperative or working as freelancers.
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However, a government watchdog would exist to intervene if it
became clear that workers were being unreasonably compensated
according to this algorithm, since this would create unfair
compensation inequality between workers and would unnecessarily
increase the prices of goods and services. An important caveat to
understand however is that while fair compensation would be
guaranteed at all times in the public sector, it would not be
guaranteed under all circumstances in the non-public sector, since
workers may vote to reduce their compensation if their worker
cooperative is struggling to survive.

An example of how compensation would be determined within the
context of the wider economy could be as follows. The UBI in this
system could be worth 10,000 Resource Tokens, the lowest paid full-
time worker in society could be paid 10,000 Resource Tokens, and
the highest paid full-time worker in society could be paid 90,000
Resource Tokens. This would mean that a full-time worker’s income
would be at least twice as much as someone who doesn’t work, since
even the lowest paid worker would receive 10,000 tokens via their
UBI, and 10,000 tokens via their compensation. The highest paid
worker in this scenario would have an income of 100,000 tokens,
which would be 10 times higher than someone who doesn’t work. If
this higher compensation limit of 90,000 Resource Tokens was not
possible in a more primitive society, then this compensation limit
could be lowered until technological surplus increased. This system
would allow workers to have a substantially higher quality of life,
since most of a UBI would only cover essentials, while a worker could
spend all of their compensation on luxury goods and services.

Because there would be no inflation under this system, worker
compensation would also remain constant across time. This does not
mean workers would not receive increasing compensation in
accordance with the increasing value and difficulty of their labor, as
obviously the algorithm would account for this. Instead this means
that a job that pays a specific amount at one point in history would
pay the same amount even thousands of years into the future, all
else being equal. This is because the only thing that would change
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over the course of history would be technology, and because
technological surplus belongs to all humans, no worker’s pay would
increase in accordance with increases in technological productivity.

Using a system like this would ensure compensation was kept fair
across the entire global economy. This contrasts with capitalist free
markets, where ever increasing wealth and power inequality between
businesses, combined with billions of worker compensation
negotiations across time, guarantee ever escalating and absurd
levels of compensation inequality. In developed countries, many
famous celebrities are worth hundreds of millions of dollars, while
many nurses and sewage workers live in poverty. And this
compensation discrepancy is even worse on an international scale.
Using this algorithm by contrast would guarantee that the most
highly compensated celebrities would never or rarely earn more per
hour than the lowest paid nurses or sewage workers. Celebrities
could obviously earned more overall by working more hours, but
their hourly compensation should never or rarely be higher than
those who provide the most valuable and difficult labor to society.
Some may counter this by arguing that famous celebrities should
receive higher compensation because they are adding value to the
lives of millions, but this is illogical.

First, this argument would also have to apply to other workers who
affect the lives of a large number of people, which would inevitably
result in unfair and arbitrary compensation outcomes. For example,
during a single day a nurse may only help 10 people, whereas a
sewage worker may be responsible for ensuring 1000 people don't
suffer from overflowing sewage systems in their homes and
neighborhood. However, paying the sewage worker 100 times more
per hour than the nurse simply because they helped 100 times more
people would obviously be ridiculous, particularly considering the
invaluableness of both of their labor. Even more to the point, a
scientist that creates a vaccine could save 1 million times more lives
over their lifetime than an equally qualified and talented surgeon, but
paying this scientist 1 million times more would obviously be unfair
and arbitrary.
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Second, celebrities only exist because of technological surplus, or
more specifically technologies and global technological infrastructures
that they cannot take credit for. If all technologies didn’t exist, then
life would be no different than 500 years ago, and celebrities today
would instead be living a subsistence quality of life, and would barely
be famous. For example, most actors would be limited to being
involved in small theater productions that would be presented to
audiences of a few hundred people at most. In this sense, the joy
modern celebrities bring to their millions of fans, and the fame and
adoration they receive, could also be understood as forms of
technological surplus. And to make matters worse, these global
infrastructures are all externality infrastructures.

Third, even celebrities themselves would agree with their new
compensation in a world where this algorithm existed. If world
famous actors had to choose between being paid the lowest level of
compensation, or becoming a sewage worker and earning 9 times
this amount, the overwhelming majority of actors would still continue
to be actors. This would still be true even if they had to make this
choice early in life before they had to choose their careers. The
bottom line is that people should always be paid more for providing
essential labor, and particularly labor that is difficult, rather than
labor that is pursued out of passion, and which has the additional
benefit of worldwide adoration.

The system proposed here is obviously simplified, and a finalized
system would have to account for the complexities of the real-world.
For example, teachers and farmers work intensely during some parts
of the year, and then far less during others, meaning their
compensation would need to be averaged and spread out evenly
across the entire year. Other examples would include the need to
account for varying workloads, bonuses based on personal
performance, bonuses based on company performance, and the
increased difficulties experienced by workers with severe disabilities.
Celebrities may also need to receive additional compensation so that
they can afford the security necessary to deal with their increased
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risk of being harassed by fans and stalkers, although an alternative
system would be for governments, or businesses that celebrities
work for, to freely provide security for all celebrities that require this.

Compensation would however be difficult to quantify when
independent workers, such as artists, inventors, and entrepreneurs,
desire reparations for any unpaid labor they performed in the pursuit
of bringing their product or service to market. The problem would be
determining the difficulty of this labor, as well as the number of
hours they worked, prior to their product or service coming to
market. An independent worker may have only performed 100 hours
of labor, but may declare they worked 1000 hours in order to justify
inflating the prices of their goods and services. This is also a problem
under capitalism, because independent workers can charge prices
that in no way correlate with the difficulty of their labor, or the
amount of hours they’ve worked. This is a problem that cannot be
perfectly solved under any economic system.

One solution would be to place a limit on the number of labor hours
independent workers can receive compensation for prior to bringing
their product or service to market. In the case of those bringing
businesses and inventions to market, a better solution would be for
entrepreneurs and inventors to work with or under worker
cooperatives during the research and development stage, which
would allow their labor hours to be more accurately recorded.
However, the ideal solution would be to prevent entrepreneurs and
inventors from charging for any labor prior to their business or
invention coming to market. This may seem unfair, but it would keep
the prices of all goods and services as low as possible, which would
be ideal for all consumers in society, which includes all entrepreneurs
and inventors. This proposed system likely wouldn't deter most
entrepreneurs and inventors from contributing to society, since most
are driven by passion first and foremost, and those who are primarily
driven by a desire for extreme wealth probably shouldnt be
encouraged anyway. Additionally, most independent entrepreneurs
and inventors don’t spend most of their work life in the research and
development stage, and this would be even truer under socialism
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since businesses would be far more likely to receive outside
assistance and would be far more likely to succeed first time round.

Even a primitive compensation algorithm would be light-years ahead
of what free markets provide. Under capitalism free markets even
lead to a negative correlation between the value and difficulty of a
person’s labor, and their compensation and subsequent quality of
life. In fact many higher-ups receive generous compensation
packages and yet don’t work at all. Even the greatest problems with
an algorithm would be insignificant by comparison, and even these
problems would be reduced as these algorithms became more refined
over time. And algorithms could even be used for determining things
other than worker compensation. For example, an algorithm could be
created to determine the welfare that should be given to those living
with severe disabilities, in order to ensure to the greatest extent
possible that they have an equal quality of life to everyone else in
society. Another algorithm could also be used to determine which of
two or more parties is allowed to purchase expensive and limited
goods and services, such as housing properties.

The proposed system outlined in this section is just one possible
version of a decentralized planned economy, but even this one
example provides ample evidence of their superiority over capitalist
free markets. When democratic socialists and communists advocate
for their system, this is the type of economy they are describing.
Therefore, planned economies, including those which are moneyless,
do not operate as differently from free markets as most people
believe. This is why they can avoid issues like the local knowledge
problem and the economic calculation problem, which are criticisms
inaccurately used by capitalists to condemn democratic socialism and
communism as unviable economic systems. The difference is that
planned economies design and utilize money, supply, demand,
prices, and compensation, in the most logical and moral way
possible, which is why they can avoid all the predictable problems of
capitalist free markets. And because of its scalability, every society in
the world could have utilized economic planning thousands of years
ago.
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Centralized economic planning under democratic socialism
Centralized planning within democratic socialist societies would be

carried out by governments, although these governments would be
unrecognizable to most modern governments because they wouldn’t
be run predominantly by incompetent and corrupt politicians.
Additionally, because governments and the public would be
economically and scientifically literate, and because of other reforms,
there would not be the same conflicts and gridlocks that plague so
many modern governments. These governments would therefore
operate just as smoothly and successfully as tech companies working
to create faster microprocessors, which occurs even under capitalism
because highly educated and experienced experts are put in charge
of such projects. These governments would therefore not suffer from
all the problems of most modern capitalist governments. This would
be further assisted by the fact that citizens would not pay taxes
under a democratic socialist planned economy. So instead of
governments being disliked and mistrusted, under democratic
socialism they would be respected and trusted just as much as fire
departments and cancer research institutions.

As previously described, governments would receive a percentage of
all Resource Tokens in order to fulfill their responsibilities. In
practice, governments would likely need to receive at least half of all
of the Resource Tokens produced each month. This may sound as if
the centralized part of the economy would make up at least 50% of
the entire economy, and consequently be Ilarger than the
decentralized part of the economy, but this is not how economies
work. First, many of these Resource Tokens would need to be used to
buy necessary resources and goods for running government run
public infrastructures and services, so not all of these Tokens would
go towards employing people. Second, all public servants would need
to be paid fairly, meaning these Resource Tokens could not be used
to hire half of everyone within the economy even if none of these
Resource Tokens were used to buy resources and goods. If all public
servants were paid an average of 4 times a living wage, then the
government receiving 50% of all Resource Tokens would only be
enough to hire approximately 25% of the population.

224



Third, taxes wouldn’t exist under this system, meaning all Resource
Tokens paid to public servants would never return to the
government, but would instead circulate around the economy
indefinitely until they were used to purchase the raw resources they
represent. In fact, because people generally begin spending their
money as soon as they receive their wages, the Resource Tokens
paid to public servants would immediately begin entering the rest of
the economy as soon as workers were paid. In other words, aside
from the Resource Tokens used by governments to purchase raw
resources, all Resource Tokens produced each month would enter
into the decentralized part of the economy, it's just that the first
destination of most of these tokens would be the bank accounts of
public servants. In summary, governments receiving over half of all
Resource Tokens would not cause these governments to be any
larger than the governments of most developed countries.

Under a democratic socialist planned economy, governments would
also need to be generously funded because ideal societies always
have well-funded public infrastructures and services. Capitalists
sometimes argue that centralized planning is rarely ideal because
individuals know best what their unique needs are, but this doesn’t
apply to lower level needs, most of which are extremely expensive to
provide for. As a quick summary, these needs, and the provisions
required to meet these needs, are as follows.

e Shelter, via public housing, homeless shelters, emergency shelters,
etc.

e Social safety nets, via a UBI, disability welfare, parental leave, etc.
e Education, via education institutions, public libraries, public
museums, etc.

e Personal safety, via law enforcement, fire departments, search and
rescue, social services, etc.

e Sanitation, via clean water systems, sewage systems, garbage
collection, etc.

e Energy, via electricity grids, gas grids, subsidies for renewables,
etc.
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e Healthcare, via hospitals, therapists, medical research, long-term
care facilities, etc.

¢ Justice, via legal aid, the justice system, victim compensation, etc.
e Communication, via telephones, the internet, postal services, etc.

e Travel, via roads, bridges, buses, railways, etc.

e Clean air, via regulators, environmental protection agencies, carbon
capture technologies, etc.

e Purchasing power, via laws, regulators, technology research, etc.

e Access to nature, via public parks, national parks, environmental
protection agencies, etc.

Even though there are other human needs, these constitute the most
essential ones that are best fulfilled by governments. The large
number of these essential needs and solutions also hints at the cost
of ensuring these needs. Fulfilling everyone’s basic needs doesn't
guarantee the highest quality of life possible, only a decent
minimum, and yet the costs of ensuring these needs for every person
on the planet are astronomical. However, even if the essential needs
of every person on the planet could be fulfilled, funds would also
need to be put aside in the case of disasters and existential threats.
Mitigating or preventing global catastrophes like climate change,
water scarcity, asteroid collisions, and solar superstorms, are
monumentally expensive challenges. And when unavoidable disasters
do occur, they can cause hundreds of billions of dollars in damages,
and destroy the lives of millions. This further explains why
governments would require so many Resource Tokens in a
democratic socialist society.

Another important reason why governments would need to be
generously funded is because all banks under a planned economy
would be nationalized, and would be the primary source of funding
for new businesses. Socialist government run banks would be
superior to privately owned banks in a number of ways. First, they
would be able to lend out interest-free loans. Second, they would
prioritize the needs and wants of everyone in society, rather than
profits. Third, worker cooperatives and members of the public would
be able to influence, at least to some extent, which ventures were
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funded. That said, most decisions would likely be made by
entrepreneurs and leaders from a range of different industries,
working on either a part-time or full-time basis. This would ensure to
the greatest extent possible that only the most legitimate ventures
were funded. Fourth, banks could also function to introduce
entrepreneurs to relevant worker cooperatives, and provide these
cooperatives with financial assistance in exchange for providing
advice or practical assistance to these entrepreneurs. That said,
entrepreneurs could also approach worker cooperatives directly, or
receive assistance from the public through crowdfunding and
crowdsourcing.

Another important reason why governments would need to be
generously funded is so that progress in STEM fields could be
maximized. This is because progress in these areas has always been
essential for improving people’s quality of life. This is perhaps most
obvious in areas related to healthcare, energy, computers,
communication, transportation, and automation. There are a finite
number of things to know about the universe, and the most
intelligent society would be one that strived to learn and harness this
knowledge as quickly as possible. Doing so in the shortest time frame
however has always required a substantial amount of resources, or
hypothetically an infinite number of resources, and this only becomes
truer as science and technology advances. This is because the tools
available to humanity always become more plentiful and
sophisticated over time, which subsequently increases the nhumber of
ways phenomenon can be studied and the number of technologies
that can be researched and developed.

There are effectively three levels of research that can be conducted
to achieve progress in these fields. The first level is the broadest, and
involves studying the underlying principles and laws of biology,
chemistry, physics, mathematics, etc. The second level involves
applying this knowledge to create and enhance broad technologies,
such as medicines, computers, nanotechnologies, robots, and
artificial intelligence. The third level involves the research required to
turn these technologies into usable and desirable consumer goods
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and services. While there is an overlap between these three levels,
generally it is only the third level that requires market demand
information and consumer feedback, meaning centralized planning is
ideal for these first two levels. This is why an intelligent society
would allocate as many Resource Tokens as possible to maximize
progress in STEM fields. This would ensure that utopian goals could
be achieved as soon as possible, such as automating the entire
economy, creating limitless free energy, and eradicating all diseases.

Providing governments with a large percentage of Resource Tokens
would also be further justified due to the urgency and unavoidable
rising costs of meeting the needs of everyone in society. This is best
demonstrated by healthcare. Everyone has a fundamental right to life
and personal autonomy, but this cannot be assured unless all health
problems are first eradicated or solved, meaning this goal would
need to be one of humanity’s highest priorities until this was
achieved. And because progress in STEM fields always increases the
number of goods and services available, this also means healthcare
costs will always inevitably increase. This is because healthcare
services become capable of offering an ever increasing number of
medicines, procedures, equipment, etc., and all of these require an
ever increasing number of highly trained specialists to utilize. In a
mature society that prioritized the physical and mental wellbeing of
its population, this would mean that unlike most other public
infrastructures and services, like roads and fire departments, public
healthcare costs would increase exponentially as time progressed.
Healthcare costs would eventually decrease as more and more
diseases and disabilities were cured, but increasing costs would need
to be accounted for up until that point. Creating automation
technologies that can replace all human labor would also follow the
same cost curve, of first being increasingly expensive, before
decreasing as AI and machines became advanced enough to self-
improve and self-replicate. All of these reasons explain why
governments would need to be well funded in a democratic socialist
planned economy.
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There are multiple reasons why centralized planning, rather than
decentralized planning, would be ideal or essential for achieving all of
these goals. First, centralized planning would be necessary for
ensuring the fair allocation of resources both nationally and globally,
which has become increasingly important as societies have
transitioned from local economies to national and global economies.
A Resource Token UBI in particular would be impossible without
centralized planning. Second, the scale and complexity of many
large-scale endeavors often necessitates centralized planning. For
example, the Large Hadron Collider would not have been feasible
without large centralized organizations, namely national governments
and CERN, planning the entire project. Another example would be the
planning of major roads and railways across a country, which often
requires centralized planning to design optimally efficient travel
routes. Third, centralized planning can be essential for achieving
standardization, without which an endless array of compatibility
problems would occur for both people and businesses.

Quality of life

Combining both decentralized and centralized planning in a
democratic socialist society would enable everyone to have a
substantially higher quality of life. This is obvious in certain ways,
such as the generous funding of public infrastructures and services,
and the maximization of STEM progress. However, it is the increase
in discretionary income and purchasing power that is perhaps the
least obvious because of the multitude of ways this would occur
within a planned economy. The following list summarizes the most
prominent ways this would occur.

e Everyone would receive a Resource Token UBI.

e Innovation would be maximized, which would increase
technological surplus more rapidly, and consequently increase
everyone’s discretionary income and purchasing power.

e Public infrastructures and services would be generously funded,
meaning citizens would receive for free what they currently have to
pay for.
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e Taxes would cease to exist. This also means people and businesses
would no longer need to spend money hiring tax advisors.

e Import and export taxes would cease to exist if the entire world
moved towards democratic socialism.

e All transportation networks would move into social ownership,
meaning all for-profit tolls would cease to exist.

e Prices would decrease due to the end of patents, corporate taxes,
excessive compensation packages, dividends for shareholders,
interest on business loans, rent on business properties, and other
unnecessary expenses.

e Because recessions would never occur, and because all businesses
would be worker cooperatives, workers would not be laid off
unnecessarily, eliminating the need for businesses to waste money
rehiring and retraining workers.

e Prices could potentially be lowered by manufacturing at max
capacity in a smaller number of businesses, rather than being
duplicated and occurring at lower capacity across a larger number of
businesses. This could be advantageous because of economies of
scale.

e Externalities would be eliminated under this system, meaning
individuals and governments would not need to spend money dealing
with their more costly consequences.

e All workers would receive fair compensation.

e Interest on personal loans would cease to exist.

e Consumers would no longer pay rent or interest on mortgages. If
there were not enough homes available, hotels and homeowners
could be paid to house the homeless until more homes were built.
This would be paid for by governments, since homelessness is a
societal failing, not a personal one.

e Coerced consumption practices would come to an end.

e Collaboration between volunteers, worker cooperatives, and
publically funded researchers, would make all software utility
programs open source and completely free. Such software would
include operating systems, word processing software, visual effects
software, and computer game engines.
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¢ All digital entertainment media that is created using software, such
as films, TV shows, and computer games, would be less expensive to
produce, since practically all software would be open source and free.
e Everyone on the planet would have enough wealth to purchase
digital goods, like films, games, and streaming services, which could
further bring down prices.

e Scalping would no longer occur, which is when scarce goods are
purchased by profiteers, and often in bulk, and then sold on to other
consumers at substantially higher prices.

e All electronic payment processing would either have zero
transaction fees, or fees would no longer be for-profit. Most fees are
currently around 1.5% to 3%, and this occurs at multiple stages of
practically all supply chains.

e Most insurance would likely cease to exist or be significantly
reduced. Life insurance wouldnt be required because of a UBI.
Property insurance would be reduced since crime would mostly be
eradicated, and property that was damaged for reasons outside of
anyone’s control, such as in the case of natural disasters, would be
repaired or replaced at the government’s expense.

e Medical debt would cease to exist, since all healthcare would be
completely free. Alternatively healthcare could be massively
subsidized in instances where a patient’s irresponsibility was the
cause of their own condition, in order to mitigate the problem of
moral hazards.

e Children could attend free classes for recreational pursuits, such as
chess, dancing, and martial arts, and could freely make use of
recreational facilities at specific times, such as gyms, swimming
pools, and sports centers. This would encourage children to be more
social, active, and healthy, but would also save parents money.

e Student debt would no longer exist, since all higher education,
including universities, colleges, trade schools, and apprenticeships,
would be free. Alternatively, subjects related to STEM, healthcare,
teaching, and other essential areas, could be made free, while all
other subjects could be heavily subsidized to different extents,
potentially according to a mathematical algorithm. It is reasonable
for higher education to be free or heavily subsidized, because
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everyone’s quality of life improves when every industry is filled with
an abundance of highly skilled specialists.

e There would be less need to save for retirement because of a UBI,
and ever increasing discretionary income and purchasing power.

e Nobody would lose their life savings, their home, nor anything else
of financial value, from economic downturns, since these would never
occur.

e To make travelling quicker and easier, all public transportation
would be made free for everyone wherever this was viable. This
would also make driving easier due to substantially reduced traffic.

e A UBI would give far more people the freedom to volunteer for odd
jobs within their community, which would reduce costs for individuals
and organizations who need help with small jobs that do not require
specialist skills. This would likely appeal particularly to retirees and
unemployed individuals who want to continue engaging in socially
valuable labor.

e A UBI would give people the opportunity to pursue their passions,
and offer their skills to society for free, or at very low prices. For
example, it would likely be very common for musicians, dancers, and
actors, to put on free or cheap performances for the public that
would otherwise be expensive to see, or not even exist. Another
example would be free or cheap workshops and interest groups setup
by individuals who want to find others who enjoy, or encourage
others to pursue, hobbies they engage in.

e People would save money by no longer needing to give money to
charity, since the problems charities address would already be
solved, or would be addressed by governments.

e Online dating would not require monthly subscription payments or
fees, but would be completely free.

