MMT is another link, and starkly illustrates the capitalist trojan-horse nature of this 1AC. There is a reason that only the U.S. would be able to do this, and that is because the monetary sovereignty that would enable the U.S. to simply decide by fiat how much money exists and what its value is a direct function of, and thus requires, all other countries to be below it in the hierarchy and beholden to its economic interests by virtue of holding dollar-denominated assets. Without every other country lacking monetary sovereignty there could be no MMT!
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Perhaps the most important constraint on state economic policy is the international functioning of money, which is driven by commodity and capital flows and marked by exchange rate instability. The constraint operates differentially across the world market, reflecting a hierarchy among capitalist currencies and states. Neo-Chartalist authors rightly claim that mainstream economic theory ignores the anchoring of money in nation-states (Goodhart, 1998). Yet, an analogous charge could be leveled against them regarding world money. According to MMT, the hierarchy of money starts with instruments of credit created by households, followed by debts of firms, debts of banks, and finally debts of the state at the top (Bell, 2001). This sequence bears a resemblance to Marxist analyses of the forms of money and credit, starting with enterprise promises to pay, surpassed by bank credit, money market credit, and finally central bank credit.10 However, in Marxist theory, there is a still higher level, that of world money. Money in the world market loses its local functions and returns to its original commodity form as the direct social embodiment of abstract labor (Ivanova, 2013). This is broadly consistent with Marx’s analysis of money’s ontology, positing money as an inherently international economic entity that only subsequently becomes domestic. It is also consistent with the Marxist understanding of capitalism as global in content and national only in form (Starosta, 2016). Commodity value is universal and therefore the measure of value has to be global. In contrast, units of account and symbols of value can be national and regulated by national states. This is the basis on which national currencies relate to each other through exchange rates. In mature capitalism commodity money is replaced in domestic circulation by credit money, but the international arena is far more complex and reflects power relations among nation states. Gold has been the classic form of world money, retaining its key role as means of international payments and global reserve of value, even if national currencies, such as the British pound sterling and the US dollar, have also functioned internationally. Since the collapse of Bretton Woods, the US dollar has acted as inconvertible quasi-world-money subject to competition by other currencies, including the euro (Lapavitsas, 2013; Labrinidis, 2014). Countries other than the USA are forced to acquire dollars as the internationally accepted means of payment and value reserve – they have to deliver someone else’s IOUs to settle their international obligations (Itoh & Lapavitsas, 1999). The economic and political power that accrues to the state that issues quasiworld- money is enormous. It seems that MMT supporters consider this state of affairs to be a self-imposed ordinance by nation states limiting their monetary sovereignty (Tcherneva, 2016, Tymoigne, 2020). According to Wray (2019), monetary sovereignty comprises of: i) the national government choosing a unit of account; ii) the national government imposing obligations denominated in that unit of account; iii) the national government issuing currency in that unit of account and accepting it in payment; iv) the national government issuing other obligations (say, debt) denominated and payable in national currency; and v) a flexible exchange rate.11 Thus, MMT writers often adopt a critical approach toward countries that lose sovereignty by abandoning their national currency (as in the case of the euro) or by establishing a currency board (as in Argentina). For Marxist political economy, monetary sovereignty in the world market has a very different content. The fundamental insight comes again from Steuart, who considered international monetary payments to have an obligatory rather than a voluntary character, that is, nations are obliged to deliver the prevailing form of world money. This is ultimately the reason why the global monetary system is hierarchically structured, a point that is fully appreciated by development economists (Kaltenbrunner & Painceira, 2018, Prates, 2020). Lack of monetary sovereignty is the result of international structural constraints, rather than policy choices (Bonizzi et al., 2019). The constraints include exposure to flows of money capital that are not under the control of smaller countries and depend to a large extent on the global availability of credit. Critical development economists have frequently analyzed the destabilizing impact of capital flows on domestic monetary policy (Akyuz, 2014). Above all, the constraints are associated with accumulated foreign debt, which typically has to be settled in world money, or in currencies competing for the position of world money, and thus has an obligatory character. In sum, developing countries occupy a subordinate position in the international financial system (Bonizzi et al., 2020). In this connection, even mainstream literature has proposed the notion of a global liquidity cycle, or global financial cycle, marked by common fluctuations of asset prices, capital flows, and leverage, all of which ultimately reflect changes in U.S. monetary policy (Rey, 2013). The monetary sovereignty of the USA is the reason for the lack of monetary sovereignty of developing countries. Neo-Chartalist theory is distinctly troubled by the passage from the national to the international realm, where there is no supranational state choosing units of account or having the power to tax. There is a distinct paucity of analysis of money at the world level compared to the sustained output on domestic monetary arrangements, especially for the USA (Epstein, 2019, ch. 4, 5). It is notable that MMT finds it hard to analyze monetary policy in developing countries (Bonizzi et al., 2019; Vernengo & Perez Caldentey, 2019; Prates, 2020).
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