¢ A higher quality of life would mean people would spend less money
trying to cope with situational depression and stress, such as
excessive smoking, drinking, and gambling.

e To optimize resource utilization and to save consumers money,
organizations and systems would be introduced to encourage a
“sharing economy”, in which people would temporarily and freely
borrow goods, with collateral, instead of purchasing them. For
example, instead of a person purchasing power tools and keeping
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them in storage for most of the year, these could be temporarily
borrowed from businesses or a government organization setup
expressly for cultivating and facilitating this type of economy.

e Entrepreneurs would lose far less personal wealth on failed
ventures because they could rely more upon socialist government
run banks, preexisting worker cooperatives, crowdfunding, and
crowdsourcing. Their ventures would also be far more likely to
succeed.

These are the main reasons why everyone’s discretionary income and
purchasing power would be substantially higher under a democratic
socialist planned economy. To put into perspective how much this
would improve people’s quality of life, it is worth exploring how just a
UBI, even under capitalism, is capable of improving people’s quality
of life. Numerous UBI experiments have already been conducted in
various parts of the world over the past few decades, and even under
capitalism these produced many beneficial outcomes.

e Many recipients were able to pay off or reduce their debt, which
helped many escape crippling debt cycles and poverty.

e Recipients most commonly used their money to meet their
immediate needs, and save and invest for long-term goals.

e Many recipients reported that reduced financial pressure improved
their relationships. Spouses in particular reported having fewer
arguments, which shouldnt be surprising considering money
problems have been shown to be one of the highest sources of
spousal conflict in almost all countries where this has been studied.

e Children from recipient families developed substantially fewer
behavioral disorders, and developed higher levels of amicability and
conscientiousness.

e Children from recipient families dropped out of school less,
attended school more, and attained higher grades.

e Teenagers from recipient families were more likely to pursue higher
education.

e Teachers in underdeveloped countries reported improved attention
among students from recipient families.
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e Overall employment rates stayed the same or increased among
recipients. This shouldnt be surprising, since countries with more
generous welfare programs generally have high labor participation
rates. In UBI studies the only demographics that reduced their work
hours were mothers, who chose to focus their time and energy on
raising their children, and students, who chose to focus more on their
studies.

e The productivity of recipients increased.

e The number of new business startups among recipients increased.

e Economic activity increased without causing inflation in excess of
normal or safe levels.

e The salaries of recipients increased. This occurred in many
instances because recipients had greater power to negotiate
compensation.

e When trialed in India, many recipients were able to escape slavery
and exploitative employment.

e Crime rates decreased. This included human trafficking, since
victims are often trafficked due to accepting risky job offers far from
home or aboard that they have no choice but to accept because of
their dire financial circumstances.

e Social capital increased.

e Hospitalization rates decreased, which also corresponds with
separate evidence indicating a reduction in sickness and iliness rates
among recipients.

e Cortisol levels in recipients decreased, implying reduced stress
levels.

e Alcohol, tobacco, and recreational drug use and addiction, either
remained the same or decreased.

e Quality of life improved for recipients with disabilities or infirmities.

If these are the benefits of a UBI under capitalism, then this gives
some indication of how much people’s quality of life could improve if
everyone’s discretionary income and purchasing power were
increased to an even greater extent under democratic socialism.
Some critics may argue that transitioning to our proposed form of
democratic socialism may introduce problems, but all problems could
either be prevented or reduced with well-designed solutions, or
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would at least be negligible compared to capitalism’s problems. For
example, one potential concern could be that our proposed UBI
system could result in essential resources being unevenly and
unfairly distributed if people are able to withdraw some of their
future UBI. This would be easy to avoid in a planned economy,
particularly by only allowing people to do this for essential and
important purchases, such as buying their first home or first car.
People would also likely be reluctant to borrow too much from their
future UBI because ever decreasing prices would mean their UBI
would be worth more in the future.

Another potential concern could be that more and more people may
choose not to work as quality of life increases in parallel with ever
increasing technological surplus. The truth is that most people will
always choose to work in order to afford for themselves a higher
quality of life. A UBI alone would never enable people to afford a life
filed with expensive luxury goods and services, such as a large
home, high-end cars, expensive technologies, and regular holidays.
There have rarely been limits to the ways people can improve their
quality of life other than financial constraints. Additionally, the need
for high employment numbers will always decrease as technologies
are able to increasingly automate essential parts of the economy. In
a worst-case scenario everyone’s UBI could be reduced, and this
money could instead be used to pay people to perform essential jobs
within the economy. Realistically however this approach would likely
never be required because of the aforementioned reason.

Another concern, and one commonly leveled against planned
economies, is that capitalist free markets are superior at providing an
abundance of variety. Putting aside the fact that variety counts for
nothing if consumers can barely afford even basic necessities, it
should be obvious that a democratic socialist planned economy would
be superior in this regard. First, monopolies are inevitable under
capitalism, and these always reduce the variety of goods and
services available. Second, limited time offers would be far rarer,
since these predominantly only occur under capitalism in order to
maximize profits by increasing scarcity. Third, innovation would be
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maximized, which would also maximize the variety of goods and
services available. Fourth, entrepreneurs and new businesses would
be more likely to succeed, which would further increase variety. Fifth,
global poverty would be eradicated, which would substantially
increase variety. For example, clothes could be designed according to
regional and national tastes, could be crafted using local techniques,
and could easily and quickly be shipped internationally since every
country would have a modern infrastructure. So it is in fact capitalist
free markets that are inferior at creating variety, which ironically is
one of the things they are most commonly heralded for.

Economic planning under communism
Despite capitalist propaganda and fearmongering, the democratic

socialist society proposed here would be near identical to a
communist society. The only major difference is that there would be
no central planning, only decentralized planning. Communist
societies would still have local governments that cooperate with other
local governments and organizations, and even though these local
governments are usually referred to by communists as councils or
assemblies, for most intents and purposes they are effectively the
same. Both socialist and communist governments allow for
representatives to be removed from their positions at any moment,
although under communism representatives act as delegates rather
than trustees, meaning they speak on behalf of their constituents
rather than make decisions on their behalf. Consequently citizens are
far more engaged in governing, such as through attending meetings
and voting directly on all major initiatives. Communist societies
therefore ensure their governments work for the people through the
same methods as democratic socialist societies, except they usually
involve more engagement from citizens. Some forms of communism
also require that all government representatives also be part-time
workers within their communities, rather than full-time government
workers. So even though governments and representatives do
effectively exist within communist societies, just like under
democratic socialism they do not serve a ruling class, and so they do
not constitute “the state” in the Marxist sense.
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Another difference is that some communists promote the idea of
workers engaging in different jobs throughout their workday or
workweek, rather than specializing in just one line of work, as is
more common under capitalism and democratic socialism. For
example, a surgeon could spend the first half of their workday
performing surgery, and the second half performing other work
around their hospital, or labor completely unrelated to healthcare.
The theory is that this would make people’s work life less
monotonous, and improve their overall quality of life. This is also
possible under democratic socialism, particularly because of a UBI
and reduced living costs, although it is not advocated for by most
democratic socialists. First, under democratic socialism people’s work
life, and overall quality of life, would be markedly increased for all
aforementioned reasons, so this communist idea immediately
becomes less necessary. Second, the more people that divide their
labor like this, the more inefficient the economy becomes. If all
surgeons spent half of their work life performing unrelated work, this
would mean either halve the number of surgeries would be
performed, or twice as many people would need to become surgeons.
If this latter outcome was extrapolated to the entire economy, this
would effectively double the amount of time people would need to
spend being educated and trained in order for the same amount of
specialized labor to be performed in the economy. Considering many
jobs take years and even decades to become proficient in,
particularly when it comes to the specialized knowledge and skills
required to perform specific jobs within specific companies, this
approach would obviously constitute a grossly inefficient way of
running an economy. Therefore, even though this would be possible
under socialism, it is not advocated for by most socialists, and nor by
many communists.

One other area of concern that socialists sometimes cite as a
potential problem with communist societies is that they can be more
vulnerable to sub-optimal planning due to the potential inefficiencies
and complexities introduced when multiple local governments and
organizations have to coordinate and relay information between one
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another for national projects, as opposed to one centralized national
government that only communicates with smaller local governments
and organizations when necessary. This is one of the main reasons
why democratic socialism is preferred by most people who wish to
create a post-capitalist society. However, one compromise that has
been advocated for by some socialists is the subdividing of countries
into smaller countries, or for countries to be divided into smaller
autonomous regions, so that national governments don’t become too
large and bureaucratic, which is a primary concern for communists.
Despite this potential problem with communism however, it is
nonetheless true that decentralization can enable communist
governments to more effectively work around problems that arise
when national governments fail to operate effectively, which is
obviously a very common problem in capitalist societies.

Economic planning in practice
Centralized and decentralized planning are not untested ideas, but

are used all the time around the world. Effectively all successful
governments, charities, militaries, and businesses, engage in
centralized and decentralized planning. They engage in centralized
planning because they include centralized authorities that create and
follow comprehensive plans, and particularly plans determining their
medium-term and long-term direction and strategies. They engage in
decentralized planning because they allow those at lower levels some
degree of autonomy in changing these plans and determining how
they are enacted, they allow information and other resources to
move back and forth between different departments and different
levels within their organizational structure, and they often cooperate
with other organizations that have their own autonomy. So even
though many capitalists argue that economic planning cannot work,
it is successfully utilized by both small and large organizations
around the world. In fact as proven earlier, even nationwide
centralized planning was utilized successfully as far back as the
Second World War.
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In recent times the desirability and potential of centralized and
decentralized economic planning has ironically been proven by
capitalist businesses more so than practically anything else.
Centralized and decentralized economic planning has been essential
for the largest capitalist companies in the world, such as Walmart
and Amazon, which have only been able to succeed because of their
incredibly well designed economically planned internal
infrastructures. Even more to the point, businesses have further
revealed their preference for economic planning through their
attempts to monopolize industries, including buying out businesses
lower down and higher up their supply chain, since this enables them
to reduce or entirely bypass free markets, including all the inherent
problems and inefficiencies they possess. They have also revealed
their preference for economic planning through their attempts to
destroy the bargaining power of workers and consumers, since this
enables them to effectively centrally plan prices and compensation.
That capitalist businesses embrace economic planning and reject free
markets wherever possible is some of the strongest evidence there is
that economic planning is superior.

Some capitalists have tried to argue that such companies do not use
economic planning because they use supply and demand information
to determine resource allocation, but this is either ignorance or
propaganda. Economic planning always uses supply and demand
information, as proven by the fact that this information is even
utilized by governments. Roads, railways, hospitals, libraries, sewage
systems, etc. are never built evenly or arbitrarily across countries,
but instead according to available supplies and the demands of
citizens. Economic planning does not mean that supply and demand
information is disregarded, only that all workers, departments, or
organizations, cooperate to fulfill a comprehensive plan. Even the
command economies of the past utilized supply and demand
information, but due to their insufficient communication
infrastructures, and their complete reliance on centralized planning
and consequent disregard of decentralized planning, this often
resulted in this supply and demand information, and consequently
their plans, being woefully inaccurate and out-of-date.
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Possibly the best modern-day example of the potential of economic
planning is China. This is not only because they have proven the
viability of economic planning even on a massive scale, but also
because economic planning is responsible for China having the
fastest growing economy in human history, which now places them
ahead of the Soviet Union which held this title prior to China’s
success. During the past 22 years alone China’s economy has grown
10 fold, and during the past 15 years China has managed to
quadruple its productivity. Even today China still has the fastest
growing economy of any developed country. They are currently the
world’s second largest superpower, and in terms of GDP purchasing
power parity they have the largest economy in the world. China also
avoided the worst consequences of the 2008 Great Recession
through their centrally planned stimulus package. In fact because of
this government spending, China’s GDP grew at a rate of about 10%
during this time, while the GDP of America and Europe both declined.
Additionally, China’s industrial production effectively doubled
between 2007 and 2014, while America’s and Europe’s industrial
production stagnated and declined respectively.

It has been argued that China has experienced this unprecedented
growth because it embraced capitalist free markets, although
unsurprisingly this is also propaganda. It is true that China moved
from a command economy to one in which many businesses and
industries are privately owned and run within a capitalist economy,
but this is not the reason for China’s success. First, China has the
most planned economy of any developed country, and consequently
provides less economic freedom than practically any other developed
country. In fact China’s private sector is a smaller part of their
economy than their public sector. China has a rating of 57.8
according to The Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom,
which places it behind all other developed countries. China is even
ranked 113"™ in the world according to the Cato Institute’s Economic
Freedom Index. Despite this, China has still experienced substantially
better economic growth, and their citizens have experienced a faster
improvement in their quality of life, than all other countries, including
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those with far greater economic freedom. China has only managed to
achieve this incredible feat through economic planning, which has
enabled them to move massive amounts of resources towards
essential public infrastructures and services, rather than relying
predominantly upon capitalist free markets to dictate resource
allocation.

Second, China moved away from economic isolationism and began
trading with foreign markets, which is also not exclusive to
capitalism. In fact many capitalists promote isolationism, whereas
practically all democratic socialists promote global resource sharing
and cooperation. Third, it was China’s embracing of markets, and its
move away from a command economy, that is partially responsible
for its prosperity. As already explained, markets are not exclusive to
capitalism, and their benefits can be far better achieved with
democratic socialist economic planning. Fourth, the capitalist free
market part of their economy is also heavily controlled and directed
by the Chinese government, meaning even the benefits that can be
attributed to this part of the economy are partially attributable to
economic planning. Fifth, the increase in the quality of life of Chinese
citizens has been slowing down in recent years, and this has been
occurring in tandem with the capitalist part of their economy
exhibiting more and more of the problems that inevitably arise from
capitalism. So it is in fact economic planning that is predominantly
responsible for China’s incredible economic prosperity, and any credit
capitalism can take is attributable entirely to free markets, which are
substantially inferior to democratic socialist planned economies.

Despite starting off with extremely low per capita wealth, what China
has managed to achieve in the past 40 years provides tangible
evidence of the potential of economic planning. China has built over
40,000 kilometers of high-speed railway, and now has the fastest
trains in the world. China has built over 120,000 kilometers of new
roads, has many of the best airports in the world, has turned over
20,000 acres of desert into arable farm land, and has built over 500
cities, many of which are among the largest and most modernized
cities in the world. China is also a leader in the creation of renewable
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energy technologies, and its space program rivals NASA's. Every year
China graduates millions of highly qualified specialists, including
STEM experts.

If the Chinese government is to be believed, China also went from 90
percent of its population living in extreme poverty to eradicating
most of this extreme poverty within the span of just 40 years. And
even if this figure has been artificially inflated, there is no doubt that
over the past 40 years more people have been lifted out of poverty in
China, and more rapidly, than in any other country in history. Even
during the past 20 years alone, the minimum wage of Chinese
workers and the average wage of Chinese manufacturing workers,
when adjusted for inflation, have tripled. Conversely, in more
capitalistic nations during the past 50-70 years, quality of life,
discretionary income, and purchasing power, have decreased for the
majority of people in the lower classes, aside from some areas
related to STEM progress. This has occurred in developed countries
even as technological productivity has skyrocketed during this period.

China has only been able to improve the quality of life of its citizens
so rapidly because of economic planning, which is also true for the
citizens of all other developed countries. The biggest difference is
that China has utilized economic planning to a far greater extent,
especially by controlling and directing the capitalist part of their
economy, and by investing substantially more into their public
infrastructures and services, including building entire high-rise cities.
Some may counter this by arguing that China has been assisted by
the intellectual properties of developed countries. This is true, but
does not invalidate the evidence of the essential role economic
planning has played in helping China, nor the evidence in the rest of
this section that proves the superiority of economic planning. Instead
it proves that cooperation and information sharing is substantially
better at maximizing economic prosperity and STEM progress than
competition and privatization.

Nothing said here is an endorsement of the Chinese government, the
problems of which are well known and well discussed. The only point
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here is that China could never have become the fastest growing
economy in human history, and so rapidly improved the quality of life
of its citizens, by prioritizing a capitalist free market economy.
Economic planning has not only enabled China to catch up to other
nations, but to very quickly surpass them. However, had China
moved towards a democratic socialist planned economy, then the
quality of life of its citizens would be even higher. First, there would
be even less poverty, particular if a UBI had been introduced.
Second, there would be substantially less wealth inequality. Third,
Chinese citizens would have democratic control over all political and
economic organizations and systems, which would allow for all the
benefits previously explored. There would obviously be other
benefits, but these are the most significant.

Conclusion

Democratic socialist planned economies are capable of being superior
to capitalist free markets in every conceivable way, particularly with
regards to money, supply, demand, prices, and compensation.
Economic planning could ensure everyone’s needs are met at all
times, and would maximize everyone’s discretionary income and
purchasing power. Using mathematical algorithms to determine
compensation and prices would be more logical and fair by orders of
magnitude. Innovation would also be maximized, and the entire
economy could actually be sustainable. Governments would also be
substantially more competent and trustworthy, which in and of itself
would solve innumerable problems. And best of all, there are already
many real-world examples proving the viability of both centralized
and decentralized planning. However, even if some very specific
proposals regarding the democratic socialist planned economy
described in this section need refining or replacing when
implemented in the real-world, the system as a whole is nonetheless
built on a foundation that is irrefutably logical and moral, meaning
this system is still a far better foundation from which to build a real-
world economy than any system founded on the prioritization of
privatization, free markets, and profits.
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“Capitalist businesses are

superior to socialist
businesses”’

Socialist planned economies are overtly superior to capitalist free
markets, so it should come as little surprise that socialist businesses
are also superior. The socialist business model most commonly
advocated for by socialists is the worker cooperative model. Before
exploring how worker cooperatives work internally and within
socialist societies, it is necessary to provide context. Even though
socialist organizations like worker cooperatives are necessary
because of their democratic nature, they are substantially less
necessary under democratic socialism for a number of reasons. First,
every person within society would have their essential needs fulfilled
under all circumstances. Worker cooperatives are more resilient to
bankruptcy and economic turmoil, and their workers are never fired
for unnecessary reasons like under capitalism, but even if this wasn't
true it would matter far less, since unemployment would not lead to
workers and their families becoming destitute and homeless.

Second, because governments are optimally democratic, they can
pass laws and regulations that protect workers and others in society,
making the democratic nature of worker cooperatives even less
necessary. Third, because compensation would be determined
according to an algorithm, workers would require far less democratic
power to ensure they were fairly compensated. And this would be
further helped by the fact that discretionary income and purchasing
power would be maximized under democratic socialism. So in
summary, even though worker cooperatives are both necessary and
superior, they are substantially less necessary under democratic
socialism.

244



Worker cooperatives under democratic socialism
Despite what some propaganda would have people believe,

democratization under democratic socialism would not entail
everyone in society having direct control over the means of
production. Instead, control would be determined according to
democratic mandates. For example, societies have democratically
agreed that personal property rights should exist, which is why
personally owned resources cannot be accessed by everyone.
Similarly, societies have democratically decided that public
infrastructures and services can only be accessed by certain
individuals at certain times. For example, public roads can be used
by everyone, but expensive medical equipment owned by public
healthcare institutions can only be accessed by medical experts and
research institutions, and generally only for the purpose of helping
those with medical needs. It is this type of democratization that
would also be used to determine control over the means of
production under democratic socialism.

Determining how worker cooperatives operate therefore requires that
the desires of all those affected by them are accounted for. There are
various ways this can be implemented, although the remainder of
this section will only explore the approach advocated for by our
movement. Our approach would not give every person equal voting
power, since it is reasonable that those more intimately involved with
and affected by particular cooperatives also have more control over
them. For example, if an entrepreneur creates a successful worker
cooperative, particularly if it is created with their own money, then it
is only fair that they should have greater influence over its
operations. Similarly, the more that a worker is affected by an issue,
the more voting power they should have to affect that issue. For
example, the creative staff at a film production company could vote
on the type of story they want to work on, such as science fiction or
fantasy, but the script writer would have the greatest amount of
creative control over how that story is written. And just like with
wages, voting power could also be determined using a mathematical
algorithm. The criteria that would be used to determine the amount
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of voting power, and the types of things people could vote on, would
take account of the following individuals and organizations.

e Founders

The founder of a worker cooperative would have a disproportionate
amount of voting power with regards to its operations. However, the
more workers a cooperative hires, the more voting power a founder
would lose, even though they would maintain far more voting power
than any individual worker. A founder would also maintain ownership
of any business assets they purchased with their own money,
although these expenses could be repaid to the founder from the
democratic surplus generated by the business. If a business was
setup entirely to utilize and maximize the unique skillset of the
founder, then they would maintain complete control of all related
areas regardless of the eventual size of the business. For example, if
a painter hired a multitude of staff to assist in their creations, the
artist would obviously continue to maintain complete control over
their artwork no matter how many assistants they hired.

e Workers

Workers would have voting power with regards to a multitude of
areas that affect their work life, such as working conditions and the
allocation of necessary tasks. A worker’s voting power could also
increase in accordance with their time at a cooperative, or their time
within a particular profession, or even the same metrics used for
determining compensation. Workers would still need to fulfill their job
requirements, but they would not have every detail of their work life
controlled and scrutinized by unelected managers, who may have no
understanding of the practical and nuanced complexities of their job.
Giving workers greater control would finally allow a balance that is
completely absent in most capitalist businesses. Many successful
worker cooperatives and privately owned businesses have even gone
so far as to eradicate managers entirely. However, regardless of the
particular system chosen, workers in worker cooperatives would not
be required to attend all meetings or vote on all issues, meaning
individual workers could determine for themselves how involved they
are in the overall running of their cooperative. If a worker decided
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they wanted as little involvement and influence as someone at the
bottom of a conventional privately owned business, they could
choose this if they so desired.

e Councils

Within worker cooperatives the board of directors would be replaced
by a council, which would be comprised of workers from within the
cooperative, consumer representatives, and potentially other
representatives, such as industry specialists or public servants. These
councils would fulfill effectively the same duties as the board of
directors. However, because of democratic oversight, compensation
algorithms, and the eradication of shareholders, these council
members would not have any incentive to be exploitative like under
capitalism. Although councils would make all major decisions by
default, these could be overridden by workers, or even those outside
the cooperative, under particular circumstances.

e Investors

Socialist government run banks would be the largest financial
investors in society, and because governments would be optimally
democratic, it could be assured that investments would be made in
accordance with a democratic mandate. A certain percentage of the
investment funds of these banks could even be allocated towards
specific ventures based on the direct votes of citizens. With regards
to private investors, such as crowdfunders and family members,
these individuals would never receive dividends, but they could
receive voting power. This voting power would decrease as their
original investment became an increasingly smaller percentage of the
total value of the cooperative. Investors could receive rewards if their
cooperatives are successful, such as special limited edition products
and discounts on future purchases, but these would be significantly
lower in financial value compared to the dividends investors receive
under capitalism. Consequently, private investors would contribute to
initiatives predominantly because of a desire to see them succeed,
rather than for financial gain, which is an approach that has already
been proven viable by modern crowdfunding campaigns. However,
because of socialist government run banks and a never-ending
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supply of new Resource Tokens, there would be far more new
businesses under this system than under capitalism even without
private investors.

e Consumers

In addition to voting with their wallets, consumers would also have
some degree of influence over how worker cooperatives operate. This
would occur predominantly through consumer representatives, who
would not work for these cooperatives, but would instead work on
behalf of consumers, such as researching and advocating for
consumer preferences. Even though these representatives could be
voted into their positions by any members of society, regular
customers could have substantially more voting power. Consumers
could also have the opportunity to vote directly on particular ideas
and initiatives.

e Syndicates

Democratic socialist societies can also benefit from syndicates. A
syndicate is a group of individuals or organizations that work
together to achieve a common goal that is of shared interest.
Syndicates can be particularly invaluable at maximizing efficiency
and progress within specific industries. They can achieve this by
facilitating communication between all businesses with an industry,
and by enabling effective resource sharing and allocation for large-
scale endeavors. They can also help achieve standardization within
and across industries, which is invaluable for both consumers and
businesses by ensuring the compatibility of various technologies, and
by making it easier to compare products and services. Syndicates
already exist under capitalism, but they are less ubiquitous, less
effective, and nearly always prioritize businesses over consumers.

e Governments

As far as worker cooperatives are concerned, governments would
effectively serve the same function as syndicates, but would exist at
a higher level, and would consequently oversee the entire economy.
Governments would therefore do everything possible to ensure all
worker cooperatives cooperated with all other parts of the economy,
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and that they fulfilled all other democratic socialist ideals, such as
being transparent, ethical, efficient, and sustainable. National and
local governments could also have representatives on worker
cooperative councils that would act as watchdogs to further ensure
they acted in accordance with democratic socialist principles.
Governments would also have the power to force and pay worker
cooperatives to produce essentials needed by society during times of
crisis.

Under democratic socialism, founders, workers, councils, investors,
consumers, syndicates, and governments, would all have varying
degrees of influence over worker cooperatives. The degree of
influence of each of these 7 groups would be difficult for societies to
agree upon, but even a primitive form of this system would be light-
years ahead of the capitalist system, where all decisions are made by
a tiny percentage of the population, and for their own benefit first
and foremost. Our proposed system would also be superior because
it would make worker unions mostly or entirely obsolete. Worker
unions, at least on their own, were always a pitiful compromise for
achieving the fair distribution of power that should have always
existed. This compromise has also placated the masses and quelled
their desire to pursue the revolutionary changes that have always
been necessary.

Worker cooperatives under capitalism

Even without all the other forms of democratization discussed above,
worker cooperatives on their own have proven themselves to be
substantially superior to privately owned businesses even under
capitalism. There have been numerous examples of successful
worker cooperatives in the past, such as the majority of factories in
Italy following the First World War, although there are many modern-
day examples that continue to demonstrate their viability. Emilia-
Romagna is a region in Italy in which 40% of all businesses are
worker cooperatives, and which is now one of the most prosperous
parts of the country for this reason. Another example that proves
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their viability is Germany, in which companies with over 2000
employees must ensure that half of the individuals on their
supervisory board, which is above the board of directors, are elected
by the workers. This law has been so successful that it is supported
by German citizens and politicians on all parts of the political
spectrum.

However, perhaps the best example is the Mondragon Corporation,
which started in the 1950's, and is currently the largest worker
cooperative in the world, or more accurately a conglomerate
comprised of multiple worker cooperatives. Mondragon has over
80,000 workers, and is one of the largest and most successful
businesses in Spain. And because it is a socialist organization, it has
managed to avoid the internally exploitative practices that occur
within other capitalist businesses. For example, the CEO’s of
Mondragon cooperatives earn no more than 20 times that of the
lowest paid workers. However, the wage ratio is far lower on average
since most workers within Mondragon earn more than the lowest
wage. This contrasts with CEO’s in privately owned businesses that
can earn hundreds of times more than their average employees, let
alone their lowest paid employees, many of whom may be living on
or below the poverty line. Mondragon is also responsible for making
the town of Mondragon the wealthiest town in Spain, despite starting
off as the poorest town in Spain.

Studies have shown that not only are worker cooperatives viable, but
they outperform capitalist businesses by every meaningful metric
under almost all circumstances, and are equal to capitalist businesses
under all other circumstances. Worker cooperatives grow faster, they
have higher rates of early and long-term survival, they are much
more resilient during economic downturns, they provide better
salaries for lower-tier and mid-tier workers, they give rise to less
compensation inequality, they offer better benefits, they provide
better working conditions, they provide workers with greater
autonomy, they produce more motivated workers, they reduce
feelings of alienation among workers, they give rise to greater levels
of trust and cooperation between workers, they are more likely to
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provide free ongoing training, they have lower rates of absenteeism,
and they have lower rates of workers leaving either voluntarily or
involuntarily, which increases efficiency since new employees need to
be trained and integrated. In terms of productivity, worker
cooperatives have been shown to outperform capitalist businesses in
some instances, and be equally productive in all other instances.
During times of economic turbulence workers can also choose to
reduce their work hours or wages, whereas within capitalist
businesses they are often fired with no regard given to their opinions
or financial needs.

Employees also report higher levels of satisfaction and happiness, as
well as a preference for the less competitive, more cooperative
environments that worker cooperatives tend to cultivate. Employees
work harder because they receive fair compensation, unlike in
capitalist businesses where the lack of adequate compensation gives
most workers little incentive to do anything more than the bare
minimum. Consumers also generally rate worker cooperatives higher
than privately owned businesses because they provide better goods
and services. Most worker cooperatives also operate in pursuit of
helping their local communities, rather than putting profits first. This
is either because most workers belong to these communities, or
because most workers are decent people, unlike the CEO’s and
directors of most capitalist businesses who are far more willing to
behave sociopathically if this can benefit themselves and their
shareholders. Worker cooperatives are also more likely to be
successful the more worker cooperatives there are within an
industry. In summary, worker cooperative offer many substantial
benefits, while having no drawbacks compared to capitalist
businesses.

Conclusion

Everyone has a right to influence the decisions that affect their life,
which is why democratic socialists advocate for democratic
organizational structures, and particularly worker cooperatives. It is
ironic that most proponents of capitalism profess a love for
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democracy and a hatred of authoritarianism, yet staunchly support
authoritarianism, and even totalitarianism, in the very organizations
where they spend most of their energy and waking life. Dispersing
control of businesses between founders, workers, councils, investors,
consumers, syndicates, and governments, would achieve superior
outcomes for everyone in society. Similar to the mathematical
algorithms proposed for determining compensation and prices, the
manner in which power is distributed among these groups could be
far from perfect and yet still produce substantially fairer outcomes.
Whatever problems any political and economic organization or
system can be said to have, disempowering those affected by these
problems, and consolidating power into the hands of small number of
individuals who are willing and incentivized to behave sociopathically,
has obviously always been an atrocious solution.

“Capitalism is the best system
for maximizing freedom”

One of the greatest successes of capitalist propaganda has been to
mutate the concept of freedom into a shallow form of its true
meaning. Capitalism is regularly touted as the economic embodiment
of freedom, even though its consequences will always crush people’s
freedom, particularly where it matters most. People cannot have
genuine freedom unless they have a home, a UBI, manageable debt,
discretionary income, purchasing power, consumer options, free
time, surplus energy, personal safety, bodily autonomy, physical
health, mental health, peace of mind, legal protections, free speech,
political voting power, economic voting power, high-quality schooling,
job opportunities, entrepreneurial avenues, economic mobility,
banking services, internet access, travelling capabilities, and an early
retirement, to name some of the most important freedoms.
Capitalism erodes all of these freedoms in a multitude of ways. These
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are worth exploring because of how unaware most people are of this
problem, and because of the unexpected ways these erosions can
occur.

General limitations

One of the most significant ways capitalism reduces personal
freedom is the underfunding of public infrastructures and services,
particularly as a consequence of tax avoidance and evasion, and the
theft of the world’s resources and technological surplus. For example,
underfunded public transportation services can limit people’s ability
to travel or increase travelling time. Underfunded healthcare services
can cause people to be unnecessarily restricted by debilitating health
conditions. Underfunded education institutions can result in students
having fewer job opportunities and entrepreneurial avenues available
to them once they leave school. This reduction in freedom holds true
for practically every public infrastructure and service that goes
underfunded because of capitalism.

Another obvious way freedom is reduced is through the lack of
democracy within the workplace. Workers often have no choice but to
follow orders like cogs in a machine, even if this counterproductively
limits their creative freedom and their ability to improve the goods
and services they produce and provide. Workers often have no
freedom over whether or not they are exploited because of power
imbalances within society and the economy. Workers often lack the
freedom to complain, protest, or strike, for fear of losing promotions,
wages, their job, and even a career within their industry. Workers
often don't have the freedom to enjoy life, including spending time
with their friends and family, because of the necessity to work long
and stressful hours. Some businesses will even encroach upon their
worker’s freedom outside of work. For example, many workers also
have to remain on standby during their days off, or be available to
take calls or respond to emails at any moment. Many companies
force their employees to undergo drug tests, even for legal
recreational drugs, and even when these drugs have no effect on
their performance. It is also common to hear of businesses using
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social media to spy on the private lives of their workers, in order to
protect their reputations.

Ironically one of the greatest ways capitalism limits freedom is by
reducing the goods and services consumers can purchase, even
though capitalism is heralded most often for providing consumers
with choice. In the broadest sense consumers mostly lack freedom
due to the monopolization of industries and having low discretionary
income and purchasing power, including during retirement, but there
are also numerous ways businesses and industries restrict freedom
beyond this. Companies often sell products without features in order
to encourage or force consumers to purchase additional products,
such as selling smartphones without a headphone port. Companies
often sell inferior products, and don't provide alternatives, in order to
cut costs, such as drink companies using corn starch instead of
sugar, which is cheaper but generally produces a more unpleasant
texture and aftertaste. Companies often use planned obsolescence to
reduce the quality and lifespan of their products, which can cause
customers to lose further freedom by having to spend money on
warranties, out-of-warranty repairs, and replacements. Companies
often have no choice but to sell products or provide services that lack
invaluable features because of patents, although no example should
need to be given because the list is both endless and well-known.
Companies often refuse to cooperate with each other to improve
their services, such as those that build and operate mobile and Wi-Fi
networks, which substantially reduces the coverage and quality of
reception for mobile phone users. Companies often force consumers
to purchase multiple yet effectively identical products and services,
such as game consoles, in order to access everything that exists on
the market. Companies often reject standardization, which can
prevent consumers from combining technologies that they would
otherwise be able to. And this doesn’t even account for the
frustration, exhaustion, and wasted time, that can be experienced
when troubleshooting and diagnosing incompatibility issues. All of
these problems would be eliminated under democratic socialism.
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This lack of consumer freedom also carries over to the systems
through which consumers purchase goods and services. Consumers
have no choice but to use a wide array of websites for online
shopping, which not only makes shopping substantially more time
consuming, but can also make it difficult or effectively impossible for
consumers to find the goods and services they need, particularly by
reducing the number of goods and services they are aware of. This is
why people gravitate towards Amazon, which is grossly inferior to
what could be achieved in a cooperative planned economy. Making
comparisons between all products is also much more challenging
under capitalism because of this fragmentation. Many products
provide limited specifications, or different information on different
websites, and many descriptions are bloated with superficial and
unhelpful advertising jargon and naming conventions. It can even be
near impossible to understand differences between products of the
same type created by a single manufacturer due to the use of such
superficial and gimmicky marketing jargon.

Incidentally, this fragmentation problem doesn’t just affect consumer
goods and services. Multiple yet effectively identical employment
websites exist, even though one website would be substantially more
helpful for both businesses and job hunters. Similarly, multiple yet
effectively identical online dating services exist, which unavoidably
divides populations for no other reason than profits, and which is
made worse by the fact that many of these services either cost
money, or hide essential features behind pay walls. This is despite
the fact that romantic relationships constitute one of the most
important parts of most people’s lives. Capitalism also requires
consumers to have potentially dozens of accounts and membership
cards for different digital and physical stores to be able to access all
available goods and services. This also applies to websites where
people sell or give away second hand goods. Under a planned
economy all of these fragmentation problems could be avoided.

Under capitalism people also have restricted freedom in terms of
expressing their individuality. As previously explained in our
discussion of quality of life under socialist planned economies, the
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variety of goods and services available under capitalism is far less
than what would be possible under democratic socialism. This
problem is further exacerbated by the fact people have reduced
discretionary income and purchasing power under capitalism. In
underdeveloped countries many consumers may have neither the
money nor options to express their individuality, such as through
basic things like clothes, jewelry, and tattoos. It is ironic that so
many capitalists criticize socialism and communism for robbing
people of their individuality, supposedly as a consequence of
embracing collectivism, even though capitalism was always
guaranteed to limit people’s individuality far more because of its
predictable consequences.

Workers in particular suffer a loss of individuality in additional ways.
For example, workers are rarely allowed to wear truly comfortable
clothes, and are instead forced to conform to mostly arbitrary dress
codes that fit with their company’s more professional brand image.
Workers may also have no choice but to modify or hide their
piercings, tattoos, hairstyles, hair coloring, facial hair, etc.,
effectively forcing them to erase a core part of their identity and self-
expression for most of their waking hours. Such forms of self-
expression can be very personal and meaningful, including
possessing cultural significance. Many physical traits are also not
reversible once a person leaves work, meaning this encroachment on
self-expression can needlessly persist for years or decades.

This loss of bodily autonomy can also extend far beyond a loss of a
person’s individuality. Many workers have effectively no choice but to
work in unreasonable or unsafe conditions, or to work to the point of
ill-health, which can even result in long-term debilitating health
problems. Perhaps the most severe and disgusting loss of bodily
autonomy however is when people reluctantly enter the sex industry
due to poverty, which is one of the greatest infringements on one’s
bodily autonomy that exists. However, a lack of bodily autonomy
obviously isn’t a problem that only applies to workers. A person can
also lose bodily autonomy if their body changes undesirably for
reasons related to poverty and exploitation, such as becoming

256



overweight due to only being able to afford cheap food, or being too
sleep deprived and exhausted to exercise.

Another problem under capitalism is that even when people do have
freedom it nearly always comes at the expense of the freedom of
others. Consumers in developed countries have the freedom to buy
various products and services, but this comes at the expense of the
freedom of workers, particularly in underdeveloped countries.
Entrepreneurs and investors have the freedom to be successful, but
this comes at the expense of the freedom of consumers, workers,
and animals. Inventors have the freedom to patent and profit from
their innovations, but this comes at the expense of the freedom of
those who are unable to utilize them. The current beneficiaries of
capitalism have the freedom to exploit the world’s resources and
ignore externalities, but this comes at the expense of future
generations who will have fewer resources and will have to deal with
existential threats. Freedom doesn’t count for anything if it inevitably
erodes the freedom of others, and especially if it contributes to
unnecessary deaths.

The United States

To provide a deeper understanding of how the prioritization of
privatization, free markets, and profits, can reduce personal freedom,
it is worth analyzing the one country that most embraces capitalism,
and most propagates this freedom fallacy. Americans commonly
claim their country to be the freest in the world, and that this is
largely attributable to capitalism. However, all that this demonstrates
is how pervasive and effective capitalist propaganda has been in
America. In terms of personal freedom, America is ranked 28" in the
world by the extremely neoliberal Cato Institute. According to the
State of the World Liberty Index, America is ranked 41 in the world
in terms of social freedom. According to the Freedom in the World
Index, America is ranked 61°% in the world. According to the Global
Social Mobility Index, America is ranked 27" in the world. According
to the OECD, American’s on average are able to dedicate less time to
“leisure and personal care” than 29 other countries, and a higher

257



percentage of American workers work overtime than 28 other
countries. It should consequently come as little surprise that
American’s on average work more hours per year than the citizens of
almost every other developed country, and work more hours per year
than American’s did in the 1950’s and 1960'’s.

America is one of the only developed countries that does not have a
system in place to regularly update its federal minimum wage to help
it keep up with inflation, even though they had such a system before
it was eradicated by neoliberal president Ronald Reagan. This partly
explains why America’s minimum wage hasn’t increased since 2009
despite high inflation. This also explains why America has the
greatest disparity between their national minimum wage and their
national median wage compared to every other developed country,
and why they have the lowest minimum wage of any developed
country in terms of cost of living. Even if America doubled their
minimum wage, most families with one full-time minimum wage
worker would still be living in poverty. This also partially explains
why both parents work full-time in approximately 50% of two-parent
households, compared with approximately 30% of households back
in the early 1970’s. This also partly explains why America has the
worst rate of childhood poverty among comparable developed
countries, with 1 out of every 3 American children being poor or
living below the poverty line.

American workers also suffer from some of the most extreme forms
of wage theft among comparable countries, with wage theft
constituting more than double the wealth stolen via all other forms of
theft, such as burglaries and vehicle theft. America is also the only
developed country, and one of the only countries in the entire world,
without mandatory paid parental leave, while practically every other
developed country offers a minimum of 2 months paid parental
leave, and some even offer an entire year of paid parental leave.
Many of these countries also specifically provide paid paternity leave,
which American companies are notoriously bad at providing. America
is also the only developed country that does not force businesses to
provide paid vacation days. Consequently American workers receive
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on average only two weeks paid vacation every year, with a quarter
of Americans receiving no paid vacation. America is also the only
developed country that does not force businesses to provide paid sick
days. In fact even Americans that do receive paid sick days often
don’t take them out of fear of being fired, which is a problem not
experienced in many other developed countries. Overall, American
companies provide some of the least generous employee benefits of
any developed country in the world.

There are many other employment related problems in America that
are caused by capitalism and which restrict freedom. Many
Americans receive their health insurance through their employers,
which can prevent many Americans from leaving their job or
negotiating for better pay or working conditions. America has the
least generous welfare system of practically any country in the
developed world. America is also one of the only developed countries
in the world not to provide postal banking nationwide. The United
States government also doesn’t provide an automated or free tax
return service, which is one of the main reasons why America’s tax
system is regarded as one of the worst in the developed world. In
many developed countries taxes are filed freely and automatically by
the government, who only require that individuals and businesses
spend literally no more than a few minutes verifying that their tax
files are correct. In America individuals and businesses have to spend
hours or days filing their taxes manually, and in many cases have
little choice but to hire financial experts or purchase tax software.
This is primarily because these experts and tax software companies
continue to successfully lobby American politicians to prioritize their
profits above all else.

America is also well-known for the predatory lending of its for-profit
financial institutions, which is exacerbated by their notoriously unfair
and highly discriminatory credit system. This system disadvantages
the poorest Americans, and inflicts poor credit scores on people for
reasons completely outside of their control. Low credit scores not
only make it difficult for people to acquire loans, giving many no
choice but to take on more exploitative loans from within the gray
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and black market, but this can also unfairly reduce their chances of
being hired by many businesses. This system has disproportionately
harmed black Americans, who on average have not benefitted from
the same intergenerational wealth, investments, opportunities, etc.
as their white peers. This can obviously largely be blamed on
systemic racism, such as the ongoing repercussions of the racist
beliefs, policies, systems, etc. of the past, including segregation,
underfunded infrastructures, voting discrimination, banking
discrimination, housing discrimination, medical discrimination,
education discrimination, employment discrimination, policing
discrimination, and justice system discrimination. Regardless of the
origins of such problems, capitalism’s predatory financial system has
nonetheless worsened them.

Americans also have less freedom than most other developed
countries because of their poor-quality education system. One fifth of
American adults are illiterate, and over half of all American adults
lack the literacy skills necessary to adequately cope with common
work and life demands, which obviously reduces people’s freedom in
numerous ways. Combined with the other consequences of America’s
poor-quality education system, this obviously means Americans have
reduced freedom in terms of career prospects. It also partly explains
why America has the second worst economic mobility of any
developed country. America’s education system is one of the worst in
the developed world partially because America is the only developed
country that funds their public schools primarily through local
property taxes, which has inevitably and unsurprisingly resulted in
schools in poorer areas being grossly underfunded. In fact American
public schools are so underfunded that nearly 95% of America’s
public school teachers use their own money to pay for supplies. All of
this can predominantly be blamed on the economic illiteracy of
America’s capitalist politicians.

In addition to these problems, almost 45 million American’s have
student debt, and for many this debt is worth tens of thousands of
dollars. Worse still, approximately 40% of these debt holders
dropped out before getting their degree, and the overwhelming
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majority of students did so for reasons outside of their control.
Studies have shown that the primary reasons why American students
drop out are high tuition fees, high living costs, the subsequent need
to take on a job, and the failure of lower education to adequately
prepare them for the challenges of higher education. Because of this
dire situation, America has the highest college and university dropout
rate among comparable nations, and American students have more
debt on a per student basis than any other developed country. Part
of the reason so many Americans have so much student debt is
because the cost of higher education in America has risen 5 times
more than inflation since 1980. During the past 10 years alone
student debt in America has doubled to just over $1.7 trillion. All of
these problems would have been solved if only America had adopted
the same socialist approach to education as many other developed
countries.

Combined with other capitalist problems, such as monopolization,
America’s debt problem likely goes some way to explaining why
business ownership among young American adults has dropped by
more than half over the past 50 years. This contradicts the narrative
that America is a great country for entrepreneurs. America’s debt
problem also goes some way to explaining the dire financial
circumstances of most Americans. Even prior to the 2020 pandemic
and recession, 40% of American full-time workers permanently or
regularly lived paycheck-to-paycheck, almost 80% of Americans
permanently or regularly lived paycheck-to-paycheck, 40% of
Americans could not afford a $400 emergency without going into
debt or their long-term savings, and over 60% of Americans could
not afford a $1000 emergency without going into debt or their long-
term savings. Since this time the financial situation of most
Americans has worsened or barely improved.

Although no official studies have been performed, based on available
data, a rough estimate can be made that America is ranked 25% in
the world in terms of its per capita homelessness problem. At the
very least, it can be stated with confidence that America has the
worst homelessness problem in the developed world in terms of its
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per capita wealth. Over 3.5 million Americans live without permanent
housing, including 1.3 million children, and over 550,000 of these
Americans are currently homeless. This is despite the fact that
America has over 16 million vacant homes, which is over 10% of all
housing units in America. This places America 4 in the developed
world for the highest percentage of vacant homes. Many of these
homes are in high demand areas, and most of the ones that are in
low demand areas should never have become low demand in the first
place, since if everyone had a UBI and everywhere had well-funded
public infrastructures and services, most of them would now be
prosperous and highly desirable locations. America also has more
than enough wealth to build more homes in high demand areas,
making this situation even more inexcusable. Unsurprisingly the
number of homes being built for first time home owners in America
has been decreasing since the beginning of the 1980’s. And none of
this addresses properties that are inappropriately prioritized above
the homeless, such as hotel rooms, apartments, and houses, which
are owned by the rich and rented out to tourists. Nor does any of this
address America’s notorious use of hostile architecture, in which
areas that homeless people have traditionally slept for shelter and
warmth, such as shop windowsills and entrances, are purposefully
redesigned to be inhospitable to homeless people.

And if all of this wasn’t bad enough, Americans who aren’t homeless
also suffer immensely because of property privatization. Currently
low-income Americans spend approximately half of their income on
rent. Almost half of American workers don’t earn enough to afford a
one-bedroom rental, and this increases to over 90% for minimum
wage workers. There is also not a single county in America where a
minimum wage worker can afford an average 2 bedroom rental,
which has placed millions of American families in dire circumstances.
This helps explain why over half of young adults in America live with
their parents, and why America’s home ownership rate is about 65%,
which places them 49 in the world in terms of home ownership. To
put this into context, Vietham, Cuba, and China, are ranked near the
top, and all have home ownership rates of about 90%. America’s
situation is absolutely absurd considering rent shouldn’t even exist,
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and everyone should already own a home since the world’s resources
and technological surplus belong to everyone.

America also has reduced freedom in terms of crime. According to
the Global Organized Crime Index, America is currently ranked the
135™ worst country in the world, and is one of the only developed
countries in the world categorized as suffering from “high
criminality”. Obviously non-violent crimes, such as burglaries and
property damage, erode freedom by decreasing the time, energy,
money, etc. of the victims. However, violent crimes in particular can
reduce freedom to an extreme extent, particularly when they result
in grievous bodily harm or death. All of these crimes also erode the
peace of mind of victims and potential victims. This is a chronic
problem for Americans living in areas with high crime rates, as well
as all Americans who are fully aware of the rise in mass shootings. In
recent history even the sound of fireworks and cars backfiring have
been mistaken by Americans for mass shootings, causing mass panic
for hundreds or thousands of people in the process. If people live in
ongoing fear of violent crime, it would be disingenuous to argue that
they are experiencing genuine freedom. These high crime rates can
obviously be blamed on reasons attributable to capitalism, such as
underfunded mental healthcare services, and the desperation, stress,
hopelessness, etc. people suffer from because of poverty.

Capitalism has also reduced the freedom of Americans with regards
to their legal system and prison system. America has by far the
highest incarceration rate of any developed country in the world,
holding 20% of the world’s prisoners while only having just over 4%
of the world’s population. This is obviously partially due to crimes
caused by poverty, but is also a consequence of America’s for-profit
prison industrial complex. Not only do privately owned prisons
financially benefit from incarcerating as many people as possible, but
this industry also provides extremely inexpensive prison labor to
corporations. To make matters worse, America also incarcerates a
higher percentage of non-violent drug offenders than any other
developed country, which is one of the most unjustifiable
infringements on personal freedom that exists in the developed

263



world. This can additionally be blamed on the high levels of addiction
encouraged by the profit-driven pharmaceutical industry and the
unnecessary stress and health problems people suffer from because
of capitalism. In fact drug addiction in and of itself should also be
recognized as something which reduces personal freedom. Many
Americans are also imprisoned for stealing basic necessities for
themselves and their loved ones. During the COVID-19 pandemic,
some of the most shoplifted items in America were essential baby
products, such as baby formula, baby wipes, baby diapers, and baby
shampoo.

And if all of this wasn’t bad enough, many of those in American
prisons, including these innocent victims, suffer from the worst forms
of maltreatment, including sexual abuse, physical violence, and even
murder. This can be at the hands of both prisoners and guards. This
occurs largely because American prisons are underfunded and
overpopulated, and because of the stress many prison guards
experience because of financial insecurity, all of which can
predominantly be blamed on capitalism. To make matters even
worse, American prisons are also disproportionately filled with people
with mental health disorders and disabilities. And even when
Americans leave prison, many of them reoffend and reenter the
prison system because of problems caused by capitalism, such as
high poverty rates, the refusal of private prisons to spend money
rehabilitating prisoners, and the refusal of many capitalist businesses
to hire ex-prisoners. Currently two thirds of all Americans released
from prison reoffend, and most do so within 5 years of being
released.

Americans also have less freedom than most other developed
countries because of their high mortality rate. Even though life
expectancy has been declining in other developed countries in recent
years, the decline in America has been 8 times worse on average by
comparison. Additionally, there is no difference in the life expectancy
between the rich and the poor in the Nordic countries, while in
America the rich outlive the poor by a larger margin than in any
other developed country. The number of unnecessary deaths in
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America is also far from insignificant. Even when police shootings are
not included, between 15,000 to 20,000 Americans are intentionally
murdered every single year. In fact America has a higher per capita
intentional homicide rate than approximately 60% of countries in the
world, placing it behind all other developed countries. America is also
home to 30% of the world’s mass shootings, even though again they
only have just over 4% of the world’s population. More tragically still,
one quarter of mass shooting victims in America are children. On a
per capita basis, America’s police kill over 3 times as many citizens
as Canada’s police, which has the second highest civilian casualty
rate among wealthy developed countries, and America’s police kill
over 160 times as many citizens as Japan’s police, which has the
eighth highest civilian casualty rate among wealthy developed
countries. This is at least partially due to crime caused by poverty,
but also police militarization, which has occurred largely because of
the capitalist military industrial complex. In fact, if American police
forces were considered a military, they would be the world’s third
highest funded military, with China’s military being the second
highest funded, and America’s military being the highest funded. And
then of course there are the Americans that die prematurely because
of inadequacies within their healthcare system, which currently
amounts to over 68,000 adults and children every single year. Some
of these healthcare deaths also occur because Americans are not free
to be treated by certain physicians and hospitals because their
private healthcare system is divided into separate “networks”. Every
year 200,000 Americans also die prematurely because of air
pollution. All of the causes of death cited here can predominantly be
blamed on capitalism.

However, one of the most unique causes of unnecessary deaths in
America is obesity, which in many cases is caused or exacerbated by
poverty. More than 4 out of every 10 American adults is obese, and
an additional 3 out of every 10 is overweight. More than 2 out of
every 10 American children between 6 and 18 is obese, and an
additional 2 out of every 10 is overweight. Diabetes afflicts 1 out of
every 10 Americans, and causes 100,000 deaths every single year.
America also has a high mortality rate due to malnutrition, which is a
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problem that also afflicts overweight individuals. In fact Americans on
average are 4 times more likely to die from malnutrition than the
global average. Despite living in one of the wealthiest countries in
the world, approximately 60 million Americans, including over 12
million children, are food insecure, meaning they are unable to
consistently access and purchase enough nutritious food to live a
healthy active life. All of this is partly because of the large number of
Americans who live in food deserts, as well as the many other
Americans who are too poor to consistently purchase nutritious food.
However, this is also because American food companies throw out
billions of dollars” worth of edible food every year because ironically it
is more profitable for them to do so. Aside from experiencing chronic
anxiety about running out of food, many Americans report that they
are so food insecure that they regularly experience prolonged periods
of hunger, and many report days where they have to forego food
entirely. Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, approximately 46
million Americans were so poor they had to rely upon food banks. It
should consequently not be surprising that America is ranked 35" in
the world according to Bloomberg’s Global Health Index, which
incidentally rates the highest rated countries as Spain, Italy, Iceland,
Japan, Switzerland, Sweden, Australia, Singapore, Norway, Israel,
Luxembourg , France, Austria, Finland, and the Netherlands.

Many Americans also unnecessarily die every year because of
“deaths of despair”, which are deaths caused by suicide, drug
overdose, or alcohol-related liver disease. Deaths from suicide are
currently at an all-time high in America. In 2021 alone, over 48,000
Americans committed suicide, and over 12 million Americans
seriously contemplated suicide. Suicides are also disproportionately
high among young adults, and depending on age bracket is the
second to fourth leading cause of death for American’s between the
ages of 10 and 34. This shouldn’t be surprising considering research
shows that half of all young American adults experience depression
or hopelessness on a regular basis. In fact, according to the World
Health Organization, America is tied in second place for having the
highest rate of depression in the world. These suicide statistics would
be far lower with high-quality mental healthcare services and the
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substantially higher quality of life that could be afforded to everyone
under democratic socialism. Among American suicide victims are also
the 30,000 American soldiers who have fought in wars during the
past 20 years, which is over 4 times the number of soldiers that died
fighting in these wars. Most of these wars were caused or
exacerbated by imperialism and the military industrial complex, both
of which can be blamed on capitalism.

Deaths from drug overdoses are also at an all-time high in America.
These deaths can also be blamed on many of the same problems that
contribute to America’s high suicide rate, although there are other
additional problems. First, many Americans are overprescribed drugs
or develop addictions because of their predatory pharmaceutical
industry. Second, due to neoliberal policies, America’s Food and Drug
Administration has become increasingly funded by the very
companies they were created to oversee, which has unsurprisingly
compromised their regulatory standards and practices. Third, many
medical institutions refuse or delay treatment for those in desperate
need of drug related medical care unless proof is first provided that
they are covered by health insurance for such treatment. Fourth,
many Americans require strong painkillers due to exploitative
working conditions. Because of all of these problems, on a per capita
basis America has the highest drug overdose rate in the world, it has
the highest rate of prescription painkiller addiction in the world, and
it has the 10™ highest rate of illicit drug addiction in the world. In
2021 alone, almost 100,000 Americans died from drug overdoses.

American’s also suffer unreasonably high mortality rates because of
their widespread scientific illiteracy and reading illiteracy. Both of
these correlate with poor information literacy skills, which means
Americans have a higher likelihood of falling for misinformation and
conspiracy theories than the citizens of most other developed
countries. For example, on a per capita basis America has one of the
largest number of anti-vaxxers in the developed world, and these
individuals have led to the premature deaths of many Americans,
including children. Similarly, the refusal of so many Americans to
take basic safety precautions during the COVID-19 pandemic
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contributed to America having one of the highest per capita death
rates in the world. And this situation didn’t just cause the needless
suffering and death of Americans who refused to take basic safety
precautions. Many Americans died before they could be vaccinated,
or died because they couldn’t take the vaccine due to autoimmune
disorders, and all because other Americans refused to take basic
safety precautions. Many of these people died because of preexisting
conditions, which they either had no control over or didnt have time
to remediate, but this is obviously irrelevant if their deaths could
have been easily avoided. And many of these unnecessary deaths
also included children. In fact in 2022 COVID-19 was still one of the
leading causes of death for American children, including very young
children.

During the COVID-19 pandemic many other Americans also died
because hospitals were locked down because of the unnecessary
spread of the virus. Many Americans also died because open
hospitals had to allocate their limited resources to those
unnecessarily suffering and dying from COVID-19. Additionally, even
Americans who weren't affected by COVID-19 had to endure
prolonged lockdowns, which substantially reduced their freedom, and
yet ironically this only occurred because so many American’s refused
to take basic safety precautions because of their counterproductive
ideas about “freedom”. If scientific illiteracy and reading illiteracy
weren’t so pervasive in America, these unnecessary deaths and
prolonged lockdowns could have been avoided, ensuring Americans
had far greater freedom.

America also has some of the worst infrastructure in the developed
world, which also reduces people’s freedom in nhumerous ways. Every
4 vyears the American Society of Civil Engineers releases a
comprehensive study on America’s infrastructure, and their past 2
evaluations graded America’s infrastructure a D+, with a D grade
being their lowest grade above a "“fail” grade. This has limited the
freedom of Americans in many ways, and particularly in instances
where Americans have been harmed or killed. Such examples include
the water crisis in Michigan and the 2021 Texas blizzard, both of
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which led to the severe suffering and death of many adults and
children, and for no other reason than infrastructure problems that
have been avoided in other developed countries. America also has a
notorious lead piping problem, which has been causing lead
poisoning in adults and children for over a century. Currently over 40
million Americans live in homes that don't have access to safe
drinking water, and many of these Americans are too poor to afford
bottled water. According to the Social Progress Index, America is
ranked 24™ in the world in terms of water and sanitation. America
also provides little freedom to travel by public transportation, bikes,
and walking, due to underfunded infrastructures, as well as lobbying
from the car industry. Despite its wealth and geographical size,
America doesn’t even have any high-speed railways, which are
typically considered those that allow for train speeds of 155 mph or
faster. America is also ranked 22" in the world in terms of internet
speeds, is ranked 28™ in the world in terms of internet access, and is
ranked 119" in the world in terms of internet affordability. According
to the Global Competitiveness Index, America is also ranked 31°% in
the world in terms of its plans to upgrade its energy infrastructures
and information and communication infrastructures.

America is ranked 58™ in the world according to the Freedom of the
Press Index, which is produced by Freedom House, and is ranked
45™ in the world according to the World Press Freedom Index, which
is produced by Reporters Without Borders. This is partly attributable
to the United States government, as evidenced by their appalling
mistreatment of whistleblowers like Edward Snowden, Chelsea
Manning, and Julian Assange. However, this is also attributable to the
corrupting effect privatization, the profit motive, and the ruling class,
have had on news media organizations. America’s ranking in these
two indices also aligns with a 2021 study revealing that Americans
trust their national news media less than any other developed
country. This problem obviously reduces freedom, because people
cannot have the freedom to make informed decisions if they are
being intentionally uninformed or misinformed. A devastating
consequence of this problem, which has been exacerbated by
America’s terrible public education system, is that the United States
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government is filled with incompetent and corrupt politicians who
further reduce the freedom of Americans. This is one of the reasons
why America is now ranked 19" in the world according to the
Corruption Perceptions Index, which uses objective methods for
determining corruption despite what the name of this index implies.
Another reason which can be blamed on capitalism is the corrupting
effect that lobbyists and campaign contributions, paid for by the
ruling class, have had on their political system.

This corruption and incompetence has also contributed to America’s
lack of democracy, which means Americans lack one of the most
important freedoms that exists. America is currently ranked 36™ in
the world according to the Democracy Matrix, and is ranked 29" in
the world according to the Democracy Index, which also categorizes
America as a “flawed democracy”. American politicians have eroded
democracy for the benefit of themselves and other members of the
capitalist ruling class, and have done this in a multitude of ways,
such as by deregistering voters without informing them, making early
voting difficult or impossible, making mail-in voting difficult or
impossible, enforcing unnecessarily strict voter identification
requirements, forcing impoverished voters to spend money on voter
identification that could be provided for free, forcing impoverished
voters to take time off work in order to vote, and closing voting
stations so voters have to spend up to 10 hours queuing outside in
order to vote. Most of these problems can also be a particular
problem for those with disabilities. American politicians are also
notorious for gerrymandering, which involves manipulating electoral
district boundaries in order to give an unfair advantage to a specific
party, or a demographic, such as one based on class, ethnicity, race,
religion, or political alignment. Gerrymandering is a form of electoral
engineering, and is one of the most severe antidemocratic measures
currently being utilized in developed countries because of how
extreme and effective it has proven to be.

And none of this even addresses people who are prevented from
voting entirely. Currently over 40 million immigrants are prevented
from voting in American elections, which is approximately 12% of
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America’s entire population. This is despite the fact that they
contribute to the economy by paying taxes, and by providing
invaluable and often grueling labor that most other American’s are
unwilling to perform. In fact research has already proven that
immigration taken as a whole is effectively always a long-term net
benefit to an economy, and the only reason it is ever economically
harmful for particular demographics is because of problems caused
or exacerbated by capitalism. Immigrants are also less likely to
commit crimes, all else being equal, because of the threat of
deportation. Worse still, immigrants are generally more vulnerable to
labor exploitation, and more vulnerable to poor decisions made by
their federal, state, and local governments. America also prevents
over 6 million ex-felons from voting, either because of their criminal
record, or because they are too poor to pay off their legal fees and
fines. This even includes countless Americans incarcerated because
of the obviously immoral war on drugs, which is made even worse by
the fact that many Americans only begin taking illicit drugs in the
first place because of stress and health problems caused or
exacerbated by capitalism.

However, one of the most severe forms of voter suppression in
America is their election system, the Electoral College, which is
globally recognized as one of the most broken election systems in the
developed world. The American ruling class, which includes most
politicians and their capitalist donors, has every reason to maintain
this broken system because it gives them a significant unfair
advantage. In other words, the perpetuation of the Electoral College
can predominantly be blamed on capitalism. This may first appear
like a relatively minor problem, but the catastrophic consequences of
the Electoral College cannot be overstated. If not for this broken
voting system, Al Gore would have defeated George W. Bush in
2000, meaning that not only would America be less neoliberal than it
is now, but urgent action against climate change would have begun 2
decades ago. Because of this delayed action, the global death toll
from climate change will now likely be tens of millions higher, and all
because of the Electoral College.
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Defenders of the Electoral College argue that it is designed to protect
people in less populated states from the decisions of the more
populated states, but this is a ridiculous argument. First, people
should never have to vote to have their basic rights protected, or to
have a good quality of life, and any system that requires this is
obviously broken by default. People’s rights should be assured and
their quality of life should be high regardless of how anyone votes.
Second, the Electoral College is fundamentally undemocratic. Under
this system a presidential candidate in a two person race can win
with less than 22% of the popular vote. This is because all but two
American states use an indefensible winner-takes-all system, in
which 100% of all electoral votes within a state are given to the
winner of that state. This means tens of millions of voters in
definitively blue and red states have no reason to vote, because they
know from the very beginning that their votes will count for nothing.
This is so unimaginably broken it is difficult to put into words. This is
made worse by the fact that voting power is different in each state,
creating the current situation where the vote of someone in Wyoming
is worth 3.6 times more than the vote of someone in California. All of
this effectively means that the votes of tens of millions of people
count for nothing, even though their lives can be irrevocably changed
and harmed by the president. Third, the Electoral College achieves
the opposite of its intended purpose, since candidates are
incentivized to give most of their attention to just 8 swing states. In
fact, during the 2016 election, over two-thirds of election campaign
events were spent in just 6 states, and of the 10 most rural states, in
which 40% of Americans reside, only 2 of them were visited at all by
the 2016 nominees.

The Electoral College is consequently one of the most broken voting
systems used by any developed country in recent human history.
Despite this, the far greater problem is that even if America adopted
an ideal voting system, voting counts for nothing if candidates are
not required to undergo fitness-for-duty tests, and if citizens are too
uncritically minded and uneducated because of capitalism. All of
these problems effectively mean that Americans do not have the
freedom to vote politicians into power that will work in their best
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interests, which is one of the most important freedoms any person
can have. This guarantees that capitalist politicians will always end
up in power, which ensures Americans will continue to have their
freedom eroded.

This section however hasnt even included all the other ways
capitalism erodes people’s freedom that have been described in this
manifesto, and the poor quality of life this always correlates with. All
of this is the opposite of what would be expected from the most pro-
capitalist anti-socialist country in the world if capitalism was the best
system for maximizing people’s freedom. And this is made all the
more ridiculous by how incredibly wealthy America is, which is made
even more ridiculous because of how much of this wealth has come
at the expense of the freedom of other people around the world,
particularly as a consequence of imperialism and existential threats.
That so many American’s consider their country to be the freest in
the world, despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary, is
evidence of the effectiveness of capitalist propaganda more than
anything else. Likely the most definitive example of this propaganda
is the idea of “The American Dream”, which implies freedom but is
now merely propaganda designed to project the illusion of freedom
onto an economic system that erodes people’s freedom. The freedom
to prosper that the term “The American Dream” implies has been far
better achieved in other developed countries that have implemented
socialist ideas. As George Carlin said, “It's called the American Dream
because you have to be asleep to believe it.”

The indoctrination of American citizens has become so severe that
many Americans even decry dependence on the government as a
form of oppression, or an unacceptable risk because of the potential
for oppression, even though public infrastructures and services
obviously achieve the opposite by maximizing people’s freedom. The
reason for this concern is that such programs give the government
leverage over citizens, but this is an irrational argument. When
governments effectively provide and maintain public infrastructures
and services, the normalization of their existence over time ensures
politicians won't threaten to underfund them, since this will always
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be tantamount to political suicide, at least in more economically
literate societies. This is why most people in other developed
countries view their public infrastructures and services extremely
favorably. This situation is made even more bizarre considering most
Americans don’t view many of their public infrastructures and
services as forms of oppression or potential oppression, such as their
roads and fire departments.

So instead of free universal healthcare, a UBI, and free or
inexpensive guaranteed housing, all being recognized as sources of
freedom in America, they are disregarded as forms of oppression or
potential oppression. The irrationality and fearmongering of this
capitalist propaganda is absurd. It is genuinely reasonable to
postulate that if all roads were privately owned by the rich, and
socialists proposed nationalizing them in order to end exploitative
tolls and to maximize everyone’s freedom, many capitalists would
hysterically decry this as a Marxist globalist plot to create a fascist
communist dystopia in which totalitarian government’s control and
restrict where everyone can travel. Similarly, if all fire departments
were owned by the rich, and socialists proposed nationalizing them to
ensure the poor also had their homes protected, many capitalists
would hysterically decry this as a tyrannical infringement on personal
property rights, and a slippery slope towards a world in which
authoritarian governments own all property, and in which corrupt
politicians allow the homes of their political opponents to burn to the
ground.

This irrationality and fearmongering regarding governments is overtly
ridiculous, because the institution of the government has obviously
never been the problem. This point cannot be stressed enough. The
problem has always been incompetent and corrupt people being
elected to power, which has always been preventable via highly
educated populations, well-financed independent journalists, fitness-
for-duty tests for political candidates, democratically initiated
spontaneous elections, optimally democratic voting systems, strong
anticorruption measures, democratized economic institutions, and
the fulfillment of everyone’s basic needs. The solution has never
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been to reduce the government’s role in providing essential public
infrastructures and services. Prioritizing privatization, free markets,
and profits, has always been an atrociously bad alternative that
guarantees people’s freedom will always be severely limited.

Tragically, because so many Americans have been indoctrinated by
capitalist propaganda, many of them continue to believe that their
freedom would be maximized if only “big government” got out of the
way. This sentiment is perpetuated in America by the circulation of
popular yet irrational statements, such as "“the bigger the
government, the smaller the citizen”, and the well-known Ronald
Reagan expression, “the nine most terrifying words in the English
language are, ‘'I'm from the government, and I'm here to help’.” This
is particularly ironic, since not only is it ideal for governments to
provide and generously fund essential public infrastructures and
services, but America’s federal spending, as a percentage of their
economy, has remained relatively constant since the mid-1950's. And
more to the point, the United States government is still smaller, in
relation to GDP and population size, than the governments of many
other countries that provide a higher quality of life and greater
personal freedom. In fact in terms of government spending as a
percentage of GDP, America is ranked 47" in the world. The problem
with the United States government has never been that it is “too
big”, which is a vague and irrational criticism that has nothing to do
with the essentialness or effectiveness of any government,
particularly since a government can be simultaneously “big” and
“small” along a multitude of dimensions, such as spending, debts,
deficits, politicians, contractors, laws, regulations, bureaucracy, and
lobbying. The problem is that the United States government is
predominantly comprised of incompetent and corrupt capitalist
politicians, resulting in their government spending nowhere near
enough on public infrastructures and services, and doing everything
they can to reinforce and worsen their broken economic system.

The widespread belief that governments always reduce personal
freedom, particularly as they grow in size, is little more than
capitalist propaganda. Governments only reduce personal freedom
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when incompetent and corrupt political candidates are voted into
power, and it is this problem that explains why so many Americans
don’t trust their government. However, even in America this wasn’t
always the case. In the 1960’s nearly 80% of Americans trusted their
government, compared to approximately 20% today, which is one of
the lowest percentages of any country in the world. Incompetent and
corrupt governments cannot however be blamed on citizens, but
instead on the ruling class doing everything they can to indoctrinate
the masses and rig the system in their favor. The American ruling
class has been so effective in this regard that not only have they
persuaded most Americans to support capitalism and reject
socialism, but research shows that policies passed by the United
States government rarely align with the wishes of American voters,
and yet align almost perfectly with the requests of special interest
groups controlled by the ruling class.

The freedom paradox
The reason it is difficult to understand personal freedom within an

economic context is because of the unintuitive truth that increased
economic freedom nearly always culminates in reduced freedom.
Capitalism may be the embodiment of freedom in terms of its
principles, but the consolidation of wealth and power it always leads
to ensures people’s freedom will increasingly be eroded, particularly
with regards to the most essential areas of life, and especially when
existential threats are accounted for. Freedom under capitalism
effectively means having the freedom to be exploited, or the freedom
to succeed by exploiting others. The reason this isn't obvious is
because it is more intuitive to believe that freedom leads to more
freedom. This is a major reason why capitalism, as well as
neoliberalism and libertarianism, are such superficially appealing
ideas.

In reality the outcome of true freedom nearly always requires a
starting point of restricted freedom. Laws forcibly restrict people’s
freedom, but are necessary for ensuring everyone has the freedom to
live safely. Being forced to pay taxes is a temporary restriction on

276



personal freedom, but is essential under capitalism for everyone to
have access to high-quality public infrastructures and services. Taxes
also increase freedom by saving people time, such as preventing
people from having to pay countless owners of private roads when
travelling across country. Forcing every person to pay taxes also
ensures public infrastructures and services are not overburdened and
underfunded, which is a problem when people can choose to avoid
taxes, such as by going private. Even when freedom is entirely
eradicated, this can still be a worthy tradeoff. For example, children
in Finland are forced to attend non-profit schools, but this has been
necessary for these children to have equal access to one of the best
education systems in the world. In summary, this misunderstanding
of the paradoxical nature of freedom has resulted in the fetishization
of capitalism’s grossly pitiful and dangerous form of freedom.

Conclusion

Freedom must always be the end goal of any mature society, and
never the starting point. The consequences of freedom within an
economic system that prioritizes privatization, free markets, and
profits, will always lead to reduced freedom for everyone except
those who inevitably use their freedom to exploit others in the
pursuit of wealth and power. And even when people do have freedom
under capitalism, this freedom always comes at the expense of the
freedom of others. The truth is that the only way people can be free
in any meaningful sense is if they have a home, a UBI, manageable
debt, discretionary income, purchasing power, consumer options,
free time, surplus energy, personal safety, bodily autonomy, physical
health, mental health, peace of mind, legal protections, free speech,
political voting power, economic voting power, high-quality schooling,
job opportunities, entrepreneurial avenues, economic mobility,
banking services, internet access, travelling capabilities, and an early
retirement, to name some of the most important freedoms. These
obviously would all be assured and maximized under democratic
socialism. Despite this, capitalists have still managed to convince the
masses that their system is the true source of freedom, even as it
continues to destroy the lives of people around the world.
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“Capitalism works in harmony
with human nature”

One of the more common defenses of capitalism is that it is the only
economic system that works in accordance with human nature.
Conversely, socialism is deemed unviable because it supposedly
requires a utopian society comprised of selfless and noble individuals.
These ideas not only demonstrate a fundamental misunderstanding
of human nature and these economic systems, but they are also a
continuation of the same propaganda tactic used by the ruling class
throughout history to justify the economic systems that benefitted
them. Even less than 200 years ago the ruling class justified slavery
using this exact same human nature argument. Democratic socialism
is in fact one of the only systems that truly understands human
nature because of the 3 areas where human nature and economics
overlap. More specifically, socialism works with and improves human
nature by optimizing social conditions, working conditions, and
cultural conditions.

Social conditions

The greatest problem with the capitalist conceptualization of human
nature is the assumption that humans are naturally deeply selfish,
and that this is relatively unaffected by economic circumstances. This
is obviously extremely naive. People who have to live in a constant
state of exhaustion, stress, hopelessness, etc. as they struggle to
survive will think and behave more selfishly than those whose basic
needs are always fulfilled and who have a high quality of life. If a
person has little choice but to engage in cutthroat behaviors in order
to meet their most basic needs, then there thoughts and actions will
also be substantially more selfish in nature. Research has even
shown that selfish people usually presume others to be as selfish as
they are, meaning their selfishness can at least partially be attributed
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to self-preservation in the face of what they believe to be a generally
hostile world.

Under democratic socialism people would also suffer from far less
exhaustion, stress, hopelessness, etc., and would have far more
time, energy, money, etc. to dedicate to understanding and helping
others. It would therefore be expected that people would be more
kind and generous since most people experience great joy from
helping others. In fact studies have shown that altruism and
cooperation even increase during and after natural disasters, such as
major earthquakes and floods. Greater investment into healthcare
would also improve the mental health of many individuals, which
would further increase the number of people that are able to focus
their attention towards helping others. It would therefore be
expected under democratic socialism that far more people would
engage in initiatives like charity work, local community projects,
online crowdsourcing projects, and public protests. So it is in fact
democratic socialism that works with and improves human nature by
providing social conditions that fulfill everyone’s basic needs.

Working conditions
Capitalism supposedly utilizes human nature because the only way

people can accumulate wealth under capitalism is by working hard to
fulfill the needs and wants of consumers. The problem is that
capitalist businesses are well designed to reduce people’s desire to
work hard. Putting aside the fact that workers are often forced to
work long hours, wear unnecessarily uncomfortable clothes, obey
irrational orders given by higher-ups, and experience a whole range
of other avoidable workplace issues, the biggest problem is poor
compensation. Most workers are fully aware that they are being
exploited, which decreases morale and gives workers little incentive
to work as hard as they otherwise would. Even promotions can
involve zero to minimal pay increases, and yet require an even
greater workload. In fact working hard under capitalism often
increases the likelihood of being given even more work and
responsibilities, but rarely with a proportional increase in
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compensation. It should also be unsurprising that even in many
developed countries upwards of half of all workers find their work
either unfulfilling or meaningless. Few people will ever contribute
their fullest to any job, let alone an unfulfilling or meaningless job, if
they know they are being exploited by their higher-ups. So in other
words capitalism effectively encourages workers to contribute the
least they can get away with. And to make matters worse, many
higher-ups are extremely lazy compared to those beneath them, and
they often engage in sociopathic behaviors, giving their workers even
less incentive to work hard.

Under democratic socialism every worker would receive fair
compensation for every hour worked, including fair compensation for
promotions, since compensation would increase with the value and
difficulty of a workers labor. Workers would also have greater voting
power over all business operations, including how democratic surplus
is utilized, and would be less likely to suffer from alienation, which
would likely further boost morale and productivity. If workers enjoy
their work they are also more likely to want their cooperative to
succeed so that they can keep their job. Even within worker
cooperatives under capitalism, productivity has been shown to be
higher in most instances, and equal in all other instances. And none
of this is to mention that far more entrepreneurs would exist under
democratic socialism, and far more people would return to work
because a UBI would eradicate welfare traps. So it is in fact
democratic socialism that works with and improves human nature by
providing working conditions that encourage people to be as
productive as possible.

Cultural conditions

Capitalists also don’t understand how human nature is influenced by
the cultural conditions cultivated by their system. More specifically,
instead of curtailing or stigmatizing human vices, capitalism
cultivates a culture in which these vices are exacerbated, idealized,
and normalized. For example, pursuing unlimited wealth, even in a
world of finite resources, is reframed as "“a healthy ambition”.
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Indulging in excessive extravagance, even in a world with widespread
poverty, is reframed as being “successful”. Being a lazy rent-seeker
that makes money from exploitative businesses and property
ownership is reframed as being a “savvy investor”. Engaging in
cutthroat sociopathic behavior, even though compassion and
cooperation are idealized in society, is reframed as having “a healthy
competitive drive”. Destroying all competition and monopolizing
supply chains, even if this means destroying ethical businesses, is
reframed as being a “captain of industry”. Instead of illuminating the
dangers of such selfish and dangerous vices, capitalism repackages
them as ideals to aspire to. This is because fetishizing greed,
ruthlessness, and consumerism, are the only ways businesses can
maximize profits.

Another knock-on effect of refashioning vices as virtues is that it has
determined the types of people that are celebrated under capitalism
and how they are compensated. Wealthy capitalists who encourage,
embody, or enable, extravagant lifestyles are often framed as the
most valuable members of society. For example, a tech company
CEO that abuses their workers and ignores the externalities of their
business may have an annual salary of millions of dollars and be
heralded as a pioneer. Conversely, the teachers who educated the
STEM experts that were actually responsible for researching and
developing this tech company’s products may be unable to afford
basic necessities and be mostly ignored by the rest of society.

Children in particular have been victims of the reframing of vices as
virtues, especially the cultural norm of using consumerism as a
means of identity formation, and the internalization of superficial and
unrealistic ideals. For example, many children feel pressured to keep
up-to-date with the latest beauty trends, fashion trends, electronics,
etc. because of capitalisms perceived obsolescence propaganda.
Children also experience pressure to engage in conspicuous
consumption, in which goods are purchased because of their brand
and cost, despite few or no differences in style and quality to less
expensive alternatives. Girls in particular have also been victims of
the cosmetics industry, which for decades has endlessly bombarded
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society with unreasonable beauty standards. The internalization of
such ideals can also not be reasonably disconnected from the
epidemic of young people with eating disorders or depression, nor
from the ostracizing and bullying that many children experience. All
of this is expected under capitalism, because businesses are highly
incentivized to do everything they can to make everyone, including
children, feel that their lives, personalities, and bodies, are as
worthless and uninteresting as possible, since this is the best way to
maximize profits. In this sense, capitalism doesn’t just apply
perceived obsolescence to physical goods, but also to humans. The
fact that this intentional manipulation of culture has predominantly
been directed towards affecting adults also doesn’t make capitalist
businesses any less culpable, since such cultural changes were
obviously always going to affect children as well.

This capitalist conceptualization of human nature has effectively
become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Capitalism encourages the
embracing of human vices, which has empowered capitalists to use
this as superficial evidence that this must therefore be the prevailing
driving force of humans. For example, capitalism idealizes the
lifestyles of the rich and famous, which has empowered capitalists to
use this as superficial evidence that selfishly pursuing excessive
wealth is natural. Capitalism also rewards the most selfish
entrepreneurs and businesses in society, and forces most other
entrepreneurs and businesses to operate unethically to remain
competitive, which has empowered capitalists to use this as
superficial evidence that capitalism best utilizes humanity’s selfish
and cutthroat nature. And none of these self-fulfilling prophecies are
by accident. The more capitalists can convince populations of these
misconceptions about human nature, the easier it is to normalize and
justify selfishness, shallowness, and exploitation.

It is surprising that capitalism’s refashioning of vices as virtues is not
seen as more suspect considering it contradicts most cultural ideals
in the modern world. From a young age all children are encouraged
to be compassionate, respectful, generous, grateful, humble, mature,
etc. Children are also encouraged not to judge themselves or others
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based on superficial traits, but to accept themselves and others
because of their internal worth and to judge people based on their
character. Happy children are also naturally compassionate, such as
expressing a desire, when asked, for every adult and child in the
world to have food, clean water, shelter, etc. Among adults these
virtues are also essential in all areas of life, particularly for forming
and maintaining healthy relationships. Democratic socialists
staunchly agree with these cultural ideals, which is why they
advocate for a society where such virtuous traits are idealized,
encouraged, and expected. Even though humans can be greedy and
callous, it is ludicrous to argue that the best economic system would
be one that incentivizes and rewards such vices, rather than one that
attempts to restraint them and instead cultivate virtuous traits that
are already idealized, encouraged, and expected in most cultures.

Democratic socialism would help cultivate more virtuous cultural
ideals in a number of ways. First, it is an economic system that
encourages and enforces harmonious cooperation wherever possible,
rather than cutthroat competition. Second, under democratic
socialism people would be economically literate, meaning people
would be aware that extreme wealth was not economically justifiable,
and that it always came at the expense of others. Extreme wealth
would therefore be far less idealized and far more stigmatized. Third,
under democratic socialism the highest paid workers in society would
be those that perform the most difficult jobs, so the lifestyles of the
wealthiest in society would no longer be idealized to the same extent,
since their lifestyles would be known to come at a personal cost.
Fourth, because of the invaluable labor they perform, the highest
paid workers would also likely be the most venerated people in
society, which would likely further positively shape cultural ideals.
Fifth, there would likely be reduced or zero advertising in order to
minimize the prices of goods and services, which would likely further
reduce the idealization of the unjustifiable extravagant lifestyles that
are often depicted in advertisements. Sixth, everyone would also
have more time, energy, money, etc. to dedicate to the needs of
others, which would likely further increase humanitarianism, and
consequently further positively shape cultural ideals. And for those
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that doubt the potential for these cultural conditions to shape human
nature, consider that in many countries, including some Nordic
countries, humility and frugality are already deeply ingrained cultural
ideals, and deviation from these virtues can be a source of
embarrassment and social exclusion in these societies. So it is in fact
democratic socialism that works with and improves human nature by
providing cultural conditions that idealize the most virtuous human
behaviors.

Hypocrisy
Capitalists are obviously hypocrites with regards to human nature

predominantly because capitalism is incapable of fulfilling the needs
and wants of all humans, including the desire for social cohesion and
world peace, which are both prevented by the existence of a ruling
class. However, there are numerous other ways that capitalists are
hypocritical with regards to human nature. Capitalists argue that
humans are naturally selfish, but ignore the fact that the economy
and society rely upon the selfless contributions of countless
individuals. In terms of the economy, the entire internet operates on
numerous pieces of free open source software that were written, and
continue to be updated, by highly skilled specialists. The same is also
true of Linux, which has also been essential for the success of
countless for-profit businesses. Capitalist economies also rely upon
other forms of invisible labor, such as the work of charity volunteers.
In terms of society, Wikipedia is the most obvious example, although
there are also countless internet comment sections, forums, and
websites, that continue to grow with detailed contributions offered by
experts with no incentive other than to help strangers. PC gaming
enthusiasts also continue to freely fix problems in computer games
that publishers refuse to address because this would reduce their
profits. These enthusiasts also regularly provide free additional
content that is of higher quality than the content produced by game
developers, and they even do this knowing this will likely increase
the profits of the developers. This is not to argue that people should
not be paid for their labor, nor that organizations, structure, and
leadership, are not necessary for large scale projects. The point is
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that humans are often less selfish than most capitalists acknowledge,
and that economies and societies only function as well as they do
because of this aspect of human nature. Additionally, democratic
socialism is better capable of utilizing this part of human nature
because it is a system that maximizes everyone’s freedom.

Ironically, some capitalists, and particularly neoliberals and
libertarians, also hold the contradictory position that humans are not
only selfish, but are so altruistic that local charities and communities
should entirely or predominantly replace government social safety
nets. People can be selfless, but there is a limit to how much time,
energy, money, etc. people have available to help others, making
this position both ironic and absurd. In order to be true the resources
that charities and communities possess would need to be equivalent
to those provided by governments. This is not only an absurdly
unrealistic idea in and of itself, but is made even more absurd
considering that under capitalism most people in the world can be
guaranteed to live in poverty and have ever diminishing time,
energy, money, etc. Worse still, economic downturns are inevitable
under capitalism, and these further reduce the money that people
can give to charity at the exact same time when people need help
from charities the most. Even during times of economic prosperity,
most social safety nets even in wealthy developed capitalist countries
are still grossly underfunded, and even in developed countries where
welfare is reasonably generous but falls short, charities and
communities are still barely able to fulfill all remaining needs.
Additionally, far more people are likely to fall through the cracks
when people receive piecemeal assistance from local charities and
communities, unlike government runs services which can be
comprehensive and better orchestrated, particularly under
democratic socialism.

Capitalists however are perhaps most hypocritical with regards to
human nature in their conceptualization of hard work. Capitalists
argue that their system brings out the best in people because it
supposedly rewards hard work, while they condemn democratic
socialism for bringing out the worst in people by encouraging

285



everyone to be self-entitled, envious, and lazy. This is obviously
hypocritical. Capitalism is a system of such extreme self-entitlement
that it rewards people who steal wealth from the poorest people in
the world and who destroy the planet for future generations. Many
higher-ups are also driven to succeed out of envy for those who are
richer than themselves, and are willing to selfishly exploit others to
achieve this goal. Capitalists even recommend that people increase
their wealth through investing, even though earning money through
a passive income is the laziest way any person can accrue wealth. In
fact, the modern capitalist ruling class could be considered the most
self-entitled, envious, and lazy group of people in all of human
history, since the amount of wealth they have stolen is greater than
what was stolen by most members of the ruling class throughout
human history. Despite this, capitalists still try to argue that it is the
poor that are self-entitled, envious, and lazy, even though most of
them are among the hardest working people in society.

Democratic socialists by contrast advocate for wealth redistribution, a
UBI, and generously funded public infrastructures and services, not
because they are self-entitled, envious, and lazy, but because they
are economically literate. Democratic socialists also advocate for
workers being paid fairly for their labor, rather than earning money
by exploiting others, which is the opposite of these vices. Democratic
socialism is also the economy of compassion and humility, since it
ensures everyone’s basic needs are met, it minimizes all forms of
exploitation, and it does not allow people to become obscenely rich.
That democratic socialism could ever be perceived as a system of
self-entitlement, enviousness, and laziness, and capitalism could ever
be perceived as a system of hard work, is testament to the
hypocritical yet effective nature of capitalist propaganda.

Conclusion

Capitalism is a system that ensures that the worst parts of human
nature will always be idealized and rewarded. Democratic socialism
by contrast is a system which understands that human nature is
predominantly shaped by environmental factors, which is why it is so
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well designed to work with and improve human nature through its
optimization of social conditions, working conditions, and cultural
conditions. Compounding this problem is the fact that capitalists hold
multiple hypocritical views regarding human nature and its
relationship to economic systems, unlike democratic socialists who
can avoid such contradictions because they have an objective
understanding of human nature. Capitalism is therefore not a system
that works in harmony with human nature, and the only reason this
is not widely recognized is because of a propaganda tactic that has
been utilized by the ruling class throughout history.

Part 2: The system: Conclusion

Proponents argue that capitalism is the best system currently
available, but this is untrue even at a theoretical level. The
prioritization of privatization, free markets, and profits, guarantees
that wealth and power will always become increasingly consolidated,
leading to monopolies and cartels that are responsible for horrific
externalities, and even the exploitation of consumers wherever
possible. This not only artificially limits people’s quality of life, but
also inevitably reduces people’s quality of life over time. This is not
only because capitalism is a volatile and unsustainable system, but
also because it is a tremendously violent system, and one that has
substantially slowed down humanity’s ability to innovate and benefit
from these innovations. The capitalist ruling class has only been able
to maintain the illusion that capitalism is a viable system by
indoctrinating the masses, particularly by manipulating language and
ideas, and by condemning the very people that capitalism exploits.
Democratic socialism by contrast is a substantially superior economic
system in every conceivable way, and is also able to maximize
human freedom and work in harmony with human nature despite
what capitalist propaganda would have people believe.
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One singular recurring theme that always reveals itself when
critiquing capitalism is its innately contradictory nature. More
specifically, an economic system should achieve a number of
objectives that enable the needs and desires of all humans to be
fulfilled to the greatest extent possible, and yet even at a theoretical
level capitalism is completely unviable in this regard. Listed below
are the most prominent examples of these contradictions.

e An ideal economy would maximize human productivity. However,
under capitalism workers are guaranteed to be less productive
because of problems like exploitation, exhaustion, alienation, and a
lack of workplace autonomy.

e An ideal economy would be as efficient as possible. However,
capitalism is a grossly inefficient system, particularly because of the
existence of bullshit jobs, the necessity of jobs that deal with
externalities, and economic downturns that cause mass
unemployment and business bankruptcies on a global scale.

e An ideal economy would not force people to work to escape
poverty. However, under capitalism most workers in the world still
live in poverty, and countless people are unable to find stable work
because businesses are incentivized to create a reserve army of
labor, which is also guaranteed to increase whenever economic
downturns occur.

¢ An ideal economy would ensure everyone owned their own home.
However, because of capitalism we now live in a world where millions
of people are homeless, billions more have temporary or inadequate
shelter, and most people who have shelter have to waste money on
rent or interest payments on for-profit mortgages.

e An ideal economy would maximize everyone’s discretionary income
and purchasing power. However, under capitalism these will always
be kept low, or even decline over time, because it is a system that is
well designed to facilitate exploitation, and particularly the theft of
the world’s resources and technological surplus.
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e An ideal economy would create an abundance of goods and
services. However, capitalist businesses are incentivized to create
artificial scarcity, since this is the only way to maximize demand and
profits. Additionally, there will always be fewer goods and services as
industries become monopolized, and people are unable to contribute
their fullest to society because of poverty.

e An ideal economy would ensure consumers had access to the best
goods and services possible. However, this will always be denied
under capitalism because of problems like planned obsolescence,
shrinkflation, and a lack of standardization. Additionally, the
competition that is necessary for avoiding these problems will always
increasingly diminish under capitalism.

e An ideal economy would ensure all adults and children had a
maximized number of opportunities as well as equal opportunities.
However, capitalism will always lead to exploitation and ever
increasing wealth inequality both within countries and between
countries, which guarantees opportunities will always be extremely
limited for most people in the world as well as extremely unequal.

e An ideal economy would use technological efficiencies and
automation technologies to gradually reduce the hours that people
need to work. However, under capitalism an ever increasing number
of workers are made technologically redundant without appropriate
safety nets, and those that remain in the work force have no choice
but to work the same number of hours, or an increasing number of
hours.

e An ideal economy would ensure all humans have the best mental
health possible. However, capitalism is well designed to erode
people’s mental health by reducing everyone’s quality of life,
including their work life. This is exacerbated by capitalist propaganda
that encourages the lower classes to blame themselves and each
other for their problems.
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e An ideal economy would work in harmony with human nature as
much as possible, particularly by bringing out the best in humans.
However, capitalism is an atrocious system in this regard, since it is
well designed to bring out the worst in humans, including deeply
disturbing sociopathic traits.

e An ideal economy would be founded on truth. However, capitalism
is a system that can only survive by indoctrinating populations with
misinformation that is created and propagated at every level of
society. This is also exacerbated by education systems that are
usually underfunded under capitalism.

e An ideal economy would be optimally democratic. However, people
lack democratic control within capitalist businesses, even though this
is where workers spend most of their energy and waking hours, and
even though the decisions of businesses affect everyone in society.
Worse still, capitalism guarantees that sociopaths will always end up
in power. Capitalism also commonly leads to undemocratic political
systems due to the corrupting influence of the ruling class.

e An ideal economy would create and maintain well-funded public
infrastructures and services. However, these will always be
underfunded under capitalism, predominantly because of
economically illiterate politicians, the illogical creation and utilization
of money under capitalism, and tax evasion and unethical tax
avoidance.

e An ideal economy would utilize both centralized and decentralized
planning. However, capitalism ensures that the economy will never
adopt this approach because it relies upon free markets, which are
utilized because they are ideal for maximizing the wealth of the
ruling class.

e An ideal economy would maximize innovation, specifically through
open collaboration, the sharing of information and physical
resources, and populations being given every opportunity to reach
their potential. However, capitalism will always be a grossly
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inefficient system for maximizing innovation for reasons that are too
numerous to summarize.

e An ideal economy would be as stable as possible at all times.
However, economic downturns are unavoidable under capitalism,
particularly because the exploitation of the lower classes guarantees
recurring declines in the velocity of money within the economy, and
because economic downturns provide an ideal opportunity for the
ruling class to increase their wealth and power.

¢ An ideal economy would protect all humans during times of crisis.
However, capitalism is an atrocious system for protecting citizens
during such times, primarily because it is less profitable for
businesses to stockpile essential goods, and because the goods that
are available are always price gouged and sold on a first-come-first-
serve basis.

e An ideal economy would maximize the ability for people to
publically protest and go on strike. However, capitalist exploitation
makes this exceptionally challenging or impossible because people
lack the time, energy, money, etc. to engage in these initiatives, and
because of the violence that they can be threatened with or suffer
from at the hands of the ruling class.

e An ideal economy would be entirely sustainable. However, capitalist
businesses are incentivized to sell as many goods as possible in order
to maximize profits, and capitalist economies require high
employment rates to remain stable and to ensure people can meet
their basic needs, which both necessitate high consumption rates so
that workers are always in demand.

e An ideal economy would make the world as habitable as possible.
However, under capitalism the ruling class is strongly incentivized to
use their immense power to destroy the planet, since not only are
externalities the best way to maximize profits, but the ruling class
also have the wealth necessary to protect themselves from
externalities they would otherwise suffer from.
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e An ideal economy would be malleable enough to rapidly adapt to
nationwide or global reforms, such as those required to address
disasters and existential threats. However, capitalism makes such
transitions extremely and unnecessarily difficult because of the threat
they pose to people’s jobs and economic stability.

e An ideal economy would facilitate world peace. However, capitalism
always produces class conflict, and the lower classes will always be
vulnerable to violence, and particularly structural violence and
imperialism. And these problems are guaranteed to worsen as wealth
and power unavoidably consolidate into the hands of those most
willing to behave sociopathically.

None of these are minor problems, but instead severe and
irreconcilable contradictions between what economic systems should
accomplish and what capitalism will always accomplish because of its
prioritization of privatization, free markets, and profits. Capitalism is
therefore a completely unviable system by its very design. In fact,
one of the great ironies of capitalism is that all successful capitalist
businesses recognize the unviability of capitalism as evidenced by all
businesses using economic planning within their internal
infrastructures, and doing everything they can to destroy free
markets by eradicating competition and controlling as much of the
economy as possible. Additionally, most capitalist businesses
recognize that they must rely upon expensive and large-scale public
infrastructures and services to survive and prosper. In other words,
capitalists acknowledge the superiority of socialism, but refuse to
adopt this for the entire economy, either because they have been
indoctrinated by propaganda, or because doing so would prevent
them from maximizing their wealth and power.
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PART 3:
CAPITALISM IN
REALITY

This chapter will explore in greater detail the real-world
consequences of living under capitalism. Not only will this help
cultivate a greater appreciation of the problems that have arisen
from living in a world dominated by capitalism, but also the urgency
with which these problems need addressing. The following critique
will be divided into the following five headings.

e Humans

e Animals

e Environment

e Miscellaneous

e Statistics

Humans

This section will explore the problems that humans face in both the
underdeveloped world and the developed world as a consequence of
living under capitalism. This section will explore underdeveloped
countries first, however much of what is described here also applies
to developed countries, and vice versa.
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Quality of life

It is often assumed that life was a short, lonely, brutish, and
depressing struggle for most people throughout human history, and
that the struggles people suffer through today are merely a
continuation of that trend, rather than a consequence of capitalism.
It should perhaps not be surprising that this is a gross distortion of
the truth. Life was rarely easy for our ancestors for obvious reasons,
but the quality of life many of them experienced was not only higher
than most realize, but was higher even by today’s standards in many
essential areas.

Prior to the first agricultural revolution, which occurred between
10,000 to 20,000 years ago, humans lived in hunter-gatherer
communities that were small to moderate in size. It is estimated that
adults within these tribes worked no more than 15 hours a week, or
about 2 hours every day, while the rest of their time consisted of
recreational activities. However, an important thing to remember is
that even the work that these hunter-gatherers did perform consisted
of activities that are performed today for leisure, such as hunting,
fishing, fruit picking, jogging, building, crafting, and exploring. Even
building a home in those days could be achieved within half a day to
a few days. These humans would also have performed their work
surrounded by friends and family, rather than living and working in
isolation or with an ever changing cycle of strangers and
acquaintances. Even challenging activities considered traditionally
solitary in western cultures, such as child rearing, were regarded as
communal responsibilities, taking an even greater burden off any one
individual. Whether or not these hunter-gatherers were working or
relaxing, they would also have been surrounded by beautiful natural
environments and wildlife, unblemished by the widespread intrusions,
destruction, air pollution, land pollution, river pollution, and noise
pollution, that is common in underdeveloped countries.

Many of these tribes also never stored food for the future because of
the abundance of natural food sources available to them all year
round. This even holds true for many tribes in the world today, as
well as many peasant societies throughout human history. Even
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tribes that needed to store food would likely have been able to collect
enough food for an entire year within just a few weeks, based on the
capabilities of many modern hunter-gatherer tribes. These tribes also
likely suffered from fewer mental health problems, since modern
hunter-gatherers have been discovered to suffer from substantially
lower rates of mental health problems than those living in developed
countries. The stressors that hunter-gatherers suffered from in the
past were also short-term and occasional, compared to most workers
today who live in a chronic state of stress, anxiety, and exhaustion,
as a result of capitalist exploitation. Hunter-gatherers also didn't
have to cope with the overwhelming psychological burden of dealing
with all the disasters and existential threats caused or exacerbated
by capitalism. It is also often assumed that those who lived in such
primitive communities also lived very short lives. This falsehood has
mostly persisted because life expectancy estimates usually include
child mortality rates, which were obviously extremely high during
these times. The truth is that those that survived childhood likely had
a reasonable chance of living until they were 50 to 80 years old.
Despite what many people believe, if only those above the age of 5
are counted, life expectancy in most developed countries has barely
improved over the past 150 years. This can mostly be blamed on
problems caused or exacerbated by capitalism.

Incidentally, just like many modern tribes, it is also true that many
tribes and societies going back throughout history were also socialist
or communist. In fact throughout practically all of human history,
which started approximately 200,000 years ago, most human tribes
and societies lived under “primitive communism”, as it is currently
known as. These were gradually superseded by slave societies which
began appearing approximately 10,000 years ago, which were
eventually superseded by feudal societies which began appearing
approximately 3000 years ago, which were eventually superseded by
capitalist societies which began appearing approximately 300 to 400
years ago. Despite this, many societies until very recent human
history lived under socialism or communism in many parts of the
world even during the continuing rise of these oppressive economic
systems. This embracing of socialism and communism in the past,
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and particularly during early human history, should not be surprising,
since it has been known for some time that resource sharing and
cooperation were major reasons why humans were able to survive
and prosper as a species. This is also true in the animal kingdom,
where many animal species are only able to survive and prosper
through resource sharing and cooperation, rather than resource
hoarding and competitiveness. Additionally, because of the greater
egalitarianism that naturally arose from these socialist and
communist societies, it is also known that many of them were
effectively devoid of racism and sexism, were more or entirely
accepting of LGBT+ individuals, were more or entirely accepting of
recreational drug use, and were more sexually liberated, than most
“advanced” developed countries in modern times.

The point here is not to present a naively optimistic view of the past.
Many of our ancestors did not have access to this quality of life, and
even those who did could not perfectly protect themselves from
wildlife predators, natural disasters, deadly diseases, manmade
atrocities, and other such problems. Nonetheless, something has
clearly gone disastrously wrong in the transition to today’s society.
Most people in underdeveloped countries today are chronically
overworked and exhausted, spend most of their waking life away
from their family and friends, perform unnecessarily dehumanizing,
strenuous, and even hazardous work, and often with minimal daily
exposure to direct sunlight or unblemished natural environments.
The idea that impoverished and exploited individuals in
underdeveloped countries are simply perpetuating the natural state
of human existence, rather than being victims of capitalism, is one of
the most perverse and disgusting lies ever propagated by capitalists.
Recent research has also revealed that poverty in pre-capitalist times
is often overstated, and that poverty since capitalism’s adoption is
often understated. In fact 4 to 5 centuries ago, those living in many
current underdeveloped countries had, on average, a higher quality
of life, better health, a higher life expectancy, higher quality
craftsmanship, more advanced agricultural practices, and more
advanced technology, than those living in Europe at the time.
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Capitalism has also eroded the quality of life of people in
underdeveloped countries by robbing them of their self-sufficiency.
All valuable resources in these countries, including arable land,
freshwater sources, and habitable regions, have been privatized by
the ruling class. And instead of this situation improving over time,
more resources are being extracted from these countries today than
any other time in human history. Even legally protected native tribes
continue to be forced off their ancestral lands by corporations, and
always through violence and lethal force. Their way of life is usually
completely decimated, and they are often forced to relocate to places
near modern infrastructures, such as factories and roads. These
displaced tribes often experience high suicide rates because of this.

Capitalism also continues to cause serious problems for those that
still have some ability to live self-sufficiently in these countries, and
this is primarily because of the overconsumption, destruction, and
poisoning of their vital resources. Overfishing continues to deplete
the primary or only source of food and income for hundreds of
millions of people, and has even pushed many to resort to terrorism
and piracy in a desperate attempt to avoid starvation for themselves
and their loved ones. Monocultures and overproduction caused by the
animal agriculture industry continue to result in soil degradation,
even to the extent of destroying previously arable farm land. Climate
change continues to devastate crop production in these countries,
particularly through heatwaves, droughts, and floods. Poor mining
and manufacturing practices continue to cause toxic chemicals and
metal particles to pollute environments, including fresh water sources
and the air people breathe. Such pollution is known to be responsible
for causing skin rashes, legions, respiratory problems, immune
deficiencies, birth defects, cancers, and many other serious health
problems. This pollution doesnt merely affect those unfortunate
enough to have had their land invaded by corporations, but also
people hundreds of kilometers away that experience downstream
pollution. Corporations continue to sell carcinogenic pesticides to
these countries even though they are illegal in developed countries,
leading to similar health problems and deaths. All such problems
have made self-sufficiency less viable today than decades, centuries,
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or even thousands of years ago. And worse still, such problems are
only worsening as time progresses.

Debt trapping
In addition to traditional forms of imperialism, capitalist countries

have also exploited underdeveloped countries through
neocolonialism, which is a form of imperialism that uses soft power.
Neocolonialism predominantly takes the form of coercing or forcing
countries into spiraling debt obligations, which is a practice known as
“debt trap diplomacy”. One of the most prominent ways this has
occurred under capitalism has been through Structural Adjustment
Programs (SAPs), also known as Structural Adjustment Policies.
These are superficially generous conditional loans provided by the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank to
impoverished nations, and given under the pretense of improving
their economic prospects. These loans are usually initially provided
for the purpose of building up infrastructures, such as roads, ports,
power sources, electrical grids, and industrial parks. In reality these
loans are designed to oppress and exploit indebted countries to the
greatest extent possible, which they achieve in the long-term
through debt trapping. In fact the IMF was effectively set up entirely
for this purpose. The infrastructures built in these countries are also
designed primarily for exporting and importing resources and goods
to and from the lender country and the indebted country. In fact
these infrastructures have usually been so overtly imperialist that it
has often been far quicker to transport goods from an indebted
country to their distant imperialist country, than from one indebted
country to a neighboring indebted country. Unsurprisingly these
loans are generally prioritized for countries that are rich in natural
resources.

Western governments, the IMF, the World Bank, the World Trade
Organization, the World Economic Forum, the European Union,
corporations, and other similar capitalist institutions, have used such
imperialist practices for decades to exploit underdeveloped countries
for everything they have. These strategies have always been easy to
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implement, since targeted countries are always in a state of
economic desperation, and usually because of prior decades of
capitalist imperialism. However, to maximize their exploitation of
these underdeveloped countries, these organizations also commonly
use “economic hit men”. These individuals can best be understood as
professional negotiators, whose sole purpose is to target countries
with valuable resources, and encourage or pressure them to accept
Structural Adjustment Programs, or other loans similar in nature, or
to modify preexisting contracts. These economic hit men are also
utilized by corporations, such as engineering and construction
companies that are hired for eventual infrastructure projects.

If any country rejects these loans, or refuses to adopt a capitalist
free market, then they can be forced into a position where they have
no choice. The country may be placed under even greater financial
duress, such as through sanctions, until their financial desperation
forces them to accept these loans. Other times extortion, election
rigging, assassinations, violent coups, etc. are used to bring about
regime change, even in countries with democratically elected leaders
and governments. The instituting of fascist dictatorships, or other
brutal regimes, is never deemed a problem as long as they support
the agenda of the imperialist country. If all of these strategies fail, or
have not been successful enough, then these countries can be
invaded militarily on the pretense of “liberating” them.

All of this is to be expected from the IMF and the World Bank
considering they have always been neoliberal organizations, despite
portraying themselves as humanitarian organizations. This is largely
because America has grossly disproportionate voting power in the
IMF and the World Bank in proportion to the size of its population,
meaning they can influence the operations of both institutions in
ways that benefit their own agenda. In fact America is the only
country that can veto any decision put forward by the IMF. None of
this should be surprising considering America’s history of
imperialism. Over the past century they have illegitimately invaded,
and interfered in the elections of, literally dozens of countries. And
both of these forms of imperialism have involved sanctions, bribery,
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torture, mass murder, and the replacing of democratically elected left
leaning figures with some of the most brutal dictators of the past 70
years. Even today America supports over two thirds of the world’s
dictators, all of whom are anti-socialist, and many of whom are
responsible for crimes against humanity.

To fully appreciate how exploitative these loans are in practice, it is
necessary to explore the conditions that are attached to these loans.
Indebted countries are often required to accept a combination of, and
often the vast majority of, the following conditions.

e Accept unreasonably high interest rates that are designhed to be
impossible to pay off.

e Transition to a capitalist economy and adopt free market policies.

e Devaluate their currency.

e Accept trade deals that overwhelmingly benefit the lender country,
such as those that remove certain import and export restrictions and
taxes.

e Remove price controls.

e Sell resources at a reduced rate to the corporations and investors
of the lender country. This can include freshwater sources, arable
land, and rare minerals.

e Enhance the rights of foreign investors by changing national laws.

e Increase publically funded subsidies for businesses or industries
that benefit the lender country.

e Privatize public infrastructures and services. This can include those
essential for long-term prosperity, such as healthcare and education.
e Introduce austerity measures that massively reduce government
spending on public infrastructures and services, including those
essential for long-term prosperity.

e Build infrastructures that are beneficial to the lender country,
including ports and transportation networks that can be used for
exporting resources and importing goods.

e Deregulate industries, including state-run industries.

e Reduce or abolish their minimum wage.

e Reduce workers’ rights and benefits.
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e Increase the production of specific resources, such as crops or raw
materials, which are of benefit to the lender country.

e Allow the lender country to set up military bases in the indebted
country.

e Give the lender country the power to commandeer the military of
the indebted country.

e QOutlaw or hinder the formation of unions and the ability of workers
to go on strike.

e VVote in agreement with the lender country at the United Nations.

e Suffer unreasonable penalties upon failing to fulfill these conditions.

These neocolonial debt traps are simply a modern form of
imperialism, which is merely the natural evolution and refinement of
any system that prioritizes privatization, free markets, and profits.
Lender countries use a multitude of immoral tactics to ensure
countries agree to these nonnegotiable conditions, and even take
additional actions to further exploit these indebted countries. The
following list covers most of these tactics and additional actions.

e The governments of underdeveloped countries are often bribed,
including with military troops and equipment capable of suppressing
civil resistance.

e Unless the leaders of these countries are being bribed, the
conditions of these exploitative loans are often intentionally
obfuscated so that these leaders are not aware of their long-term
ramifications. They are particularly not made aware that these loans
are designed to be impossible to pay back, specifically by creating
unavoidable debt spirals that trap these countries in a state of
permanent subjugation.

e The impossibility of paying the extortionate interest rates attached
to these loans makes it inevitable that further loans must be
accepted. Indebted countries always end up paying back their
original loans multiple times over through interest payments alone.
The amount of freely given foreign aid that many underdeveloped
countries receive is also often substantially less than the amount
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they pay in interest payments alone, and this is true even when the
total interest they’ve paid is multiple times greater than the sum
total of all of their previous loans.

e If repayment deadlines are not met, indebted countries are often
forced to further privatize, deregulate, reduced trade barriers, etc.
The interest rates on their initial loans are also often increased.

e In the case of SAPs, the money from these loans is rarely given to
indebted countries directly. Instead they are given to Western
corporations who build the infrastructures that these loans are
designated for. Considering most of this work is manual labor, these
loans could be used to hire native workers, which would boost the
economies of these indebted countries. Instead most of this money
never even leaves these imperialist countries, except to buy physical
resources.

e The Western companies brought in to work on these infrastructure
projects often stretch out this work in order to ensure greater profits.
This financial burden is then forced upon the indebted country.

e When lender countries hire local companies and workers in these
underdeveloped countries, they are usually exploited to the greatest
extent possible.

e Imperialist countries will often leave infrastructure projects
unfinished, or build them in areas or in ways that result in them
remaining unused or being used at very low capacity. Unless they
can benefit from these infrastructures, these imperialist countries
have no reason to do otherwise.

e Lender countries will often force indebted countries to adopt
austerity measures in order to force their populations to spend more
on essentials that would otherwise have been provided by the state,
such as healthcare and education. This is always done under the
pretense of reducing government debt or deficits, but this is always
done to increase poverty, and consequently make the indebted
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country and its workers even easier to exploit. Reduced spending on
education also stifles the long-term prospects of workers, which
further increases poverty.

e To further prevent indebted countries from gaining independence,
and to further enable their exploitation, they are often forced to
pursue specialization at the expense of diversifying their economies.
For example, if a country produces cotton, they can be forced to
export their cotton to other countries where it is turned into usable
goods, which are then sold back to them at extortionate prices. This
forced specialization partly explains why so many products originate
from such a small number of countries, such as the disproportionate
number of garments that come from Bangladesh.

e Lender countries often encourage or force multiple underdeveloped
countries to produce vast amounts of specific resources at the same
time. The resulting competition between these countries pushes
down the prices of these commodities, putting these countries in a
position where they have to produce even more in order to generate
enough wealth for themselves, culminating in a vicious cycle. This
plunges these countries into even greater financial ruin, but provides
the imperialist countries with an abundance of substantially cheaper
resources and goods, and greater leverage for further exploitation.

e Imperialist countries usually subsidize their own industries, such as
farming, enabling them to produce less expensive goods for foreign
markets. The impoverished citizens of indebted countries, whose
industries cannot be subsidized, consequently have no choice but to
purchase these more affordable imported goods. This subsequently
undermines their own local economies, making these countries even
easier to exploit.

e Western countries commonly introduce trade barriers that bolster
the wealth and independence of their own country, while effectively
blocking poorer countries from competing in global markets.
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e Western corporations often standardize the prices of their goods
across the world, meaning they can force those in poorer nations to
pay similar or identical prices to those in wealthier nations. Because
of the wealth disparity between countries, these underdeveloped
countries effectively have to pay far higher prices, which is a
particular problem for essential goods.

e Economic hit men and foreign investors have often done their best
to hide from underdeveloped countries the true value of the land and
other resources they purchase from them. It is not uncommon for
these countries to sell their resources for a fraction, and in some
cases as low as 1%, of what they are worth on the global market.

e As underdeveloped countries are plundered of raw resources, they
have to increasingly rely upon their labor for survival, further
increasing the amount of cheap labor available to imperialist
countries.

e The erosion of self-sufficiency that the citizens of these countries
suffer from often forces many of them to migrate to urban
industrialized areas to seek work in the factories and warehouses
that produce the products of Western companies. In other words,
instead of Western companies needing to attract workers away from
their rural communities with incentives like higher compensation and
benefits, they can rely upon this inflicted economic desperation
instead. This problem has forced countless people living in self-
sufficient rural communities to move into crowded and dirty slum
cities.

e Many of the resources stolen from underdeveloped countries exist
within conflict zones, which are often controlled by extremely violent
guerilla factions and gangs. This is why many minerals are called
“conflict minerals”. The corporations that purchase these minerals
have made a conscious effort over the past few decades to avoid
tracking the origins of these minerals, partly to maintain plausible
deniability, and partly to save money.
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e Imperialist countries often do everything they can to destroy
worker unions in underdeveloped countries. If any strikes do occur,
not only do workers suffer from a temporary loss of income, but they
can lose their jobs and be severely persecuted. Even if unions do
form, they are often powerless, since Western corporations can
threaten to leave and use cheaper labor in other countries. For this
reason most businesses in underdeveloped countries have no choice
but to compete with each other to lower wages, lengthen work hours,
and exploit workers in other ways, in order to attract outside
investment. This has unavoidably led to an ethical race to the
bottom.

e It is not uncommon for private military forces, and even state
military forces, to be hired by corporations to protect their
investments and suppress opposition. Workers, union leaders, and
politicians, who protest these circumstances, will often be
intimidated, harassed, kidnaped, imprisoned, sexually abused,
tortured, or killed, by these military forces.

e Imperialist governments often provide the governments of these
underdeveloped countries with intelligence on anti-capitalist groups
and individuals, even when they know these dissidents will suffer
from the same horrific forms of abuse mentioned above.

e Imperialist governments regularly fund or provide weapons to local
terrorists and warring gangs in these countries in order to create,
prolong, or exacerbate, civil conflicts. This ongoing turmoil can make
it extremely difficult for people to organize and rebel against those
exploiting them.

e Lawsuits brought against corporations to end their abuses in these
underdeveloped countries, or to make them compensate their
victims, often fail because these corporations overwhelm their
prosecutors with legal work. The larger legal teams of these
corporations often endlessly prolong proceedings with irrelevant
technicalities and false accusations, or by forcing their prosecutors to
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read thousands of extraneous documents, until their prosecutors run
out of funds.

e Patents created in imperialist countries are commonly used to
extract large amounts of wealth from businesses in underdeveloped
countries, either through fees or through fines. These even include
patents for inventions that are simple, lifesaving, or which were only
possible because of public funding.

e Due to international pressure, imperialist countries have been
pushed to cancel the debts of these exploited countries. However, of
the countries that have agreed to this, many have demanded unfair
conditions of release, such as the same conditions required for
receiving these loans in the first place. And to make matters worse,
even if all debts were forgiven, most developed countries still refuse
to remove the trade barriers that place underdeveloped countries at
a significant disadvantage.

e These underdeveloped countries commonly suffer from brain drain,
in which their highly educated or skilled workers move to more
prosperous developed countries to secure for themselves higher
wages and a higher quality of life. The resulting impoverishment and
economic instability makes these underdeveloped countries even
more susceptible to exploitation.

e Imperialist countries keep these underdeveloped countries
impoverished partly because this gives them the power to continue
sending them their recyclable and non-recyclable garbage.
Imperialist countries further benefit from this because the poisoning
of land and water sources makes these underdeveloped countries
even less self-reliant.

e It has been speculated that some governments encourage the
excessive donating of products to underdeveloped countries, such as
clothes and hygiene products, since this can undermine local
businesses and push communities into even greater poverty.
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e Imperialist countries often propagate capitalist propaganda in
underdeveloped countries, meaning their citizens can also end up
defending and empowering the very system that oppresses them.

In summary, the imperialist exploitation of underdeveloped
countries, particularly in the form of debt trapping, has been carefully
orchestrated to extract as much wealth from these countries as
possible. Worse still, most of this has been done under the guise of
altruism. All of these abuses were always inevitable, because
imperialism is merely the natural evolution and refinement of
capitalism. This is why imperialism is often described by Marxists as
“the highest state of capitalism”. Had underdeveloped countries not
been victims of imperialism, they would be on par with developed
countries in terms of their quality of life, as well as their
infrastructures and services. This is because societies that are not
oppressed usually give rise to empowered citizens that are able to
hold their leaders to account, and are usually able to prosper
economically, particularly when they are able to engage in global
markets on equal grounds. This is even truer when they are given
support by developed countries. A good example of this is Japan,
who was assisted in their reconstruction efforts after the Second
World War, and consequently not only recovered extremely rapidly,
but also became one of the most prosperous and technologically
advanced countries in the world within a few decades.

Despite this, many capitalists in developed countries continue to
peddle the lie that the poor quality of life of those in underdeveloped
countries can be attributed to culture, laziness, low intelligence,
genetic inferiority, and other bigoted stereotypes. Some capitalists
also try to argue that imperialism is overstated because exports from
underdeveloped countries constitute a small percentage of the GDP
and wealth of the developed countries that import them. Not only
does this disgusting argument ignore all aforementioned information,
but this is only sometimes true because the labor and resources of
underdeveloped countries is grossly undervalued because of
imperialist exploitation, and because developed countries have
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amassed immense wealth through centuries of imperialism and over
a century of unjustifiably and recklessly creating money from
nothing.

Workers

Due to globalization, the supply chains of most businesses now
spread across the entire world. Corporations in developed countries
have the wealth and power to negotiate with their suppliers in
underdeveloped countries better compensation and conditions for
their workers. Instead of doing this, these corporations demand the
cheapest goods possible, knowing that this will only worsen the
suffering of those responsible for their immense wealth. Many of
these workers are unable to leave their jobs because there are no
alternatives, or because doing so would be a death sentence for
themselves or their loved ones. Many workers are also unable to
commit suicide because of loved ones that rely upon them, or
because they are forced to live on site and are robbed of the means
to do so. These workers consequently have no choice but to live in a
state of perpetual hell entirely because of the capitalist ruling class.

The following is a list of the multitude of ways workers in
underdeveloped countries are exploited.

e Receive wages far below a living wage. It is common for garment
workers to earn $1 for producing $600 worth of clothing.

e Forced to work unreasonably long hours, such as 12-18 hours
every workday.

e Forced to work 6-7 days per week, and never being able to take
time off work.

e Allocated an extremely limited number of bathroom breaks, and at
pre-established times. Many workers have no choice but to wear
adult diapers for this reason.

¢ Allocated only a few minutes every day for eating and drinking.

¢ Allocated grossly inadequate amounts of drinking water.

e Forced to consume nothing but gruel. It is not uncommon for this
gruel to contain dead insects.
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e Forced to use nothing but cold water, including for showers.

e Forced to live on site, and in cramped and inhumane
accommodation, as part of their employment. This accommodation
often suffers from insect infestations, mold, leaks, and foul odors.

e Hired as part-time workers, temporary workers, or independent
contractors, instead of full-time employees, so that their employers
can legally avoid providing benefits, or paying minimum wage, or
paying certain taxes, or other legal requirements.

e Forced to work unpaid overtime.

e Have food and accommodation expenses deducted from wages,
effectively making these workers slaves when this leaves them with
no income, or too little income to travel or relocate.

e Have unavoidable equipment repair costs deducted from wages.
These workers can sometimes end up with negative wage slips,
where they owe their employees money at the end of the month.

e Have wages withheld until unrealistic personal work targets have
been reached.

e Have wages partially or entirely withheld for absolutely no reason.

e Forced to hand over their passports, so that they are unable to
leave their employers.

e Forced to spend years away from their family and friends.

e Experience racial discrimination at the hands of their employers.

e Experience psychological and physical abuse at the hands of their
employers, particularly if they fail to reach unreasonable company
targets. This is often done to set an example to other workers.

e Experience sexual abuse at the hands of their employers. This can
include only receiving requested shifts in exchange for sexual favors.

e Forced to work in windowless and unventilated rooms.

e Forced to work in extreme weather conditions. During heatwaves it
is not uncommon for workers to faint.

e Forced to take drugs so that they can work longer.

e Forced to work without appropriate training or equipment. Workers
who operate loud equipment are rarely given the ear protection
needed to prevent them from suffering permanent hearing loss and
tinnitus. Workers who deal with textiles are rarely given the safety
masks needed to protect their eyes and lungs from harmful
microscopic cloth fibers. Workers who assemble or recycle electrical
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equipment are rarely given the equipment needed to protect them
from the toxic metals and radioactive substances they inevitably
touch or breathe in, and which can cause them to suffer from rashes,
liver damage, lung damage, kidney damage, nervous system
damage, cancers, blood poisoning, infertility, miscarriages, and
severe cognitive impairments, among other problems.

e Suffer from lightheadedness, concentration difficulties, and blurred
vision, as a consequence of malnourishment, sleep deprivation,
exhaustion, and other similar problems. It is also not uncommon for
such workers to faint, vomit, or experience temporary blindness, for
the same reasons.

e Suffer long-term ailments or disabilities, particularly as a
consequence of repetitive strain injuries. It is not uncommon for
workers’ fingers to twitch during their sleep in accordance with the
repetitive movements they’re forced to perform every day for weeks
or months.

e Receive no compensation for workplace accidents caused by
company negligence. Even family’s will rarely receive compensation
for workplace deaths.

e Punished for complaining about abusive workplace conditions.

e Have no access to legal advice, or be prevented from accessing
available legal aid.

e Prevented from forming or joining unions.

e Women can be forced to prove they are menstruating before they
are hired. Employers do this to avoid paying maternity benefits,
although they usually never pay benefits anyway.

e Forced to pay extortionate recruitment fees. Those in poverty often
pay agencies commission for finding them work. These fees are often
extortionate, including being in excess of a year’s salary. Sometimes
additional mandatory fees are added days or hours before a worker
relocates to their new place of employment. The work provided can
be radically different from what was advertised, and many workers
are even funneled into slavery through this system. Some
corporations have promised to ban recruitment fees from their supply
chains, and some have even promised to reimburse workers who still
fall victim to recruitment fees, although these promises are rarely
kept.
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Unsurprisingly the children of these adult workers also suffer
immensely due to their parent’s exploitation.

e These children are often malnourished as a consequence of their
parent’s dismal wages, and often suffer from a host of long-term
debilitating health problems and cognitive impairments.

e These children are often so hungry that they are unable to
concentrate during their school classes, making their education a
relative waste, rather than an opportunity to escape poverty.

e These children are often given no choice but to do their school work
without ever receiving help from their parents.

e These children are often unable to afford higher education, which is
often essential for gaining employment that is not exploitative.

e These children are often unable to afford basic necessities, meaning
they often have no choice but to enter full-time employment even if
they have the opportunity to attend school.

e These children are often forced to accompany their parents to
work, even when their parents work in unsafe environments.

e These children are often sent to live in orphanages if their parents
cannot afford to raise them. Their parents are often only able to visit
them for a few hours once every few weeks or months.

e These children are often forced into marriages if this is the only
way they or their loved ones can avoid dying from preventable
causes.

Children in underdeveloped countries can also feel burdened to enter
the workforce, or may be given no other choice, in order to enable
themselves and their family members to survive. Children are easily
exploitable, meaning they often experience other forms of direct
abuse or indirect harm in addition to those suffered by adult workers.

e Children are often forced to do the most dangerous or demeaning
types of work.
e Children are often the most likely to suffer from physical and sexual
abuse at work.
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e Children are often more vulnerable to workplace toxicity due to
their weaker immune systems. Diseases also spread more rapidly
among child workforces.

e Children are often unable to go home after work due to the dangers
of travelling without adult supervision.

e Children are often more likely to be forced to work in mines,
because they are small enough to move around and work in these
cramped environments. When these mines collapse, which is not an
uncommon problem, these children can be trapped for hours at a
time, or in most cases end up suffocating to death or being crushed
to death.

e Children are often given no choice but to become sex workers.
They are also more likely to suffer and die if they become pregnant,
which is a common occurrence in underdeveloped countries because
customers will often take advantage of the desperation and
vulnerability of these children and insist on not using protection.
These children often die young from STD’s for this reason.

e Children are often forced to beg on the streets, and are sometimes
physically mutilated by their employers or owners, since children with
scars, or missing fingers, hands, eyes, etc. often elicit greater
sympathy from tourists and local residents, and are hence more
profitable.

Children also work in the supply chains of an extensive variety of
resources and products. These include, but are not limited to, the
following.

e Rare minerals.

e Coal.

e Rubber.

e Tobacco.

¢ Clothes.

e Diamonds.

e Coarse sand, which is an essential component of concrete.

e Food, including chocolate, coffee, tea, rice, meat, fish, and oil.

e Electronics, including phones, tablets, laptops, desktop computers,
and televisions.
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The damage that these life and working conditions can inflict on
children cannot be understated. Media attention often draws
attention to child poverty statistics and the poor quality of life of
these children, but rarely do they draw attention to their
psychological wellbeing. It is extremely common for both adolescent
and pre-adolescent children to suffer from depression and
hopelessness because of their circumstances. Children can become
so depressed that it is not uncommon for them to become catatonic,
and to such an extent that they have to be fed through tubes,
although even this requires them to be lucky enough to have access
to healthcare services in the first place. Children as young as 5 are
known to make concerted efforts to commit suicide, and engage in
various forms of self-harm, including cutting themselves with sharp
objects, and hitting their head repeatedly against hard walls. All of
these are widespread occurrences in underdeveloped countries, and
yet are rarely discussed by the mainstream media, even when they
focus on global poverty.

Under capitalism these human rights abuses are ideal, because they
are evidence of maximum value extraction. However, the more
general abuses described above don’t even cover the very unique
and specific abuses that corporations have inflicted wupon
underdeveloped countries. For example, 40 pharmaceutical
companies joined forces in the 1990's to take the South African
government to court to prevent Africans from receiving inexpensive
AIDS and HIV medications. This led to the deaths of thousands of
adults and children, and would have eventually resulted in the deaths
of substantially more if not for international outrage. Another
example is when Nestlé sent representatives to underdeveloped
countries disguised as healthcare professionals to lie to the mothers
of new born babies and persuade them that their baby formula was
more nutritious than natural breast milk. Once these mothers
prematurely stopped producing milk due to transitioning to formula,
which would either be underpriced or given as free samples, Nestlé
would substantially increase their prices, giving these mothers no
choice but to spend everything they had on buying their product.
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This baby formula would also require water, and because water in
these countries was often contaminated, these infants would often
become ill as well. Millions of infants needlessly suffered from
malnutrition and illnesses, and many needlessly died, because of this
initiative. Nestlé considered this a fantastic outcome, because it
enabled them to increase their profits.

These instances of abuse are just two examples of millions of
uniquely specific abuses committed by capitalist businesses. The
ruling class is willing to abuse those who are responsible for their
immense wealth and power, even though they could ensure the
humane treatment of these individuals while still retaining for
themselves the highest-quality of life of any group of people in the
world. This point cannot be overstated. It has been estimated that
most corporations in developed countries would only need to increase
the prices of their goods by between 1% to 3% to ensure workers in
their supply chains in underdeveloped countries are paid a living
wage. However, even workers committing suicide because of their
exploitation has not been enough to persuade corporations to make
such insignificant concessions. All of this further proves how perfectly
designed capitalism is for rewarding and empowering sociopaths. All
of these abuses would be eradicated in a democratic socialist world
where everyone’s basic needs were fulfiled and all political and
economic organizations and systems were optimally democratic.

New Optimism

In addition to these abuses, many defenders of capitalism have also
used propaganda to convince the masses that such exploitation is
nowhere near as widespread as it seems. Those responsible for this
propaganda have come to be known as the "“New Optimism”
movement. The IMF and the World Bank have been at the forefront
of this movement, promoting the idea that poverty around the world
has been decreasing, and they have predominantly done this by
propagating statistics that are intentionally incorrect or misleading.
This propaganda has been further propagated by pseudo-intellectual
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public figures like Steven Pinker and Jordan Peterson. There are
numerous reasons why this idea is propaganda.

First, humanity could have already solved global poverty, and yet
today it is still a monumental global problem. So even if poverty was
declining, this is not the triumph that so many capitalists portray it to
be, especially when they use this as evidence of the superiority of
their system. Second, even the staunchest supporters of capitalism
must admit that even if poverty was declining, it is doing so pitifully
slowly, particularly considering how much technological productivity
has increased in recent human history. Third, most of the statistics
used to imply that poverty has been decreasing are the same useless
economism metrics that were debunked earlier. They do not take
account of all the other quality of life metrics that would allow for a
substantially more objective perspective, including metrics related to
externalities that reduce the quality of life of those in poverty.

Fourth, the statistics used to support these claims always include
China, which is a country that has rapidly reduced poverty
predominantly through democratic socialist approaches, and
particularly economic planning. And to those who doubt China’s
claims of alleviating poverty, this merely means global poverty is
even worse than previously thought. These statistics also include
other countries, such as Vietnam, that have similarly reduced poverty
through socialist approaches. The inclusion of these countries
unavoidably skews the data, giving the misleading impression that
capitalist free markets have been helping those in underdeveloped
countries, when they have actually been harming them. In fact, if
China alone is excluded, then the GDP growth rate of underdeveloped
countries has on average decreased substantially since the 1970’s,
even though productivity should have skyrocketed in these countries.
This is because productivity increases as people are lifted out of
poverty and become better educated, and as countries become more
technologically advanced.

Fifth, the thresholds that the IMF and the World Bank use to measure
poverty are grossly inadequate. For example, they currently define
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“extreme poverty” as living on less than $1.90 a day, which is
staggeringly low. This means that even people who are homeless,
utterly destitute, and slowly dying from malnutrition, are still not
living in “extreme poverty” as long as they are earning more than
$1.90 a day. These people can also be in substantial debt that they
will never be able to pay off, and yet as long as they are earning
$1.90 a day they are still not living in extreme poverty according to
these organizations. Even if children, the elderly, and those with
severe mental and physical disabilities, are living in the most
inhumane circumstances imaginable, then they are supposedly still
not living in “extreme poverty” as long as they are living on more
than $1.90 a day. And these dollars are “international dollars”,
meaning $1 is equivalent to what 1 American dollar can purchase in
America, not what 1 American dollar can purchase in an
underdeveloped country, which can be substantially more.

This is obviously a disgustingly inadequate threshold for determining
extreme poverty. It would be far more reasonable to categorize
someone as living in extreme poverty if they do not have access to
clean water, healthy food, decent housing, adequate sanitation,
essential healthcare, social safety nets, legal protections, consistent
electricity, and air conditioning units capable of coping with both
extreme heat and extreme cold. The term “poverty” by contrast
should consequently not include those who are living in “extreme
poverty”, but who still lack important but slightly less urgent
essentials, such as high-quality education, good waste management
systems, safe roads and bridges, well-funded public transportation,
reliable fire departments, decent internet access, functioning postal
services, and clean public spaces, to name some obvious examples.
This $1.90 threshold could increase 10 fold in value and most people
in extreme poverty would still be living in extreme poverty according
to our more appropriate definition. The IMF and the World Bank are
not oblivious to any of this. For them to imply that those earning just
over $1.90 a day are not living in “extreme poverty”, but instead just
“poverty”, is not naive, but grossly and knowingly malicious.
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Sixth, to make this dire situation even worse, the IMF and the World
Bank have intentionally masked the severity of global poverty by
refusing to increase the thresholds by which poverty is determined at
the same rate as inflation. So in the case of the $1.90 threshold, not
only is this value staggeringly low, but the purchasing power of this
$1.90 has been decreasing over time because it has not been
keeping up with inflation. Seventh, the global population has
skyrocketed during the past century, meaning even if the percentage
of the global population living in poverty had plateaued at any time,
rather than continue to increase, the number of people living in
poverty would still have increased because of population growth.
Eighth, even if global poverty was decreasing, using past trends to
imply future trends is grossly misleading. This is because these
trends do not account for existential threats, and the increase in
poverty these will unavoidably cause. Even if every person on the
planet living below the poverty line was instead living just above the
poverty line, they would quickly become impoverished again because
of food scarcity, water scarcity, property damage caused by extreme
weather events, the inability to purchase and power air conditioning
units, overburdened healthcare services, and a host of other
problems.

All of this proves how manipulative it is for the New Optimist
movement to claim that global poverty is declining, and that it's
declining because of capitalism. Global poverty could have been
eradicated long ago, and it predominantly only exists today because
of capitalism, so saying poverty is very slowly declining is a damning
statement against capitalism, not a reasonable defense. And even if
this problem is ignored, poverty should have been declining at an
accelerated pace in parallel with increasing technological surplus,
which it hasnt. And even if this problem is ignored, the
measurements used for determining poverty today are extremely
misleading because they are all economism metrics. And even if this
problem is ignored, all data is skewed by China and similar countries,
which have reduced poverty predominantly through democratic
socialist approaches. And even if this problem is ignored, the
thresholds used for determining poverty are so low as to be useless.
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And even if this problem is ignored, these thresholds have not kept
up with inflation. And even if this problem is ignored, the number of
people living in poverty has still increased because of population
growth. And even if this problem is ignored, poverty will worsen
considerably in the future because of existential threats.

It is therefore genuinely despicable for some of the wealthiest
organizations and people on the planet, who will never suffer from
poverty, and who are mostly protected from future existential
threats, to knowingly propagate this misinformation, particularly as a
means of increasing their wealth and placating the masses. It is
almost beyond comprehension why anyone would use their position
of incredible privilege and influence to misinform people that
suffering around the world is decreasing, considering this would
obviously subdue the masses, rather than energize them to pursue
the revolutionary changes that are so desperately needed to end
suffering around the world. For this reason, the New Optimism
movement must be recognized as one of the most despicable global
misinformation movements in recent human history.

The remainder of this section will focus primarily on how people in
developed countries suffer under capitalism. The following problems
also exist for those in underdeveloped countries, but are perhaps
most shocking for their occurrence in wealthy capitalist countries.

The costs of poverty and the cycle of poverty

Every person’s quality of life is determined primarily by economic
factors that exist outside of their control, and ideally this would
become increasingly true as ever increasing technological surplus
was distributed to everyone. Despite this, capitalists profess that
every person’s quality of life is determined primarily by how hard
they work. This not only downplays economic factors, but also
downplays the unnecessary hardships people experience due to
poverty, and how these hardships compound one another and
produce feedback loops that make poverty even harder to escape.
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Most capitalists don’t understand this, so the most prominent
hardships will be explored here. This section is consequently
unavoidably extensive, which we apologize for in advance.

e Those in poverty are substantially more likely to experience stress,
anxiety, and depression. In fact it has been known for some time
that poverty is one of most significant predicators of stress in both
adults and children. Stress, anxiety, and depression, are known to
cause and exacerbate a host of serious physical health problems.
These include irritable bowel syndrome, restless leg syndrome,
hypertension, asthma, arthritis, osteoporosis, skin disorders,
gastrointestinal problems, diabetes, heart disease, strokes, cognitive
impairment, growth suppression in children, and rapid aging. Stress,
anxiety, and depression, also compromise people’s immune systems,
making them more susceptible to illnesses and prolonged
recuperation times. Stress alone is estimated to contribute to or
cause 90% of all ilinesses and diseases. All of these health problems
can also be very costly, which can cause additional stress, anxiety,
and depression.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer from genetic trauma. This
is a phenomenon where psychological or physiological trauma
experienced by an adult, even before pregnancy, can negatively
affect how their children’s genes are expressed. In other words,
children can experience emotional, cognitive, and physical problems
or disadvantages, as a consequence of their parents experiencing
trauma prior to or during pregnancy. One example of this is when a
child develops a genetic propensity to retain sugars and fats as a
consequence of their mother experiencing malnourishment prior to or
during pregnancy. Such children have an increased likelihood of
developing obesity and related health problems throughout their life.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer from transgenerational
trauma. Unlike genetic trauma which is passed down via genetics,
transgenerational trauma is passed down via experiences,
knowledge, learned behaviors, and certain interactions with those
who have experienced such trauma or who are also victims of
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transgenerational trauma. For example, a person whose parents lived
through terrible experiences as a consequence of poverty may
develop psychological problems due to becoming tangibly aware of
the possibility and consequences of living through such experiences
themselves, or because they experience neglect from their parents
due to their parents personal trauma or transgenerational trauma.

e Those in poverty are more likely to experience reduced mental
health as a consequence of having to helplessly watch their loved
ones needlessly suffer or die as a consequence of poverty.

e Those in poverty may be unable to afford the time, energy, money,
etc. to go out and socialize with friends, potentially leading to
isolation and a reduced or nonexistent social support network.
Loneliness is also strongly linked with serious health problems,
including heart disease and depression. This problem is often
severely exacerbated by a lack of “third places”, which are any public
or commercial places used for socializing. This is obviously a problem
that poor areas disproportionately suffer from.

e Those in poverty are less likely to be able to afford private mental
healthcare, which can put them at a tangible disadvantage in many
areas of life.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer from sleep deprivation.
Aside from reducing a person’s quality of life, physical wellbeing, and
ability to function during the day, sleep deprivation is also linked with
insomnia, depression, anxiety, memory problems, weight gain,
diabetes, strokes, and cardiovascular problems.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer a disrupted circadian
rhythm. This can be because of the types of jobs they are more likely
to perform, the increased likelihood of suffering from sleep disorders,
or because of an inability to afford or use window blackout blinds,
particularly if they live in temporary accommodation. Aside from
causing the same problems as sleep deprivation, this can also make
it extremely difficult to maintain a healthy social life.
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e Those in poverty are more likely to live in areas with increased
noise pollution. Long-term exposure to noise pollution is known to
cause stress, hypertension, cognitive impairment, strokes, and heart
disease.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer from relationship
problems, which can also worsen stress levels and overall mental
health.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer or witness domestic
abuse. This is not only horrific in and of itself, but victims of domestic
abuse are also more likely to abuse substances, to become homeless,
to experience relationship problems, and to suffer emotionally and
cognitively, to name some common consequences.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer from stress, which is not
only capable of making people feel hungrier, but can also increase
cravings for sugar and salt, which can further fuel hunger.

e Those in poverty are more likely to only be able to afford junk food.
Malnourishment and weight problems can interfere with people’s
physical health, energy levels, concentration capabilities, and a host
of other problems. Obesity in particular has been linked to numerous
health problems, including hypertension,  strokes, gout,
osteoarthritis, diabetes, gallbladder disease, liver damage, reduced
immunity, and various cancers. Consumption of junk food has even
been directly linked to depression.

e Those in poverty disproportionately live in food deserts, and are
more likely to be limited to small, local convenience stores.
Consequently they are likely to have fewer opportunities to purchase
nutritious food, including fresh fruit and vegetables.

e Those in poverty often don’t have the time and energy to cook
nutritious meals and wash up afterwards, and have to instead rely
upon quick and low-quality microwave meals and fast food.
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e Children living in poverty may have no choice but to eat unhealthy
snacks if they get home from school before their working parents.
Even if a child is willing to cook a meal, it can often be too
challenging or unsafe for them to do so alone.

e Children living in poverty are particularly vulnerable to the
consequences of malnutrition. As well as worse physical health and
concentration capabilities, malnourished children can also suffer from
problems that carry on into later life, such as lower intelligence,
poorer reading skills, poorer math skills, and an increase in mental,
emotional, and behavioral problems. Undernourishment during
childhood also increases the likelihood of obesity later in life.
Evidence suggests this is partially to do with genetics, and hence is
not merely a psychological phenomenon.

e Those in poverty are less able to afford the often more expensive
diets that are required to get around food intolerances, which can
cause problems like abdominal pain, headaches, and sleep problems.
People in this situation can suffer from such problems on a chronic
basis.

e Those in poverty are less likely to have the freezer space necessary
to prepare and freeze multiple meals from one cooking session,
forcing them to cook from scratch far more often, which further
erodes time and energy.

e Those in poverty are more likely to experience burnout, which is
known to cause extreme stress, sleep problems, irritability,
depression, cardiovascular problems, autoimmune disorders, and an
increased chance of developing diabetes.

e Those in poverty may not have the time and energy to exercise,
and be less able to afford gym memberships or equipment, which can
reduce health and energy levels in the long-term.
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e Children living in poverty are more likely to live in more dangerous
neighborhoods, and consequently be less able to play outside. This
lack of exercise can be harmful to their physical and mental health.

e Those in poverty have historically been more likely to suffer from
lead poisoning. Lead is a neurotoxin, meaning it damages the
nervous system, including the brain. Among other negative
consequences, lead exposure during childhood is known to lower
intelligence, and damage the prefrontal cortex, which is responsible
for regulating emotions and self-control. It is understood that
children who suffer lead poisoning have a higher chance of becoming
criminals later in life.

e Those in poverty are more likely to live in areas with higher air
pollution levels, which can cause or exacerbate physical health
problems, including allergies, asthma, lung cancer, strokes, and
heart disease, as well as neurological problems, including
Alzheimer’s, dementia, psychotic episodes, and cognitive impairment.
The unborn children of expectant mothers are also more likely to
suffer harmful consequences from air pollution, including neurological
problems, low birth weight, preterm births, birth defects,
miscarriages, and still births.

e Those in poverty are more likely to live in homes with poor
insulation, and without air conditioning, which can take a toll on
people’s physical and mental health, and can even be dangerous for
young children and the elderly.

e Those in poverty often experience worse physical health and are
more likely to become ill or rundown, increasing the likelihood of
poor work performance or being absent. This in turn can reduce a
person’s income, such as through lost promotions, going over their
allocated sick days, or being fired.

e Those in poverty are more likely to work difficult or hazardous
manual labor jobs, meaning they are more likely to suffer from long-
term debilitating health problems, such as repetitive strain injury and
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back pain, and are more likely to experience workplace accidents that
cause serious bodily harm. Aside from reducing a person’s quality of
life, they can also be very costly and hinder a person’s ability to
work.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer reduced mental health as
a consequence of their work. For example, those in low wage jobs
are more likely to suffer from exploitation and alienation. Workers in
poverty are also more likely to be drained by the emotional labor
required by their job, since they are more likely to already be
emotionally drained because of other hardships caused by poverty.
Low wage workers are also more likely to suffer from physical health
problems, which can obviously exacerbate mental health problems.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer from stress, illnesses,
and physical pain, which can be extremely difficult to cope with
without the assistance of substances, such as prescription drugs,
alcohol, tobacco, and illegal drugs. These may be taken to alleviate
stress, to alleviate pain, to help stay awake, to help fall asleep, and
other essential reasons. Regrettably, whether such drugs are legal or
illegal, they can cause debilitating long-term health problems.

e Those in poverty regularly experience a psychological phenomenon
known as “decision fatigue”. This refers to the deteriorating quality of
people’s decisions after prolonged periods of decision-making. This is
partially caused by a “scarcity mindset”, in which a lack of time,
energy, money, etc. forces people to constantly calculate the
ramifications of every decision they make, and to focus narrowly on
serious and imminent problems at the expense of the bigger picture.
Decision fatigue not only leads to poorer decision-making, but also
additional stress and exhaustion.

e Those in poverty are more likely to have inadequate literacy sKills,
which can cause a host of personal hardships. This can include
feeling humiliated in front of others, struggling to follow recipes,
misunderstanding medication instructions, being unable to complete
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essential forms, being of limited help to one’s children, and of course
having reduced career prospects.

e Those in poverty are more likely to suffer reduced intelligence due
to their higher stress levels. Various studies have shown that stress
can cause a drop of at least 13 IQ points in both adults and children.

e Children living in poverty are less likely to have access to toys and
technologies that can enhance their intelligence and creativity.

e Children living in poverty are far less likely to spend quality time
with their parents, meaning they are less likely to receive guidance
with regards to personal problems, homework, career options, and
other normal life struggles. It is also known that communicating with
adults during childhood boosts a child’s intelligence, literacy skKills,
and interpersonal skills.

e Children living in poverty are more likely to go to underfunded
schools, which obviously places them at a significant disadvantage
academically. Underfunded schools are often more stressful to attend
and less likely to have healthcare professionals, leading to worse
mental health outcomes for students. Children with special needs,
including extremely common problems like dyslexia and ADHD, are
generall